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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 4 December. 

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [2.00 pm]:  Yesterday I spoke about the moratorium and said that 
the federal regulator had announced that genetically modified canola is okay on health and environmental 
grounds, which are part of the compelling reason for requiring this legislation to prevent the introduction of 
canola into this State.  I have been reflecting on the committee’s deliberations.  One of the significant issues 
discussed by the committee was the mechanism that would be used to let these crops into the State.  The 
committee advocated a gatekeeping approach whereby a blanket moratorium would exclude all GM crops, and 
individual decisions would need to be made to let crops in.  The Bill as it stands, although I understand it is to be 
amended and I am very pleased that is the case, would allow crops to be introduced, once approved by the 
regulator, unless provision had been made for specific crops not to be introduced.  In the current Bill there is no 
provision to exclude a crop, unless a decision has been made to that effect.  My understanding of the 
amendment, which will pick up the committee’s approach, is that it will have the capacity to not let any GM 
crops in, and the State will be able to make a decision on a case-by-case basis.   

The committee was concerned about a possible time lapse between the approval of the crop by the national 
regulator and full and proper state consideration of the marketing implications.  At the moment there is rapid 
movement in the technology but there is not huge acceptance of it, although there is a demand for canola. and 
perhaps there will be a demand for wheat some time in the future.  We are looking at those on a case-by-case 
basis.  In the future, with the diversity of research going on in this area, our capacity to stay up to date with these 
issues on a case-by-case basis will be challenged.  Therefore, the position that maintains a gatekeeper approach 
is very important.  We were also concerned about how non-food crops would be assessed.  This legislation was 
originally written to apply to food crops, and the committee expressed some concerns about pharmaceutical 
crops and whether they are food crops.  I hope amendments dealing with that area will be successful, so that all 
commercial crops fall under the definitions in this legislation.  A number of agricultural innovations, such as 
transgenic animals, could be introduced in the future, and we should also be looking at what mechanisms we will 
have in the future to protect our clean, green image if such things are approved by the federal regulator. 

In my deliberations yesterday, I reflected on how we have the basics in this legislation to prevent the unwanted 
introduction of GMOs.  That will not really be enough for us to rely on alone.  There is ongoing community 
discussion about these issues.  I note, for example, the current community concern about livestock being fed GM 
food - a great many people in the community are very unhappy about that.  It will be interesting to see how that 
translates into consumer trends once there is a greater demand for labelling.  Currently, animals fed GM products 
do not need to be labelled as such.  Greenpeace has a significant campaign at the moment on chickenfeed.  
Caution must be exercised in the introduction of animal feed that that feed is viable seed, and able to become an 
introduced species.  Seed that was never intended to be used for cropping could be grown inappropriately in this 
State, and I am quite concerned about that.  This Bill gives us the legislative tools, but it will require the State to 
make an ongoing commitment to market analysis, monitoring consumer confidence in this technology, and being 
on top of consumer perceptions about environmental risks.  We will need to strongly critique the federal 
regulations and the way they are implemented.  We are rightfully cautious in looking at GM crops, and I am 
therefore a very big supporter of the moratorium.  I personally do not feel that all my concerns about health and 
environmental risks associated with GM technology have been addressed, and the demand for a moratorium is a 
reflection of that.  In particular, we need the capacity to segregate, should we choose to introduce GM crops in a 
limited sense or to use the provisions of this Bill other than to just apply a blanket ban across the whole State.  
The capacity to segregate, in creating GM-free areas, is a highly complex matter, as I have learned from cases 
such as that of canola.  When a GM-free area is created, will there be a requirement for an 800-metre buffer, will 
GM crops be confined to particular areas of the State, or will we accept what Monsanto says about a five-metre 
buffer being good enough?  When utilising the provisions of this legislation in the future, we will need to be very 
careful about those issues.   

With regard to segregation, I noted when we were in Canada that the Canadian Wheat Board is doing a great 
deal of research that involves highly complex scientific techniques for looking at the gene structure of wheat to 
try to identify whether GM contamination has occurred.  If we were to introduce GM crops in this State, we 
would need to develop the State’s capacity to identify GM contamination.   

I also have concerns about liability and compensation.  We can use the provisions in this Bill to try to protect the 
interests of farmers.  However, if, for example, segregation is not possible and we therefore decide that it is not 
possible to have two canola farms next to each other, one GM and one non-GM, will we be able to use the 
provisions of this Bill to assist in determining which farmers will have the right to farm which crop?  The buffer 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Friday, 5 December 2003] 

 p14594b-14605a 
Hon Louise Pratt; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Bill Stretch; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Paddy 

Embry; Hon John Fischer; Hon Kim Chance 

 [2] 

zones will vary from crop to crop because of the pollen flow, and that will also be a very complex issue for the 
State.   

It was a real privilege to learn so much about this issue through my participation in the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs.  This is a very interesting area of science. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  The ability to travel and see it first-hand was a help too, I am sure.  

