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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS EXEMPTION ORDER (NO. 3) 2008 � 
DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 

Resumed from 19 May on the following motion by Hon Paul Llewellyn, which was moved pro forma on 
17 March 2009 � 

That the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Exemption Order (No. 3) 2008, published in the 
Government Gazette on 28 November 2008 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 9 December 2008 
under the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [8.32 pm]: Last night I was making the Greens (WA) case against 
the commercialisation of genetically modified cotton in the Ord River and the allocation of some $220 million 
for opening up 14 000 hectares there. I was arguing whether there was any rational economic merit in doing that. 
I understand that the Ord was first started up in the 1960s and that by the 1970s agriculture in that region was 
experiencing many difficulties. I guess that the government is arguing that, with GM cotton, we will resolve all 
these pesticide difficulties and somehow or other shoehorn a new, viable agricultural industry into the Ord. I was 
saying that there did not seem to be a clear economic case or a rigorous analysis of the economic implications of 
doing that. Finally, I referred to some comments that I received by way of a letter from Professor Peter Gregg, 
chief scientist from the Cotton Catchment Communities, Australian Cotton Research Institute. He claims that he 
is a completely independent and unbiased scientist. I am sure that he believes that. He said that I made certain 
allegations, one of which was that scientific evidence does not support the claims that GM advocates use less 
chemicals. Admittedly, I made the point that there was a significant reduction in some chemical use but that was 
not complete and that new pests were emerging.  

I was also interested to see that the jury is out on the matter of the environmental and chemical impacts of the 
use of Bacillius thuringiensis, particularly at the molecular and microbiological level in soils. I was looking at 
some research from India from Navdanya. I got this off a website, so it comes with that qualification. 
Nevertheless, it states � 

A recent scientific study carried out by Navdanya, compared the soil of fields where Bt-cotton had been 
planted for 3 years with adjoining fields with non GMO cotton or other crops. 

It went on to state � 

In 3 years, Bt-cotton has reduced the population of Actinomycetes by 17%. Actinomycetes are vital for 
breaking down cellulose and creating humus.  

Bacteria were reduced by 14%. The total microbial biomass was reduced by 8.9%.  

Vital soil beneficial enzymes which make nutrients available to plants have also been drastically 
reduced. Acid Phosphatase which contributes to uptake of phosphates was reduced by 26.6%. 
Nitrogenase enzymes which help fix nitrogen were reduced by 22.6%.  

That suggests to me that all is not completely well in the bioscience of use of GM technologies, certainly GM 
cotton. Effectively, it is saying that GM cotton with the Bt gene in it effectively continues to have very high 
levels of Bt, which appears to be sterilising soils, or it certainly has a very large impact on the soil microbiology. 
That flies in the face of the soothsaying from Professor Peter Gregg, chief scientist from the Cotton Catchment 
Communities CRC. I do not expect to have a unanimous scientific conclusion on any of this stuff. However, if, 
as we were making the case last night, there is a poor regulatory framework and poor regulatory history from this 
government in terms of regulating these trials, and if some complaints are made about the poor economic 
analysis and now we are seeing that science may also have some questions about it, we would be wise to ask 
where we stand with the precautionary principle in relation to the release of these organisms. When we release 
organisms, we say it is like releasing cane toads. Interestingly enough, the independent scientist Professor Peter 
Gregg said � 

What you fail to mention � 

He is talking about me � 

is that further CSIRO research shows that this release � 

Of Bt toxins into the soil � 
is transient, and has no detectable effects on soil biology.  

I have given evidence to suggest that there is a contrary scientific view out there. He went on to state � 
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Allegation: �we don�t know about potential adverse health impacts when GM products enter the food 
chain� 

That is a very general statement. I understand why he would want to challenge me on that. He goes on to state � 

Fact: GM crops are among the most thoroughly tested food products in history. They have been used 
for nearly 15 years, and are now grown on over 125 million hectares in 23 countries, by 8 million 
farmers. 43% of the world�s cotton is transgenic, as is 64% of its soybeans and 24% of its maize. 

