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GENE TECHNOLOGY BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 78 put and passed. 

Clause 79:  Regulator not to make determination unless risks can be managed - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I move - 

Page 51, line 20 - To delete the line and substitute - 

(a) that there is no risk of environmental contamination including the spread of 
genetically modified genes; 

(b) that there is no risk to the health and safety of people; and 

I raised this matter with the minister representing the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry during the second 
reading debate.  The matter was raised by the member for Capel, who I am sure will speak to this.  Having given 
the minister advance notice of this amendment, it is obvious that the amendment is to ensure that the 
environment is protected from the spread of modified genes and there is no risk to the health and safety of 
people.  The problem of risk has finally been picked up under commonwealth legislation.  As the member for 
Stirling mentioned, there is still concern in the farming organisations of Western Australia about compensation 
and where liability lies.  The Network of Concerned Farmers and Julie Newman, in particular, are concerned.  
They have raised this question on a number of occasions.  This amendment is proposed to test the government.  I 
presume that most of the initial work will be conducted in a confined laboratory.  Once the product is of a 
sufficient standard it will be placed in a trial.  The trial would then be monitored.  I believe there are trials in the 
Kimberley and at Wongan Hills.  From what I have heard, I believe the trial at Corrigin is pretty wet.  That 
would not disappoint a lot of farmers.  The old saying that there is more money in mud than there is in dust 
would be relevant at the moment.  I ask the minister representing the minister to give his views about the impact 
of the amendment. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I would like the Minister for Housing and Works to address a few issues that arise from his 
speech.  Firstly, this amendment has been moved by the opposition.  Should the amendment be accepted, what 
would be the outcome in legislative changes?  It has been said a number of times that, because this is uniform 
legislation, there is no capacity to amend it.  In that case, it should have been presented as an adoption of the 
federal bill rather than as a bill of this house.  If it is amended, will it cause heartache for the federal 
government?  The member for Warren-Blackwood and I are driving this, to a large degree, for the opposition.  If 
anyone has anything to lose from the process of agitating the federal government, it would probably be the 
members on this side of the house and not members opposite. 

I have said a number of times that I do not want this issue to become a debate about genetically modified 
organisms coming or not coming to the state.  This is not a debate about whether we should allow genetically 
modified organisms to be released.  This is very specifically a debate about the ability to maintain proper 
quarantine mechanisms.  The member for Warren-Blackwood talked about laboratory trials.  In many of these 
cases there is not necessarily a laboratory with four walls and a roof and appropriate airconditioning and airflows 
that trap pollen.  The trials often take place on farmland in soil, with the normal environmental conditions that 
the organisms would face if they were planted commercially.  There would obviously have to be sufficient and 
adequate external quarantine procedures to make sure there is no contamination of the environment.  That is the 
greatest issue.  It is addressed to some degree by the federal legislation, which states that there will be adequate 
quarantine facilities.  I will use the example of Biosecurity Australia.  What the federal government says is 
adequate quarantine protection does not always apply across the board.  I am glad that the minister has a 
Department of Agriculture representative with him.  The department could tell him about its submission to the 
Biosecurity Australia 2003 draft report on the importation of apples etc from New Zealand.  The Department of 
Agriculture submitted a completely different set of recommendations from the federal government and the 
federal department.  There is a difference from state to state and between the states and the federal authorities.  It 
was interesting to read in the draft report that Biosecurity Australia, having been given the brief to find a way to 
allow the trade to go ahead with minimum risk - as in the Gene Technology Bill - of an outbreak of apple scab 
and fire blight in Western Australia’s apple industry.  The Biosecurity Australia draft report, which 
recommended that the trade proceed, stated that it was almost inevitable, given the protocols that were put in 
place, that such an outbreak would occur.  It is an example of exactly how the federal government may say on 
one hand that it will establish an adequate quarantine protocol but, on the other hand, also say that the protocols 
will almost certainly fail.  It will say that it is unfortunately too bad for the state of Western Australia. 

Biosecurity Australia got it wrong.  A new draft report is coming out. Biosecurity Australia has been told to find 
a way to let the trade happen, so it will change the protocols and we will come to the point at which, again, it is 
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almost inevitable that the diseases will come about.  I would like answers to those questions.  I also have a few 
others.  This is about quarantine procedures; it is not about whether genetically modified organisms should be 
around. 