Hon LOUISE PRATT:  It was very fulfilling.  It certainly enhanced my capacity to understand this issue to see 
how the people in Canada and America are dealing with it, which in some instances is very well and in other 
instances is extraordinarily badly.  Their wheat farmers are not able to say to their regulator that their markets do 
not want these products and they are very concerned about them.  They are appealing to their regulator on health 
and environmental grounds, when these products have already been approved on health and environmental 
grounds, and they are asking for help to protect their markets.  That is of great concern.  It was very interesting to 
talk to those producers.   

I have strong concerns about the risks associated with this technology.  People like Hon Jim Scott are quite 
across the possibilities of gene transfer, which I think deserves more attention, and we need to make sure that our 
federal regulator is on top of that issue.  I know that this does not come under the State’s jurisdiction.  However, 
the demand to reject the entry of GM crops into the State is based on the community’s continued concern, and 
our international markets’ continued concern, about the health and environmental risks of GM crops.  Therefore, 
although we can say that they are not connected, the use of the marketing provisions in this legislation still 
requires us to have an in-depth understanding of those issues.  That means that the agricultural authorities, the 
environmental protection authorities and the consumer protection bodies in this State will need to maintain a 
commitment to stay on top of these issues and do research, assess markets, and look at our capacity to segregate.  
Irrespective of the period for which we want to reject GM products, we will need to keep that debate going so 
that we can maintain the intellectual capacity to deal with these issues as they arise.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.13 pm]:  I was unable to continue yesterday with the remarks that 
I was making on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill, and I thank members for giving me that 
opportunity today.  I had been discussing the grain handling chain and how difficult it can be to keep grains 
separate.  My colleagues and I certainly will not support the commercial release of GM crops until the market 
and environmental impacts have been evaluated.  This is a very important issue, which I spoke about earlier.  
Containing the product and the risk of contamination of non-GM crops are major issues.  I am pleased that the 
Bill allows an order to be made that specifies individual GM food crops to be revoked and excludes field trials 
and laboratory research from prosecution.  That will give us the opportunity to develop the technology in the 
future.   

The agricultural community has concerns about crops such as GM canola, due to the potential for 
crosspollination to occur in non-GM crops if it is grown in the field.  The Bill attempts to shore up the 
Government’s moratorium, but it raises more questions about the way that will happen.  In his second reading 
speech the minister said that, in determining the need to make orders under the Act, he will consider evidence 
relating to the proven effectiveness of industry protocols, market assessments and advice from industry and the 
marketers of agricultural products.  What evidence did the minister have in making that decision?  Can the 
minister explain how he came to that decision and how he will go about that?  I would certainly appreciate that 
information.  There is a need to consider the evidence, as GM crops such as canola are not grown.  From where 
will we get that evidence?  Will it come from overseas and the like, as well as perhaps from trials that are 
conducted in Western Australia?  Can the minister clarify that issue as well?   

As the Bill stands, the minister can make an order designating an area of the State GM-free without consulting 
anybody.  The National Party has an amendment on the supplementary notice paper, which the minister has 
probably seen, that seeks to have a more open process and a little more accountability, particularly for 
stakeholders.  We will discuss that amendment at the committee stage.   

There are also no provisions for notifying the landholder when an order is made for the destruction of a crop.  A 
provision such as that would be well and truly appreciated.  The legislation gives an authorised officer the power 
to enter land, and, if necessary, the premises upon the land, to seize and destroy the crop.  However, there is no 
mention in the Bill of notifying the landholder.  Can the minister outline how he intends to deal with that issue?  
The National Party is of the opinion that that impinges on the basic rights of people.  Officers who enter land 
should notify the owner.   

For a very simplistic piece of legislation, this Bill gives immense powers to the department to enter properties, 
destroy crops and impose fines.  The ramifications of policing that role are potentially enormous.  I will seek to 
delete the provision in clause 16 for a review of the Act after five years and, instead, propose that the Act cease 
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to operate.  I have had discussions with other members of the Chamber, who have suggested that that may not be 
the way to go and that some legislation needs to be in place.  There would always be the opportunity to put in 
place new legislation after a review of the Act.  Obviously, there will be some discussion on that amendment at 
the committee stage.  New issues will unfold as we move forward.  We do not know where technology will lead 
us in this area.  As I said, this is an area of uncertainty and changes will come forward very quickly from time to 
time.  The application of gene technology is certainly evident in the field of medicine through the production of 
therapeutic goods.  That could be of enormous value in the future.  I would not like the opportunity to be missed 
to develop mechanisms that would be of benefit.  We need to make sure that there is an opportunity for further 
research.   