I suppose the argument that has been made there is that, given that GM crops have been successfully marketed 
throughout the world, it must all be okay. I am reminded of the tobacco industry telling everybody that smoking 
is okay. For decades it put forward quite convincing arguments that suggested that smoking is okay and we 
should not be worried about it because, after all, smoking takes place in 150 countries around the world by 
4.7 billion people or whatever the number is. I do not think that is an adequate argument. It shows that these 
companies have been extremely successful at convincing unwary and unfocused governments into thinking that 
it will all be okay. In a minute I will table a small advertisement that was sent to me as part of the GM campaign. 
It is an advertisement for DDT and it says �DDT is good for me�. It has a drawing of people who look like Jack 
and Jill going up the hill to fetch a pail of water and of healthy looking chickens and cows that are singing, 
�DDT is good for me.� The musical notes show that they are singing. This ad is from 1954 and it claims that 
DDT is good for the farm and for the household. My notes go on to say that although DDT is no longer used as a 
pesticide, there are many other nasty chemicals. In 1954 we were being sold DDT and were told that it was good. 
Then we found out, particularly through Rachel Carson�s book Silent Spring, that all was not well when 
eggshells became thin and the bird population started dying, not unlike the Esperance lead scandal. Now we are 
expected to believe that GM products are good for us. Alcohol is consumed right around the world and it causes 
its own problems. Arguing that GM organisms are widespread does not mean to say that we should not be wary 
of them. 

I will leave the argument there. Hansard has very kindly reinterpreted my poor Latin. I must say that I failed 
Latin at school. If you don�t use it, you lose it. I used to be able to pronounce Helicoverpa armigera, but I cannot 
do that anymore. I thank Hansard very much for helping me with my Latin last night when I was trying to make 
a very strong point by citing very respected scientific institutions, whose members speak more Latin than I do 
and who point out that Bt cotton is not as safe as Professor Peter Gregg might have us believe. 

I have also looked at the �GM Cotton in the Ord River Area� discussion paper and I am not convinced that it 
makes a coherent argument for either the release or the commercialisation of GM cotton. As I said, some of the 
people on that committee were very concerned about the economic and financial analysis, while others were 
concerned about the straight-out scientific argument. If we, as a society choose to release genetically modified 
organisms and undeclare the state as a GM-free zone, which is what these exemption orders will do, we will be 
doing so with a very significant responsibility hanging over our heads. I am sure that when the cane toads were 
released, the people who released them thought that it was a good thing to do and that the scientists had 
persuaded the governments of the day that it would be okay. The Greens (WA) will oppose the release of GM 
organisms into the Ord on all the grounds that we have argued so far. We hope that we will get some support for 
that. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West � Minister for Child Protection) [8.44 pm]: The government 
does not support this disallowance motion. GM cotton was trialled in the Ord River irrigation area for more than 
10 years, including under the previous government. These trials showed promising results and did not show any 
agronomic or environmental concerns. The trial was successful from a production point of view. Almost 
11.5 bales of cotton per hectare were yielded. Over 10 years, the trials of GM cotton in the Ord have frequently 
out-yielded Australian production by about 10 per cent. The trials have shown that there are no agronomic 
problems, including the control of insects, when growing GM cotton in the Ord. Importantly, as I have said, 
there have been no environmental concerns with those crops. GM cotton could potentially relaunch the Western 
Australian cotton industry, providing a new industry for growers. If the government did not allow GM cotton to 
be grown in the Ord, it would be disadvantaging the industry and any potential to relaunch the Western 
Australian cotton industry. The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 exemption order 3, 2008, 
permits the commercial cultivation of GM cotton varieties in the Ord River. These varieties have been approved 
by the Office of the Australian Gene Technology Regulator and Food Standards Australia New Zealand. OGTR 
and Food Standards Australia New Zealand are the independent bodies responsible for assessing the safety to the 
environment and human health of any GM variety that is to be released in Australia. I would have thought that 
after 10 years of trials and no evidence of environmental concerns that it was high time that the commercial 
production of GM cotton went ahead. 
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As I said, it has been trialled for more than 10 years and there has been extensive consultation between the 
government, industry, the community and the traditional owners of the land, the Miriuwung Gajerrong people. 
The GM cotton trials in the Ord have had promising results. As I said, the GM cotton has yielded 11.5 bales a 
hectare, which is greater than the Australian average cotton yield. More than 90 per cent of Australia�s cotton 
production is genetically modified. Reports indicate that there has been a 90 per cent reduction in the amount of 
pesticides used. WA is well behind in this area because farmers have not had access to certain technology. The 
reduction in the amount of pesticides used by 90 per cent is huge. It is important for Western Australian growers 
to be given a choice to access the same technology as the other states to maintain their competitiveness in the 
global market. 