I will make one last comment about whether we should have genetically modified organisms in the state.  I thank 
the minister for his views of the surveys and for being on top of this issue.  The National Party is fairly strongly 
of the opinion that genetically modified organisms should be released and used in agriculture in the state after 
the tests and trials have been done.  I respect that.  Given the agreement with the Greens (WA), I wonder 
whether they knew that before the last election?   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I do not support the amendment that has been proposed by the Liberals.  It is my 
understanding that when someone wants to deal in GMOs, there are four opportunities for him to do so in terms 
of his licensing arrangements or the scope of those arrangements.  The first is that a person can undertake to get 
authorisation via a GMO licence.  Second, he can deal in a notifiable low-risk dealing.  Third, it can come under 
an exemption.  Fourth, the dealing could also be included on the GMO register.  This clause and its amendment 
relate to the GMO register.  It is my understanding that if someone makes a submission to have a dealing put 
onto the GMO register, one way in which it can be done is by virtue of that person already having had a licence, 
in which case the application will have undergone a level of scrutiny and, presumably, gone through all the steps 
and conditions imposed on that dealing.  Secondly, a person could straightaway apply to be put on the register; 
he would not have to get a licence first.  In that case, it is a requirement under, I think, clause 78 that in the first 
instance an assessment must be made of whether the dealing requires a licence; that is, is there a high enough 
risk to require a licence?  Therefore, enough scrutiny is made of the application for a dealing in this regard.  The 
amendment seeks to change the provision from minimal risk to no risk.  Enough scrutiny will have taken place to 
get to that point.  The change is rather superfluous.   