There have been some advances in agriculture.  That has already happened with Bt cotton.  Reference was made 
to the fact that more spraying has occurred since that was introduced.  However, evidence from Kununurra and 
places like that is that it has been of enormous benefit.  I have visited those sites.  I am not convinced that the 
people who say there are some downsides to this technology are right, at this stage anyway.  The developments 
in that area have been quite exciting in terms of reduced spraying, certainly of cotton, which is well known as a 
crop on which an enormous amount of chemicals is used.  There are enormous opportunities in the agricultural 
field, which I know best, such as with the cropping of wheat.  I wonder how many advances we can make in the 
area of drought-tolerant wheats.  Last year we grew crops with only about five inches of rain, which was an 
extraordinary result.  One wonders whether further advancements can be made through technology such as this.  
If further advancement does occur in this area, obviously all the pain that was experienced in the wheatbelt over 
the past year or so would be alleviated.  It would be of enormous advantage in terms of social and economic 
impacts.  Anybody who knows people who have been in difficult situations caused by drought would understand 
that it is about the last thing that anyone would want to go through.  Frost resistance is another area in which 
there could be some advancement, as well as with rust.  Rust seems to be creeping into Western Australia in 
different forms, such as stripe rust and stem rust, and so it goes on.  They are becoming more difficult to handle.  
Although sprays are available to overcome those problems, I would like opportunities to be available to reduce 
the use of not only horticultural sprays but also pesticides.  Everybody would be very happy if the use of sprays 
was reduced.   

I do not intend to say a lot more on this Bill.  The challenge will be for the State to maintain the designated areas 
and have sufficient buffer zones, so that pollen and the like cannot spread and damage the reputation of GM-free 
zones.  That will be an enormous task, from what I understand.  Guarantees will be very difficult to give.  More 
than 80 per cent of farmers have some reservations about GM technology.  However, we must always remember 
that if at the end of the day the health of people is not infringed, there could be great benefits from the use of 
GMOs.  We need to be able to advance technology.  In more recent years, since I have been in agriculture, I have 
come to understand the enormous advantages that can be gained through the use of new technologies.  
Agriculture has made enormous strides.  If anybody had told me just 15 years ago that we would be growing, as 
a rule, two-tonne, 10-bag crops with our level of rainfall, which on average is 12 inches of rain a year - last year 
we had six inches of rain and this year we had nine inches - I would not have believed it.  Last year we harvested 
1.1 tonnes to the hectare, which is nearly six bags, and this year we have averaged around two tonnes, which is 
10 bags.  If anybody had told me a few years ago that we would achieve those sorts of results, I would never 
have believed it.  Technology has taken us there as a result of better management techniques, better varieties of 
grain and the better use of chemicals - in fact, in some cases less use of chemicals.  Minimum till has also been 
of enormous benefit and rainwater is put to far better use.  Anything that can help farming without damaging our 
environment and health in the long run can be of enormous value and we should always bear it in mind. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [2.26 pm]:  Some time ago I informed the Chamber of research that our 
office had commissioned.  We commissioned Roy Morgan Research to look at attitudes towards genetically 
modified crops in rural Western Australian communities.  The report was published on 7 July 2002.  We 
commissioned that research because at the time it appeared that the Government may not have been fully aware 
of the community’s views.  It also appeared that the Department of Agriculture was moving in a specific 
direction.  I was concerned because at the meetings I attended growers in the agricultural region expressed 
considerable concern.  We bit the bullet and tried to ascertain people’s views. 

During that process we asked a range of questions.  I will not go over all of them because I have mentioned them 
before in the Chamber.  People were asked about their opposition to or support for a state government ban on 
genetically modified crops in Western Australia.  I remind the Chamber that the science of genetics has been 
around for as long as agriculture.  In her presentations, Julie Newman often raises the point that farmers use and 
need genetic science, which is about better outcomes and finding crops that grow best in particular conditions.   

Transgenic engineering is the taking of genes from one species and inserting them into the seed of another 
species via a virus or some other vector.  It is not necessarily the primary method in new genetic science.  In 
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some people’s view many other aspects of genetic science have surpassed genetic engineering and transgenic 
breeding.  A number of people in the industry have pointed out that by being obsessed with particular aspects of 
genetic science, we are not allowing ourselves the opportunity to look at a whole range of other issues, not only 
for the breeding of plants but also for other methods of dealing with salinity, yield and so on.  In a number of 
forums I attended, scientists held out genetically modified crops as a potential silver bullet for salinity, whereas 
other scientists were certainly not saying that was the case.  They were saying that there were many other 
methods of salinity management, including breeding by other means and better soil science.  It appeared at that 
stage that the Department of Agriculture was putting too many eggs in one basket. 

Having asked people if they supported or opposed the Western Australian Government’s approach to genetically 
modified crops in Western Australia, we found that more people in Western Australia supported a statewide ban 
of genetically modified crops.  I must admit that the results across the State were close.  Cropping was not as 
much of a concern for people who live in urban areas because crops are not grown in those areas.  The level of 
opposition to growing GM crops was strongest in areas where crops were grown.  It can be assumed that the 
level of knowledge people had of genetic engineering issues was stronger in those areas.  The survey showed 
that 48 per cent of people from the agricultural region, the south west region and the Kimberley - where the issue 
of GM crops is current - would support a statewide ban on the growing of genetically modified crops.   