In the 1970s, WA tried growing non-GM cotton in the Ord and it was a disaster because the plants became 
infested with pests and the growers had to spray pesticides up to 40 times each season. In comparison, the GM 
cotton trials in the Ord have only required two spray applications of insecticides that are far more 
environmentally friendly than the now banned DDT that was used in the 1970s. 

A report of the previous state government-appointed reference group on GM crops estimated that GM cotton 
could be worth more than $50 million a year for the East Kimberley, generating more than 200 full-time jobs. 
The government is currently looking at expanding the agricultural production in the Ord River from 14 000 
hectares to crop more than double that area in the long term. GM cotton is one of those crop options. Currently, 
cotton seed distributors are investigating leasing land for GM cotton production to bulk up the cotton seed in 
Kununurra. The future success and sustainability of the GM cotton industry in the Ord River will be determined 
by market forces. However, it is the government�s role to ensure that farmers are given the tools to expand their 
businesses and grow their profitability. As I said, after 10 years of GM cotton trials in the Ord, with no 
environmental concerns, I and the government believe it is time that the farmers were given that choice. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural) [8.48 pm]: This disallowance motion applies to an order made by the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food under the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. The order 
specifically exempts certain GM cotton varieties, but not all, from the effect of the original order that was made 
under the act. That order prevented the production of GM crops in the state, and this exemption is limited to a 
specified area in the East Kimberley region. It is important to understand that this order does not contain the 
same fatal flaws that led to this house disallowing an earlier order that had been made in respect of GM canola. 
That order purported to exempt certain persons from the effect of the principal order on the grounds that a trial 
was to be conducted. The fatal flaw that I referred to in that case arises as a result of the reference of the order 
being linked to the concept of a trial. The problem is that a �trial� has a clear definition in the principal act and 
that definition is just as clearly different from what is purported to be excluded in the order. It is something that 
purports to permit something that was never contemplated by, nor can be authorised by, the act. That order is 
therefore clearly ultra vires the act.  

I have to say I was surprised and disappointed when the minister simply re-gazetted the original offending order 
after the house had determined that it was flawed. As I said, this order does not have that fatal flaw. This order 
differs from the canola order in that it simply lifts the restriction. It uses the powers of section 6 of the act to do 
that. It is not pretending to be a trial. It is not flawed in the same way as the canola order is flawed because the 
canola order purports to be a trial and the act of course prevents a trial of that nature taking place. The house will 
ultimately make its judgement on that because that is a matter which will come back before the house, obviously. 
This order does not contain that same flaw. I have no reason to believe that this order is in any sense beyond the 
power of the act. Parliament may still disallow a regulation for reasons other than its view that the instrument is 
ultra vires. It is the opposition�s view that this is one such case.  