Additionally, it is pretty hard to place absolute certainty on there being no risk.  I say that with some caution.  
There are concerns and risks, and we need to go through steps to make sure that there are no impacts on human 
health and so on.  However, we do not want to stop the possible development of this technology.  In my opinion, 
we need to keep the research going so that when the community is assured that there are no risks, we will have 
the opportunity to release these GM products for commercial use.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I support the member for Stirling and thank him for his extensive work in researching this 
matter, because it is very important.  The Corrigin issue has come up in this debate.  We can relate the 
amendment to the Corrigin trial.  The GM trial in Corrigin is less than one kilometre from our homestead.  I have 
been to Murdoch University several times to see the work being done by Grain Biotech Australia Pty Ltd.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  The trial is only a few hundred metres from you, so do you have a tail?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  No, but I am glad the member raised that point.  This sort of discussion is really important.  
An article in the paper yesterday discussed GM products and included comments about humans growing tails.  Is 
that a reasoned debate?  All that does is to make this debate more and more difficult.  We need to get this in 
context.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  It certainly got me worried.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have you had a look lately?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It is the horns that the minister needs to be concerned about!   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, can we please come back to the bill? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Grain Biotech Australia is growing wheat, a cereal product, in water that is one-third sea 
water.  The Corrigin trial aims to take that product out of the laboratory at Murdoch University and grow it in a 
trial plot at Corrigin.  It is a fantastic trial plot, because it has hypersaline white scald.  The land rises from the 
valley floor for about 100 metres and goes through all the soil profiles, from hypersaline soil to land that would 
normally grow a viable crop.  This very contained area contains the full gamut of soils.  The trial will 
demonstrate how this product will grow on normal land and also its ability to deal with hypersalinity.  My 
neighbours have watched salt encroachment on their property year after year.  A trial is going ahead.  I am very 
concerned about the comments of the minister that were reported in the newspaper, because such comments 
straightaway set off alarm bells.  Rather than getting a reasoned debate, we will get a ridiculous debate that I do 
not think has any basis in scientific fact, unless one is trying to get a particular outcome.  If this amendment were 
to apply to the Corrigin trial, it would place on it a requirement that there be no risk of environmental 
contamination.  There will be a risk.  When this wheat flowers and sets seed, the member for Capel could go 
there in the dead of night, take some of that grain, go to the local CBH receival point and sprinkle it into the next 
truck that came through.  That would cause contamination.  The bill states that the risk proposed by the dealing 
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should be minimal.  The trial in Corrigin may not be successful.  It could go back to the drawing board.  If that 
occurred, commercial release of that product would not be on the agenda.  We are talking about a trial. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  And the Corrigin trial will be under licence.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We need to be very careful about changing words to this degree.  If the provision were to 
require no risk of environmental contamination, that would be music to the ears of Julie Newman.  I welcome 
her contribution to this debate.  She has certainly raised awareness of GMOs in the community.  Those issues are 
on the board.  However, if passing this amendment means that trials like the one that is taking place under strict 
regulation in Corrigin could not go ahead, it would certainly not be an amendment that we should support.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I wish to make a couple of points to clarify the situation, probably as much in response to 
what members of the National Party said as what the minister has said.  The member for Stirling used the 
expression “no risk” and the member for Merredin said that a certain level of risk was acceptable.  The member 
can stand in a minute and qualify that.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  Am I allowed to stand up?   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member can stand in a minute when I sit down.  It is interesting that the National Party 
says that it will accept a certain level of risk in terms of environmental contamination.  The member for 
Merredin spoke about the trial in Corrigin.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I can almost read the media release now - “Nats rat on the bush.”   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Now, now.  I thank the minister.  The horns and the tail are growing.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  The amendment refers to the assessment of a dealing going on the register.  What you 
missed capturing in the amendment is the fact that judgments are made in giving someone a licence.  It is 
possible to give someone a GMO licence without the dealing having to go onto the register.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That can be done.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  That means that there is a whole layer of someone getting a GMO licence to go out and do 
what he is doing that is totally missed by the amendment.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I agree that the amendment does not cover every potential breakdown of the system.  
However, that does not mean that the National Party should necessarily argue against our attempt to correct one 
potential breakdown of the system.  Perhaps if that is the case, the National Party should consider amendments 
that would cover the whole gamut.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  This is at the lighter end of the scale in terms of the risk of GMOs.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Absolutely. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  We are talking here about -  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The National Party is still rejecting it, though.  This amendment is at the lighter end of 
trying to put in place some controls based on the scope of quarantine, and the National Party will resist it.  The 
ultimate goal is to put some accountability into the state-federal relationship.  I would like the minister to 
respond to that point, because it is probably the most important part.  If there is a breakdown along the lines of 
that of Biosecurity Australia - there will almost certainly be a breakdown and a release of contaminants - we are 
proposing that the authority that makes the decision that leads to that happening be made responsible for its 
clean-up.  If the trial goes ahead in Corrigin and the product works, it will be great if no environmental 
contamination occurs.  If it is decided that the product be released for commercial trial and the Parliament of 
Western Australia turns around its decision to exclude genetically modified crops in this state, that is fine.  
However, that is not what I am debating today.  I am trying to get the message across that if there are holes in the 
quarantine procedures, the public purse of this state will have to pick up the cost of repairing damage, if it 
occurs.  If the trials that are being conducted at the moment are secure and there is no risk, the trials will 
continue.  If it turns out that there is no risk in any trial, under this principle, it will go on.  If it turned out that 
there was a risk, we might find that changing this legislation would stop some trials from going ahead because 
somebody had assessed that there was a risk, although small.  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  How will you assess the risk?  Will you have a security guard at Corrigin? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  In every scientific trial there are controls.  An AIDS vaccine would not be tested without 
pretty strong controls.  Every scientific experiment has pretty tight controls.  This is no different.  People 
conducting these experiments should do so in a greenhouse, with air controls, in the same way that most 
scientific experiments conducted in a laboratory are conducted.  The fact that it is outdoors does not necessarily 
mean that the quarantine controls should be relaxed.  Strict controls should be set.  I do not mind if the federal 
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government sets those controls and sets the boundaries, as long as the federal government picks up the pieces if 
it is the group that sets those controls and they break down.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  This is the same sort of debate as we had in the first - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is it?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Exactly the same sort of debate as we had when this bill was first introduced to the house.  
The member for Merredin might remember that I sat back and thought I was Henry Kissinger, trying to keep the 
Nationals and the Liberals apart as they fought each other continuously over this legislation.  It was an 
interesting debate at the time.  It was the former member for Vasse versus the former member for Stirling.  It got 
very heated, and there was a fair bit of name-calling, not over this clause but over the whole bill, and the position 
taken by the Nationals as opposed to the position taken by the Liberals.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Things have improved all round. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is right; and obviously the level of debate has improved all round too.  I will go 
specifically to the amendment that we are dealing with.  I know that only one amendment is being put forward.  
Obviously, we had a much broader debate on the issue previously.  However, members will not have a chance to 
have their views recorded in Hansard unless they speak now. 