Yesterday the Government tabled the results of a community attitude survey that it undertook in August 2002.  
Interestingly, the results of the government survey of all the respondents across the State indicate that there was a 
slightly higher level of support for a statewide ban on GM crops than was shown in the Roy Morgan poll.  
However, regionally, the percentage was 48 per cent, which was the same percentage as the Roy Morgan poll.  
Over time, Hon Bill Stretch and I have exchanged our opinions on these issues.  The Government survey of 600 
people across Western Australia showed that 48 per cent of the people surveyed in regional Western Australia 
supported the State Government banning the growing of GM crops.   

It is not often that farmers and people in regional Western Australia support banning certain activities of this 
nature on farmland.  There is a strong view among farmers that, within reason, they should be allowed to grow 
what they like on their property.  There is a range of opinions on that.  The fact that 48 per cent of regional 
Western Australians who were polled support a ban on growing GM crops indicates that there is a strong view 
on the matter in regional Western Australia.  To give a fulsome account of the Western Australian Government’s 
commissioned surveys, I should say that 41 per cent of regional Western Australians said that they would not 
support a statewide ban on growing GM crops.  Forty-eight per cent is a significant number, and Parliament must 
take that into consideration.   

The majority of farmers have significant concerns about their ability to separate GM grains from non-GM grains, 
the impact that growing GM crops will have on the markets, pollen flows, and the ability to prevent the long 
yellow paddock from spreading across the State.  In addition, an unknown number of species are not currently on 
the market.  Significantly, people mistrust the motives of some of the corporations that have largely been 
pushing this technology in Australia and overseas.  They are the significant issues that have been brought to the 
fore in a number of forums, certainly at the forums that I have attended across Western Australia.  This may be 
an occasion when, even though the voices who have been standing up to those within the Department of 
Agriculture for the past however many years have had it tough, in the end, those voices represent the majority.   

It is an unusual situation within the agricultural sector.  I am extremely pleased that, after that long process, the 
National Party in Western Australia has come out in support of a moratorium.  I realise that must have been -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  It was an interesting debate.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes.  I am pleased that it has made that decision.  I would like organisations such as 
the Pastoralists and Graziers Association to think very carefully about their positions.  I know it has also been 
difficult for WAFarmers.  There is a range of opinions.  I am of the view that the majority of members of those 
organisations have views that are similar to those expressed in the Roy Morgan Research poll and the 
Government’s polling of August 2002.   

The changes in this legislation do not encompass everything that the Greens (WA) would have liked.  We have 
expressed our deep disappointment with the way the federal legislation was set up.  We have expressed our deep 
concern about the conflicts of interest that clearly exist within the advisory bodies to the Office of the Gene 
Technology Regulator.  That is no secret.  Members can check the web sites containing the stated conflicts of 
interest.  The research of Professor Stephen Powles was funded by a range of the commercial interests associated 
with gene technology.  The last time I looked, that was not listed as a conflict or perceived conflict of interest.  
This situation is not unique to Australia or this part of the world.  Some people really want Australia to be locked 
into this technology for the purpose of everybody else’s market ability.  They would like there to be no 
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alternative market for the increasing number of people around the world who are expressing the view, for a range 
of reasons, that they would like the option to purchase and consume food that is not genetically modified.   

It is my firm belief that the smartest thing that Western Australia can do is give to the farmers the breathing 
space they are asking for so that they can ensure they are not being pushed in a direction from which they will 
not be able to easily retreat.  It is still a slow process and there is still a long way to go.  I am pleased that we are 
taking at least this step.  I am extremely indebted to the work of the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs.  It made a great effort.  It travelled to the major markets and the main areas where genetically 
modified crops are grown and talked to as many groups as it could to get the picture behind the picture.  Its work 
resulted in an extremely well and carefully thought-out report.  I am pleased to join with my colleagues in 
supporting this initiative and the Government’s proposed amendments to the Bill.  It will give Western Australia 
the ability to make the smartest decision in the face of the potential marketing problems associated with the 
introduction of genetically modified crops in Western Australia.   

HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [2.38 pm]:  I am pleased to support this legislation, perhaps much to 
some people’s surprise.  In response to Hon Dee Margetts’ comments, my concern was the blanket opposition to 
research that was originally mooted.  Such a position worried me greatly.   

I find the legislation to be very balanced and well presented.  It does not give everybody what they want, but it 
leaves the door open for all industries to advance sensibly within the reasonable limits of safety.  I am always 
aware in dealing with such legislation of my grandfather’s well-known saying: it is very dangerous to be alive.  
People who look for 100 per cent guarantees are guaranteed of one result - the world will not go anywhere.  A 
frontier must be approached, but it must be approached carefully.  In my judgment, this legislation does so.   