The Western Australian public is clearly not comfortable with the concept of artificial genetic manipulation and 
the outcome of that artificial genetic manipulation in its food. The very limited efforts that have been made so far 
by the promoters of the technology to sell it to the public have been poor. That poor performance has been 
accepted as a criticism by many GM supporters. It is true that genetically modified cotton has been very 
successful in New South Wales over a long period of time. It has shown an effective reduction in the use of 
pesticides; however, we need to always remember that in the eastern states�predominantly New South Wales�
they grow cotton in a temperate climate rather than a full tropical climate. Indeed, cotton generally worldwide is 
not grown in the tropics. Cotton is a crop normally grown in the kind of latitudes that we would associate with 
the northern wheatbelt. The Ord has a very different set of environmental and agronomic factors from those 
experienced in, say, the Namoi Valley, which is a cotton-growing area where Bt cotton has been successfully 
grown. We cannot�we can, I suppose, but it relies on very limited agronomic information�equate the success 
of the cotton industry in the Namoi Valley with the possible success of the cotton industry in the Ord valley.  
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I hark back to the comment I made about public acceptance of GM technology, particularly as it relates to food. I 
was interested in the comments quoted by Hon Paul Llewellyn. I think he said it was Dr Gregg?  

Hon Paul Llewellyn: Professor Peter Gregg. 

Hon KIM CHANCE: Professor Peter Gregg from the Cotton Catchment Communities Cooperative Research 
Centre. Cotton CRC is a powerful promoter of GM cotton. For Professor Gregg to describe himself as unbiased 
is an interesting comment. He repeats the age-old lie that has been promoted by GM acolytes that, firstly, GM 
foods have been heavily researched, and, secondly, GM foods are widely consumed around the world and there 
is no evidence of any health problems. Both of those statements are lies and both have been heavily promoted.  

Firstly, GM foods have not been heavily researched. They have hardly been researched at all. The limited 
amount of research that has been done has been basically laboratory research carried out on the protein 
expression of identified GM traits. That is not an analysis of food safety. There has been no effective analysis of 
food safety in respect of GM foods. I am sure the professor knows that. I am sure the professor deliberately tried 
to misinform Hon Paul Llewellyn.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn: I am shocked!  

Hon KIM CHANCE: It is a most amazing lie because it fails every test of logic. Professor Gregg said that GM 
food is being consumed by millions of people every day and there is no evidence that it causes any problems. 
The first part of that, of course, is true�GM foods are being consumed by a lot of people. The second part 
cannot be true, and that is where it fails the test of logic. It cannot be true, and for a scientist to say that it is true 
is appalling. It cannot be said scientifically that there is no evidence of any health failures as a result of the 
consumption of GM food. The reason that fails any test of logic is that nobody is looking. How could someone 
possibly carry out epidemiological tests and scientific investigation on something as broad as the consumption of 
GM food in the context of a society that does not even know whether it is eating GM food? How could we go 
even into societies like the United States or Argentina, where GM foods are widely consumed, and carry out an 
epidemiological survey whereby people are asked to nominate which GM foods they ate and what quantity of 
those foods they ate on any given day, if they do not know? There is no branding. All a person can say is, �I ate 
soy and I ate corn.� Neither in the United States nor Argentina is there any means of knowing whether the corn 
or the soy eaten was GM. It likely was but we cannot actually tell for sure.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn talked a little while ago about smoking. I am old enough to remember the issues that went 
on during the late 1950s and the 1960s when there was a radical theory being tested that if enough cigarette 
smoke was fed into rats and mice, it might make them sick. That went on for decades. Companies such as Philip 
Morris, Amatil and British American Tobacco came back saying that those tests on mice and rats did not mean 
anything�that it was actually good for people to smoke; it was really good. �Most doctors prefer Philip 
Morris��I still remember that advertisement! It took years. It is easier to say a person is a smoker or is a non-
smoker. It is easier to say a person smokes five cigarettes a day or 50 cigarettes a day. Those are relatively easy 
processes to go through. But with all of the clear epidemiological evidence that is able to be produced, it took 
decades to get to a point where governments accepted the view from a field of scientists that there was in fact 
epidemiological evidence that linked smoking to ill health. We are never going to get that with GM foods. The 
consumption of GM foods is so infused into society that we cannot collect the evidence to even begin to start the 
studies. Even if we could start the studies, the linkage of that kind of evidence to proof of outcome is practically 
impossible.  