I will deal specifically with the amendment.  The member for Stirling is completely correct in his assessment of 
how to read this clause and what the amendment will do to it.  It must be remembered that we are dealing with 
part 6 of the bill, which is the regulation of notifiable low-risk dealings and dealings on the GMO register.  The 
amendment is to clause 79 in division 3, which deals with the GMO register itself.  We must remember that the 
GMO register is controlled by the commonwealth.  That is not to say that we cannot put forward an amendment; 
we can.  This is a state bill.  However, the member for Stirling’s reading of it is correct.  What the member for 
Warren-Blackwood is trying to achieve with this amendment will not work.  If it is about containing the overall 
risk associated with GM trials, or even GM commercial crops, this is not the clause of the bill to which the 
amendment should apply.  This division deals with the GMO register, which is a commonwealth register.  I will 
continue on from where the member for Stirling finished off.  The effect of this amendment would be that 
whenever the commonwealth was dealing with GM trials, it would deal with them under the existing wording of 
clause 79.  However, under the wording suggested, should the state of Western Australia conduct a trial, the 
commonwealth, and its GMO register, would have to deal with it.  The end result of that would be that the GMO 
register would be thrown into a bit of chaos because it would be dealing with two different - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  With the trial at Corrigin, obviously the work that has been done by the Department of 
Agriculture has been done under commonwealth legislation. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No.  I took advice on that, and I have clear advice now to clarify the point that the member 
for Warren-Blackwood raised earlier in the second reading debate.  As I indicated earlier, the Corrigin trial, and 
the other trials, are being undertaken by the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator.  They are being 
controlled and monitored by that office.  However, the Department of Agriculture has a very strong interest in 
the outcomes of those trials, and it is observing those trials. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Those trials would be covered by this part of this legislation. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Those trials have been licensed since last year, because they have been put into place under 
the commonwealth act and are part of the GMO register.  The commonwealth will deal with those trials in the 
same way as is provided for in the current wording of clause 79(1)(a) and (b).  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Under minimal risk.  If anything happened to those trials, who would cover the 
compensation? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I seek an extension. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I rise merely to allow the minister to continue his remarks. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The point is that the trials are being undertaken by the commonwealth under its own 
legislation.  This clause does not deal with that.  It just deals with the role of the regulator under the GMO 
register. 
Dr S.C. Thomas:  If there was a quarantine breakdown around that unit, who would pick up the pieces? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The OGTR is responsible for that trial. 
Dr S.C. Thomas:  But if product escaped 500 metres into a patch of Western Australian-controlled bush, who 
would be responsible for cleaning it up? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The OGTR is responsible for the trial, and it is being conducted under its legislation. 
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Dr S.C. Thomas:  Your opinion is that it would be responsible for any environmental contamination? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is right.  My response is based on the advice that has been given to me by the 
department, which is a practical piece of advice.  Whoever was at fault - that can be looked at in the broadest 
possible terms - for the break-out of that quarantine would be responsible for the clean-up.  The reason I say that 
is that although the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator is looking after, monitoring and controlling the 
site, the point raised by the member for Merredin was that if someone broke into that site, took some of the GM 
product and distributed it elsewhere, that person would ultimately be responsible for that breach.  Under the 
legislation, if somebody is caught doing that, the penalties are very severe. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Absolutely.  However, if that person was not found, or if that person had no assets, what 
would happen?  Would the state be responsible for the clean-up? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No, the state would not be responsible for that.  This is a hypothetical argument.  I 
understand where the member is going with the argument.  However, the member needs to know that the body 
that is responsible for those trials is the commonwealth.  Beyond that, whoever caused the environmental 
damage as a result of the spread of the GM product would be liable for any clean-up that was required, 
depending on the legal outcome. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Yes.  I accept that if a breakdown occurred and it could not be proved who was responsible, 
the commonwealth would be responsible for the clean-up.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That may come down to a legal argument.  I do not know.  It is hypothetical. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  You see the thrust of my argument. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I understand it.  We would have to go to specific cases.  The member is talking about a very 
broad hypothetical case.  We need to know who is responsible for those trials.  What happens after that may well 
come down to a legal argument and whoever has caused the problem.  It is the same in many cases. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Obviously this is a commonwealth trial.  Once this legislation is in place it will be possible 
for the state to conduct a trial under the auspices of the -  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No.  We have already given our clear view on genetically modified organisms; that is, there 
will be a moratorium for five years.  The state certainly has not made any decision about trials. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Then why is it that this trial is taking place? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  This trial is taking place under the commonwealth legislation.   