Since the change of Government, I and several others on this side of the Chamber have been very critical of the 
second reading speeches delivered.  They are usually full of platitudes and other less complimentary terms.  I am 
pleased to say that this second reading speech and its explanatory notes get to the real issues involved in the 
legislation.  It puts them clearly.  The debate has been summarised in fewer than three or four pages.  One would 
not think that summation was possible listening to some of the long speeches made during this debate.  
Nevertheless, the minister will be pleased to know that mine will not be a long speech.  The second reading 
speech was not a treatise on the pros and cons of genetically modified product, but a focused and direct 
statement on how Western Australian science and industry can go forward hand in hand with reasonable 
certainty and safety.  The important part of that speech was towards the end of its second page; namely, that the 
legislation will not prohibit field trials of GM crops, but they will be subject to stringent licensing conditions and 
extensive monitoring.  That is how it should be.  As Hon Murray Criddle said, it is the only way that we will 
effectively test the impact of these products in our own environment.  Farmers are fairly cautious people, and are 
always aware of economics; they watch these developments closely.  Despite the glossy advertising in our 
mailboxes, farmers have not clamoured for the new products promoted.  That is proper, also.  It is still tough out 
there, and it takes more than one good season to make farmers willing to take risks.  Currently, there is no 
reasonably assured promise of greater profit from the new products.  That is not to say it will not happen in 
future.  As Hon Murray Criddle said, we are contemplating, expecting and budgeting on yields that we would not 
have dreamt of 10 year ago.  There seems to be a fixation on canola, which is proper - it is a pretty exciting 
product.  In many ways, it sets the standard for profitability in a lot of the wheatbelt.  An interesting sideline of 
the canola expansion is that people are looking at their approach with other crops.  Canola had to be grown under 
strict rules of weed control fertiliser application and nitrogen etc.  Farmers are looking at how they grow their 
other crops.  I am closely aware of a young farmer who is now applying similar technology to his wheat crop and 
obtaining higher returns per hectare of noodle quality wheat than he has been obtaining from canola, and with a 
lot less hassle.  In a way, it has lifted the benchmark across the farming industry.  Although the focus is on 
canola, it is also spreading into other crops and products in horticulture.  A while ago my colleague on this side 
of the House mentioned in my ear that we would have to look very hard to find a vegetable or fruit product that 
is not the result of the genetic modification of a species of fruit or vegetable.  There is nothing very new about 
the technology but somehow the canola fields seem to have got people a bit excited because, of course, they are 
very visible.   

In closing, I was extremely interested in the comments of Hon Louise Pratt.  I may be doing the lady an injustice 
but about three or four years ago she probably was not aware of canola and the genetic modification of crop 
species.  However, by virtue of committee work and travel, she is now able to give a very detailed and informed 
commentary on this subject.  That underlines the value of travel and committee work in which this House 
indulges.  It has come under a lot of stick lately, particularly from the media, that travel should be curtailed and 
that people should get their information off the Internet.  That is very dear to some people but the reality is that 
there is nothing to substitute for talking to the people who do these things, looking at the them working at the 
coalface in the field, the bins and at the receival points, and, in this case, understanding the complexities of the 
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industry.  I urge Governments and Premiers and those who would denigrate the travel of parliamentary 
committees to take a good hard look at what they are doing to the effectiveness of Parliament.  I mention that in 
closing because it is a point that should be well made, particularly by ministers in this House to our colleagues in 
the other House whose committees do not seem to have the same limitation on travel and financial stringencies 
that this House’s committees do.  Our members would also benefit greatly from that exposure to the rest of the 
world.   

I express my strong support of this legislation because it puts reasonable strictures on the expansion of the 
industry, but it allows us to keep an environment in which our scientists can work forward and retain their place 
in the world, which is pretty close to the top in many cases.  It would have been a tragedy if a moratorium on 
research had come in, as was mooted earlier.  That would have meant an accelerated brain drain and people 
leaving Western Australia to continue their valuable work elsewhere.  As a person with a diabetic affliction, I am 
grateful to genetically modified medical research and progress, which is very valuable if it keeps me alive a little 
longer.  That might not be the opinion of the House - I have to declare a vested interest - but when we consider 
the impact of that research across a wide field of scientific endeavours, we would have made a big mistake if we 
had earlier gone down the extreme path of closing it off.  I welcome the balance contained in this legislation.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [2.50 pm]:  Like other members who have spoken in the debate on 
this legislation, I support the passage of the Bill.  I will raise some issues that have arisen from my understanding 
of this issue through the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs inquiry and discuss the 
approach that the committee took in its report on the Bill.  We are dealing with a fairly simple and small Bill.  In 
the overall scheme of things and, compared with the main legislation - the Gene Technology Bill that 
implements the national regulatory scheme in Western Australia - perhaps it is not such an important Bill.  
However, I suggest that this little Bill is an extremely important Bill.  The Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries is to be commended for introducing the Bill.  It is critical that this Bill supplement the powers of the 
main, formal uniform legislation, the Gene Technology Bill.  