If members still find that concept hard to grasp, have a look at how long it took to link lifestyle issues to the 
spread of HIV-AIDS in California. With that very careful linkage and the advance of science that we had in the 
twenty-first century, even that process took years to prove. We are never going to get that kind of proof with 
respect to GM food, but we are particularly never going to get it when the limited testing that is done on GM 
foods is carried out by the very people who flog this stuff to people. The people who carry out the tests are from 
Monsanto. It provides the health regulators with the data. Do members really reckon these guys are going to 
provide health regulators with data that says its product is dangerous to health? I do not think so.  

To Professor Gregg, all I can say is: shame on you, Professor Gregg. Shame on you for pretending that you are 
unbiased. Shame on you for allowing a deliberate lie to come from your pen into a house of Parliament.  

Bt cotton has been grown successfully in the Ord River irrigation area for more than a decade under trial; that is 
quite true. I was a willing participant in those trials. In fact, I even assisted in the harvest of some of those trials. 
We now know enough about Bt cotton to suggest that it could be a commercial crop, although, as Hon Paul 
Llewellyn has made the point, the discussion paper that was produced by my committee raised issues about 
whether the commercialisation of that crop will ever happen. I think a lot of work yet needs to be done before we 
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see people actually committing the capital that is required to establish cotton in the Ord as a commercial crop. 
Cotton is a very international crop. It is an amazing fibre and it is a wonderful crop to grow. It is also one of the 
most international of all the agricultural crops. It is grown on practically every continent in which farming is 
carried out and across a very wide range of mostly temperate latitudes. It also falls into the classification of an 
industrial crop; that is, it is a crop that is capital intensive rather than labour or skill intensive. In other words, it 
has economic dynamics more akin to sugarcane than to, say, melons or pumpkins in the Ord River irrigation 
area. The factor it also shares with sugarcane is that it requires very significant scale to enable it to overcome its 
quite high infrastructure capital requirements. Similarly, sugarcane requires an efficient mill. Cotton requires a 
large, efficient gin to process the raw cotton into its two components, the lint fibre for fibre manufacturer and its 
seed component for crushing as an oilseed.  

I have seen a number of estimates of the area of cotton that would be required to justify the cost of the cotton 
mill and its associated infrastructure. Some say it is 10 000 hectares and some say it is much larger than that�
around 20 000 hectares. Whichever figure is correct, that is a lot more land than is currently available at the Ord 
River irrigation area. It is a lot more land than will ever be available in the Ord River irrigation area, at least in 
the next 25 or 30 years.  

I ask honourable members to cast their minds back to when not so long ago we faced a very similar issue with 
sugar. We had an industry based around an inefficient mill and insufficient tonnage of cane to justify spending 
any more on the mill to improve it or deconstruct it and build a whole new mill. Because of the marginal 
economics of sugarcane, it was actually losing ground to more financially attractive crops. It was not that there 
was not enough land to grow the half a million tonnes of cane per annum to justify the economics of the mill; the 
amount of land available to grow sugar was being eroded by the incursion of other more financially attractive 
crops. Crops such as sandalwood in particular had begun to compete very strongly for the available area, as had 
other horticultural crops, particularly as crops like melons and pumpkins had become relatively more 
competitive vis-a-vis the product out at the Burdekin area. Those products were able to be sold into the Sydney, 
Brisbane and Melbourne markets.  

I think the question before us today is whether we are risking the creation of yet another highly marginal industry 
that will be able to survive only if we are prepared to subsidise the establishment cost of the land on which it will 
be grown�a point Hon Paul Llewellyn made�with some $220 million.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn: That is $15 000 a hectare.  