We will be opposing the amendment.  Our reasons for opposing the amendment are very similar to the reasons 
that have been put by the member for Stirling.  What the member for Warren-Blackwood is trying to achieve in 
his amendment may be well thought out philosophically, but this is not the right place for such an amendment.  
If we accept this amendment, it will cause major problems between the commonwealth and the state in the 
application of uniform legislation.  Secondly, we cannot possibly enforce a legal compulsion to ensure that there 
is no risk.  The cost to the state of resourcing and policing such a legal compulsion would be phenomenal.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I would like the minister to continue his remarks. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  As I have said, this amendment will cause major problems, it will be impossible to enforce, 
and the cost will be prohibitive.  For those reasons, I oppose the amendment.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  This is a very important issue, and one on which we need a much wider debate, because we 
do not get many opportunities in the Parliament to discuss the issue of genetically modified organisms.  The 
member for Capel has put on record his concern about minimal risk as compared with no risk.  The member for 
Capel is more than welcome to do that, because this is part of the debate in the Parliament about where we 
should be going with genetically modified organisms into the future.  However, I am concerned about where a 
position of no risk may leave us.  If, as the minister has outlined, no risk will be difficult to resource and police, 
then if we want true no risk, we should not allow trials and we should extend the moratorium well into the future.  
If no risk is the bottom line of where we believe we need to be on this issue, that is a whole different argument. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  I accept that there are risks on both sides.  The position that I am putting is that there is a risk 
to the development of industry.  The risk on the government’s side at the moment is that there will be an 
environmental breakdown and an environmental catastrophe.  The direction that we take in this place will decide 
which risk we think is the more important.  I want the member and the government to be on record as saying 
they will accept and take on that risk.  The vote on this amendment will then make it clear that that is a risk that 
this Parliament and the government are willing to take.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I accept that, but the member is also putting on record his opposition to genetically 
modified organisms.  Because genetically modified organisms are intrinsically different from the grains that we 
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currently have, the no-risk position is that we cannot conduct these trials.  The position of the National Party is 
very clear.  We support the moratorium.  We do not want the commercial release of genetically modified 
organisms at this stage.  However, we support the trial that is taking place in Corrigin of the salt-tolerant 
genetically modified wheat.  That involves some inherent risk, because a genetically modified grain has been 
taken out of the shade house and put into a paddock in Corrigin that does not have a barbwire fence around it 
like the one at Bandyup and does not have security guards at the gate.  The member wants to say that the 
Nationals are a bit lax about genetically modified organisms and there will be contamination; that was to be his 
press release tomorrow.  As I have said, the National Party is very keen to support the trial and for it to go ahead.  
I have read the comments of Julie Newman and others who are opposed to the trial -   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Which is not my position at all. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  As I have said, the member needs to make that clear, because the no-risk argument that the 
member is putting forward will mean a blanket ban on genetically modified organisms. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is not my intention to guillotine the debate, but we have another important matter that 
needs to go through this place.  If we can conclude our consideration of this bill in two or three minutes, we will 
continue with it, but if members want more time, we will adjourn the debate until another time. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I think the point has been made. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 80 to 194 put and passed. 