The relationship between these two pieces of legislation is very interesting.  In fact, this Bill is using virtually the 
entire residual power that remains to the States under the national scheme for the regulation of gene technology.  
In fact, the national scheme - we will be enacting our part of that in the Gene Technology Bill - leaves very little 
power to the State of Western Australia.  The remaining power is in clause 21 of that Bill, which refers to the 
ability of States to designate specific areas for the purpose of growing crops as GM or GM-free, based on 
marketing purposes.  That is all that is left to Western Australia through the implementation of the national 
scheme.  That in itself raises issues such as the need for States to have flexibility and whether uniform legislation 
is always a good thing.  However, without even discussing those major issues, the most important question that 
arises from so little power being left to the State Government and the minister is how good is the national 
scheme given its effect on Western Australia.  

The committee considered in depth the national regulatory scheme.  Although the committee found the national 
system was very thorough in many aspects, it was concerned that there were some fairly serious omissions and 
inadequacies in it. Fundamentally, although the national scheme contains many very complex requirements, they 
work only until the point of crop release.  Once GM crops are being grown, the national scheme provides 
absolutely nothing by way of regulatory powers.  The system becomes self-regulating.  This is a very serious 
concern in the context of the many very complex environmental issues that must be managed in the 
implementation of gene technology, such as the segregation of areas between GM crops and non-GM crops.  A 
raft of other matters also require considerable scientific input and management systems to ensure there are no 
slip-ups.  The outcome of a slip-up could be very serious indeed, in serious environmental, public health or 
economic repercussions.  Yet, under the national scheme this system will be self-regulatory.  In its report at 
chapter 7, page 104, the committee touched on what it considered to be the omissions and inadequacies of the 
national scheme.  It stated - 

7.14 The Committee is of the view that there are important matters not addressed or that are not 
adequately addressed by the Australian national regulatory scheme: 

i) The GTA states that the scheme should provide an efficient and effective regulatory 
system for the application of gene technologies, however, the regulatory scheme does 
not provide for, or outline, how GMOs and dealings with GMOs or GM products are 
to be managed once approved release occurs.  Industry is left to self-regulate and 
determine its own requirements, for example, for identity preservation.  Further, it 
appears that the current attempts by industry to set protocols are deficient. 

In that paragraph the committee touches on why we need the Bill before us today.  Why does it matter that under 
the national scheme the adoption of GM crops is self-regulating?  Why does it matter that now the first crops 
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have been approved by the federal regulator, the door is open for their planting and adoption in Western 
Australia?  The committee touched on many very significant reasons for that, and I will summarise some of 
those issues that the committee dealt with in its final chapter, chapter 11 - findings and recommendations.  It 
states - 

11.3 The Committee finds that WA is not adequately prepared for the commercial release of GM 
crops at this time. There are a number of significant issues that need to be satisfactorily 
resolved before the State can confidently decide upon the commercial release of GM crops in 
WA. These include: 

•  the marketability of GM crops in comparison with non-GM crops; 

•   consumer concerns about the long-term impact of GMOs on health and the environment; 

•   what level of tolerance of GM contamination . . . in WA food crops is acceptable; 

•   how to effectively segregate crops in order to preserve the identity of GM and non-GM 
crops; 

•   the allocation of additional costs caused by identity preservation and supply chain 
management systems; and 

•   liability and insurance issues raised by dealings with GMOs. 

11.4 Most importantly, the Committee is of the view that the market impact of commercial GM 
crop plantings needs to be carefully understood and addressed by industry and the State prior 
to the commercial release of GM crops.  It is also highly important that appropriate identity 
preservation and supply chain management systems are established to meet the demand for 
non-GM or identity preserved crops, should that be what WA markets continue to require.  
Significant industry and government investment will be required to establish and sustain the 
infrastructure to support this. 

11.5 The Committee finds that the co-existence of GM and GM-free crops, without cross-
contamination, will be very difficult and may not be possible. 

11.6 Based on the Canadian experience it would seem unlikely that the co-existence of GM and 
non-GM can occur without contamination of seed varieties. 

. . .  

11.8 The Committee is of the view that the WA Government has a responsibility to protect the 
existing rights and interests of non-GM growers. Non-GM growers should not unfairly 
shoulder the financial responsibility for any identity preservation and supply chain 
management systems, if approval is given to the growing of commercial GM crops. 

11.9 The key to successfully dealing with market implications and market acceptance of GM crops 
and food revolves around the question of timing. If GM foods are not associated with new 
health or environmental concerns, then market resistance may fade over time. However, if any 
health or environmental problems emerge, as some scientists contend, then there may be 
further market rejection. 

11.10 The Committee is of the view that, at the current time, the balance of evidence suggests that 
the potential benefits from the commercialisation of GM crops are not sufficient to weigh 
against the risks. 

11.11 There may be significant benefits from pursuing a market strategy relating to ‘clean and green’ 
non-GM agriculture and horticulture and the development of associated technologies. 

11.12 The Committee considers that the introduction of a single GM crop may tarnish WA’s overall 
reputation as being a ‘clean and green’ non-GM producer, and thus have implications for the 
marketability of other WA agricultural products. 

11.13 The Committee recommends that WA maintain its moratorium before allowing the 
commercial release of GM crops. This moratorium should remain in place until at least 2006. 