Hon KIM CHANCE: Yes, which is about one and a half times the value of the land and it could cost possibly a 
lot more. We must remember that it cost the Western Australian taxpayers around $4 million just to shut down 
the sugar industry after it had failed, because it was no longer an economic industry and it did not have the scale 
to justify the kind of investment needed to make it economic.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected.  

Hon KIM CHANCE: That is possibly true, but one hopes, and I share the enthusiasm that Bob Pearce 
expressed today, that people will come along and pick up that wreckage. The problem with the sugar industry�
we offered it to Queensland sugar interests�was that there was nobody to pick up the industry. I do not believe 
that Ord growers will be flocking to grow Bt cotton. This argument we are having in this place is largely 
hypothetical. I do not think anything turns on the argument. I do not believe that whether the order is allowed to 
stand or whether a new order is gazetted is in any way relevant to the future of the cotton industry in the Ord. I 
even have doubts that the Ord River irrigation area as we know it is the right place for cotton. I have certainly 
seen the results of the cotton trials in the Ord River irrigation area. Yes, they are impressive, but when we weigh 
that impressive performance against the cost of the land, it is not a strong proposition. That was very strongly 
brought home to us when we went into the expressions of interest stage, which drew no interest whatever from 
the cotton industry, even though the existing cotton industry knew at that time that it had run out of water. I have 
seen, however, the results of cotton trials on the pindan soils of the west Kimberley�I have no reason to believe 
they cannot be repeated on the pindan soils of the east Kimberley�and they were impressive indeed, in my 
view. Those soil types can be developed at a fraction of the cost of the black soil plains, which is essentially the 
area we go into in what we call Ord 2�not the horticultural soils of Mantinea and others, but the soils in the 
valley. I believe we could develop this industry on the pindan soils without any subsidisation by public funds. 
Perhaps that is where we should be looking to develop a cotton industry, if that is what we want to do. In short, I 
do not believe the disallowance motion to the order before us will make any difference at all to the future of the 
Ord or to the cotton industry. I think those decisions will ultimately be made by commercial growers� calm and 
logical assessments of the commercial opportunities for cotton.  
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I agree with some of the things that have been said. One of those, for example, is that if we are to have a cotton 
industry in the east Kimberley, we would be stark raving bonkers to suggest that it should not be Bt cotton. To 
suggest that we go back to the old conventional cotton, which failed so miserably, would be madness. Nobody in 
their right mind would suggest that. If we are to have an industry, it must be Bt cotton. The question in my mind 
is: should there be a cotton industry at all? To maintain consistency and to note above all the miserable failure of 
the genetically modified industry to provide any level of conviction or confidence to the public that they have 
something of value to sell in their technology, the opposition will support the motion to disallow.  

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Agricultural � Parliamentary Secretary) [9.08 pm]: I rise to state that the 
Nationals will not support this disallowance motion. We believe that the ability to grow genetically modified 
cotton, particularly in the Ord, will provide greater opportunities for our producers. In fact, Hon Kim Chance 
posed a question in his speech about who would possibly want to grow GM cotton. I have a media statement 
here from the Ord River District Co-operative, in which it welcomes the commonwealth and state government 
commitment to the Ord expansion project and indicates that growers will now be looking closely at a number of 
large-scale cropping options. It lists them and says that in anticipation of the further 8 000 to 16 000 hectares of 
agricultural land being in production from 2013, it is looking at options, which include a 40 000 tonne per annum 
rice industry, a 50 000 bale per annum cotton industry, a 5 000 tonne per annum chia industry and a 15 000 
tonne per annum specialty maize industry. The Ord River growers particularly welcome the state government�s 
initiatives. 

Point of Order 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN: Will the honourable member identify and table the document from which she is 
quoting? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): Hon Paul Llewellyn is seeking that the document be tabled, 
and under the standing orders the parliamentary secretary is required to identify and table the document from 
which she is quoting. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: The document I have is a media release dated 7 May 2009, which I am happy to 
table. 

[See paper 794.] 