Clause 195:  Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals (Western Australia) Act 1995 amended -   
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I seek leave to move the following amendments en bloc. 

Leave granted.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I move -  

Page 112, line 13 - To delete “NRA” and insert instead “APVMA”.   

Page 112, line 20 - To delete “NRA” and insert instead “APVMA”.   

Page 112, line 25 - To delete “NRA” and insert instead “APVMA”.   

The reason for the amendments is that the name of the authority has been changed to the Australian Pesticides 
and Veterinary Medicines Authority. 

Amendments put and passed.   

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Title put and passed.   
Third Reading 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Minister for Housing and Works) [4.59 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.59 pm]:  The minister in his 
second reading speech said that there will be very few amendments to this bill, and they will be inconsequential.  
The amendments that were moved were very important amendments.  I know that the government wanted to get 
these 16 or so pieces of legislation through the Parliament en bloc in very quick time.  However, given that this 
is very important legislation, I would have thought the minister could have described the amendments during the 
second reading debate to give us some idea of what they entail.  Now there is a shortage of time for debate on 
these bills.   

Her Majesty’s opposition is not opposed to this legislation.  We are certainly in favour of the continuation of 
extensive trials.  There was a slight difference between the policies of the coalition and those of the government 
prior to the election, in that we proposed extensive trials rather than small trials so that there would be a good 
reading of which new crops would be available.  However, this legislation on genetically modified organisms is 
about not only crops but also gene technology generally and many genetically modified organisms that would be 
controlled in laboratory-type scenarios.  There has been extensive discussion in the community in recent times 
on compensation, who is responsible for the risks and so on.  The amendment moved by the Liberal Party was 
merely to gauge from the state Labor government the extent to which there was a risk, and to try to get a reading 
from the government about the question of compensation and who would be responsible.   
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The debate on the whole issue of genetically modified crops in foods has been most unfortunate.  It started with a 
company that was seeking to introduce genetically modified crops into the marketplace such as Roundup Ready 
canola and Bt-cotton.  The community then came out with the Frankenstein-food argument when, in reality, 
many products produced by Monsanto and Bayer would have been good for the environment.  Some chemicals 
currently used in the grains industry are atrazine or triazine based, about which members from the wheatbelt 
would know better than I.  However, I know that atrazine has been banned in Europe for many years, probably 
15-plus years.  Surely it would be a good thing for the agricultural industry if we could find an environmentally 
friendly alternative to replace that kind of chemical. 

This debate has been driven by a company selling a product, whether it be a chemical, seed or whatever, and the 
community has reacted to that in an adverse way.  The debate could have been driven from the other direction; in 
other words, on the basis that the product, whether it be golden rice or some other kind of genetically modified 
product, is beneficial to the community.  For example, if we could have the benefit of a product, such as gluten-
free wheat for gluten-intolerant people with celiac disease, by whatever means, either by breeding, elimination, 
trialling or genetic modification, I am sure the community would have a different view.  I do not think the debate 
is over.  This legislation is going through the Parliament now.  Obviously the commonwealth legislation will be 
reviewed, and the review committee will take into account any information that is available so far from the 
trialling that has been conducted by the commonwealth, which trialling it can do anyway without the state’s 
permission.  Some amendments recommended by the Legislative Council parliamentary committee might make 
the legislation better.  Obviously there will be a further public consultation process when the commonwealth 
legislation is next reviewed, and perhaps the legislation will be refined so that it does make good legislation. 

However, it is strange that this legislation was introduced into this place in 2001 and it is now 2005.  The 
commonwealth legislation is about to be reviewed after five years and we still have not passed the state 
legislation through this Parliament.  It has been debated in the Legislative Council, referred to a parliamentary 
committee and a report of 375 pages has been produced recommending 20 or 30 amendments, yet we are still 
debating the legislation in this place and the government is about to guillotine it, if I do not hurry up and sit 
down. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not going to guillotine it. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Leader of the House is not going to guillotine it?  I thank him for that, although that is 
what he said. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said I didn’t want to. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister does not want to? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said I would defer the bill until next week if you want to speak to it. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I thank the minister for that.  This is important legislation and it deserves proper debate.  
We support the legislation, but I think it could have been handled in a better way. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