The synopsis I have given of some of the main findings of the committee inquiry is the result of an intensive 
inquiry that took place over 12 months.  The findings were adopted unanimously by the seven members of the 
committee.  The last paragraph is what the Bill before the House is about - giving the State Government the 
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ability to impose a moratorium.  The committee made some suggestions about what we should be doing during 
the period of the moratorium.  Paragraph 11.16 reads - 

During the moratorium, the Committee considers that the WA Government and industry should 
undertake the following actions: 

•  establish a State body to consult with WA stakeholders on marketing issues; 

•  conduct a market analysis of a scenario whereby WA remains GM-free into the long-term thereby 
exploiting WA’s competitive market advantage of being one of the very few areas of the world that 
is sufficiently isolated geographically to maintain its non-GM status.  This comprehensive cost 
benefit appraisal should establish whether WA’s geographic isolation enables greater benefits to be 
gained from remaining GM-free or otherwise, and how this benefit may be enhanced through 
marketing, research into other areas of biotechnology acceptable to the market and new export 
products such as GM-free seed for agriculture; 

•  monitor, on an on-going basis, national and international experience of the coexistence of GM and 
non-GM crops to establish whether: 

a) segregation and GM-free areas are workable and economically feasible; 

b) the GM crop buffer distances being applied are effective for WA markets; 

•  establish a comprehensive segregated storage and transport system prior to commercial planting of 
GM crops; and 

•  clearly establish and communicate the costs of a comprehensive segregated storage and transport 
system, and who is to pay for it, prior to commercial planting of GM crops. 

I anticipate that, when the minister speaks on the Bill, he will not necessarily comment on all those proposals 
from the committee but will give an indication of whether the provisions that we will pass this afternoon will be 
used in the first place to establish a statewide moratorium until 2006, because that goes to the very heart of what 
this Bill - which I like to call the little Bill - is all about.  

The committee, in recommending that government should maintain its moratorium policy for all those very 
important reasons that I have just outlined, made further recommendations to government.  I think it is fair to say 
that given that this Bill was introduced into the other place about five weeks before the committee was due to 
report on the national regulatory scheme in the gene technology Bills, we were concerned that our advice to the 
Parliament should take into account the provisions of not only those Bills but also the Bill before us today, 
because it was pretty obvious to the committee that the real power left to the State to demand good management 
of this issue was not to be found in the national scheme but had to be found within the provisions of the Bill 
before us, which was introduced before the committee reported.  Therefore, I say on behalf of the committee that 
we are very pleased, now that we are finalising the passage of the Bill, that the minister has taken account of the 
recommendations that the committee has made not only towards the moratorium generally and the national 
scheme but also towards the provisions of this little Bill.  We are also very pleased that the minister has tabled 
amendments in the House that will, if successful, allow more of the protections that the committee recommended 
the minister needed to have at his disposal to be merged into the provisions of the original Bill to have adequate 
instruments for dealing with this matter.   

The committee recommended what we decided to call a gatekeeper approach.  It was committee member Hon 
Louise Pratt who coined that term for the general approach that we suggested was appropriate for the minister to 
consider.  We decided to adopt those words because we believed that in implementing a moratorium, the 
minister was closing the gate.  Clearly, at the moment the gates of the States are open, and genetically modified 
crops are approved for commercial release Australia-wide.  Because very serious questions about this issue 
remain, it was critical for our gates to be closed.  We also suggested that, in adopting a gatekeeper approach, the 
original construct of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill did not necessarily provide the best way of 
implementing a gatekeeper approach.  The committee’s comments on the Bill as it was introduced, and not as we 
hope it will be amended, state -  

•  The GMCFA Bill does not necessarily provide an initial GM-free protected status for WA, from which 
individual crop introductions into approved areas may follow in due course, allowing the opening of the 
gate for specific crops into designated areas only after an evaluation of market impacts.   

•  The GMCFA Bill could be used in the above way, but there is no guarantee that this will be the case.  
The Committee requests that the Minister consider whether, in the light of the findings of the 
Committee’s inquiry regarding the lack of preparedness and uncertain market evaluation of the impact 
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of GM crops, it may be appropriate to firstly protect the entire State from the introduction of GM crops 
with legislation that is recognized by a policy principle under clause 21(1)(aa) of the Main Bill and 
s21(1)(aa) of the Commonwealth Act.   

•  The Committee is concerned that, depending on the way that the provisions of the GMCFA Bill are 
used, it is possible for there to be a time-lapse between the approval by the national Regulator of a crop, 
and the full and proper State consideration of the marketing implications of that same crop for the WA 
economy, or indeed, the impacts on another crop, the market for which may also be secondarily affected 
by the initial GM crop’s introduction.   

Later - I am sure the minister thinks as soon as possible - we will debate amendments that will give the minister 
the power to do that.  I hope that when he responds to the second reading debate, he will give the House some 
indication of how he intends to implement the powers that will be enacted.   