Hon WENDY DUNCAN: The Ord River District Co-operative goes on to note that the Department of 
Agriculture and Food and the Kimberley Development Commission are very supportive of the initiative to 
expand the Ord River irrigation system. Using the state government�s royalties for regions program, we will be 
funding agricultural infrastructure, roads, irrigation channels, off-farm infrastructure, power and 
telecommunications. A whole raft of government initiatives will occur in the Ord River area, and part of that 
process will be to give the growers an opportunity to move into larger-scale cropping activities. Obviously, 
cotton is one of the crops they are keen to consider. As mentioned by Hon Robyn McSweeney, genetically 
modified cotton has been trialled at the Ord for more than 10 years. In that time there has been extensive 
consultation with growers and the local Indigenous people, the Miriuwung-Gajerrong, and cotton has proven to 
be a suitable crop in that area. We believe that the people of the Ord are keen to see this matter progressed. It is 
interesting to hear the point that Hon Kim Chance raises about the fact that GM food is so infused in society that 
it is impossible to identify whether the GM product is there. One would wonder how passing this disallowance 
motion will make any difference at all to the situation he describes. With those few words, I will not be 
supporting the disallowance motion. 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [9.13 pm]: I wish to make a quick comment, without delaying the vote 
for too much longer. I will support the disallowance motion moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn. This follows on 
from my support for his recent motion about genetically modified canola. I was very disappointed that the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food disregarded the debate and the motion of this house on that disallowance. The 
only way we are to have genetically modified crops in this state is to abolish the moratorium. If the government 
has a mandate to do that, it should just go ahead and do it. I have proposed a bill to repeal the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, which would abolish the moratorium and allow farmers to get on with 
growing genetically modified crops in this state. If the government believes that it has a mandate to do that, it 
ought to get on with it.  
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Hon Ken Travers: Clearly they cannot, because that is not what some of the parties that now form government 
took to the last election.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS: They believe that they have a mandate, and after tomorrow they will have the 
opportunity to pass my bill in this house. A lot of issues associated with genetically modified crops need to be 
addressed by Parliament before we go fully ahead. In particular, the issue that is most concerning to farmers and 
to me is that the control exercised by the owners of the patents and rights associated with these varieties will be 
an obstacle to the profitability of farmers in the longer term. I have seen that with Monsanto�s ownership of the 
Roundup Ready varieties of canola. I understand there is a similar variety available for wheat, but Monsanto will 
not release it or advance it, because it seems to be more driven by the profits it can make by using it in canola, 
and not making it available for wheat. A whole range of exciting possibilities are available with genetically 
modified crops and they need to be explored, but it needs to be done cautiously. In recent years, the state 
government of Western Australia in particular has not done sufficient trials and exploration of the advantages 
and cost effectiveness of GM technology. That needs to be the start of any program of genetically modified crops 
before we go ahead and open them up completely. 

I do not expect that the recent exemption in relation to commercial trials of Roundup Ready canola complies 
with the act. I believe that that exemption is ultra vires the act, and that will create enormous problems later in 
the season if it is challenged by the Greens (WA), the Network of Concerned Farmers or any other individuals or 
groups opposed to GM crops generally. It should not be an issue that is dealt with in the courts when it can be 
addressed by the government by simply having controlled small-scale trials in the state. We could still reach the 
point of having genetically modified crops commercially released in the future with small-scale trials and 
subsequently the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. I just wanted to place on the 
record why I will be supporting this disallowance. I hope the Minister for Agriculture and Food pays some 
attention to the debate on this issue and the other recent issues in relation to genetically modified crops, and does 
something that will place a lot of information on the record for farmers to be able to understand without relying 
only on information provided by Monsanto.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result � 
Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Anthony Fels Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Shelley Eaton Hon Jon Ford Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (12) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Simon O�Brien 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Barry House Hon Helen Morton Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Sheila Mills Hon Donna Faragher 
 Hon Batong Pham Hon Ken Baston 
 Hon Ed Dermer Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Carolyn Burton Hon Peter Collier 
 

Question thus passed. 
 