The committee was also very concerned with the minister’s closing the gate as a whole, and not crop by crop.  
Our concern was that the way the Bill was drafted originally meant that it required vigilance on the part of 
government to do something for every crop authorisation by the national regulator.  Under the current provisions 
in the Bill, the minister will be able to designate areas or, indeed, the entire State free of GM crops.  The minister 
is not obliged to do anything crop by crop, and that is a very significant assistance to the Government in 
maintaining a gatekeeper approach.   

I conclude by thanking the minister for his response to our inquiry and, indeed, his overall support for the 
inquiry.  I feel that the House has worked in the way we would like it to work all the time.  Members of all 
parties on the committee have cooperated and collaborated, and the Government also has collaborated on the 
committee work.  As a result, particularly when we move to amend the Bill, we will have in place instruments 
available to this Government, and to future Governments, that will at least provide some mechanisms that will be 
needed in the future as State Governments grapple with this very complex and contentious issue.   

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [3.14 pm]:  I realise that the minister is understandably impatient to bring 
this debate to a conclusion; however, it is on a very serious subject.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  The minister is a man of great patience.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  He would have to be.  After Hon Jim Scott gave his speech I told him that if he 
bothered to either be here to listen to what I had to say or read my speech, he should not take it as an application 
from me to join the Greens (WA), because it is not.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I don’t want to ask you about the applications you have made so far to other parties.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is no secret, minister.  I am sure the other minister in the House does not want to try 
his leader’s patience further.   

I want to bring a message of great warning about this matter.  I support the Bill in as much as it will stop open 
slather.  However, I firmly believe that, in practice, it will not shut the gate.  I have not read or seen anything that 
has convinced me that, at this stage, the gate should not be firmly closed.  I will provide some reasons.  I very 
much appreciated what Hon Bill Stretch had to say in this debate.  I support the sciences and the progress that 
mankind has made over the years.  I remember my father telling me that in the early days of flying, people wrote 
articles saying that the human frame could not withstand travel at more than 25 miles an hour.  They have been 
proved wrong.  When I was first at school here in Perth, Herb Elliott ran a great succession of sub four-minute 
miles.  There were tremendous articles that said that this should not be allowed because he would die early.  He 
is well into his 60s now and he ran several more sub four-minute miles in a given period.  Humanity has always 
been concerned about change.   

One of the real problems I have is that this issue has been driven by the scientific world and megabucks.  
Companies lose sight of what is responsible action when megabucks are in front of them.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I thought you said you were very supportive of science.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, but that does not mean that I would give the scientific world a total blank cheque.  
I said that I would give my reasons.  That is the first suspicion I have.  I will provide a little example.  A story 
seems to have been put out that if Western Australia does not join in this research and participate, it will go 
down the proverbial gurgler.  That is arrant nonsense.  Tremendous research has been conducted in this country 
for many years in an effort to improve crop and other yields.  That has not involved GMO research.  A farmers 
and scientists conference was held in Perth every year during the 1960s.  I well remember a brilliant speaker - he 
was probably from the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, but I cannot claim that 
my memory is so good that I would remember that - who was excited, as were other people, about an experiment 
that was being conducted in Australia.  For those who do not know, wheat has traditionally been grown as one 
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head of wheat on each stem.  There was great excitement because people were saying how much the research 
would benefit India.  The minister may have been to that conference.  It would enable Indian farmers to grow 
five or six heads of wheat on one stem.  The wheat was a dwarf variety which meant that the stalk would be able 
to hold the extra heads.  I remember being quite unpopular at the time when I said that it seemed extraordinary to 
me that Australian farmers were paying levies to the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research 
Organisation or whichever body to make India self-sufficient in wheat.  Australia used to export huge tonnages 
of wheat to India.  I said that what would happen is that India would become an exporter of wheat, and it has.  
India exports wheat to countries that we used to export wheat to.   

It is nonsense to say that if we do not go down this track of experimentation, the increased yields and all the 
other things will not happen.  We have been force-fed a very narrow version of the story from only one side of 
the page.  We are moving into areas of tremendous uncertainty.  History shows what can happen.  I take 
members back to the days of thalidomide.  I am not suggesting for one moment that something as horrific would 
come from genetically modified crops.  My point is that a lot of experimentation was carried out on that drug 
before it was released for mankind.  People were driven by the dollar of course, but they had carried out years of 
experimentation.  When the appropriate scientific bodies felt that it was safe to be released, it was.  We all know 
the disastrous results.  We are now moving into a field of much greater uncertainty.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You have not joined the Greens just lately, have you? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I think I covered that when I began my speech.  I ask members to listen because I am 
not a fruitcake, much as some people might think so.   

There is only one complete safeguard; that is, that we do not get involved in the first place because in that way 
we will be secure.  We should shut the gate, because there is nothing to stop us from sitting back and waiting to 
see what happens.  Most of the genetically modified organism work that has been done, according to my reading, 
has involved Monsanto and glyphosate; in other words, producing a crop that is resistant to glyphosate.  I spoke 
to the minister, perhaps a little longer than two weeks ago.  I told him that my wife had seen an article on the 
Internet on the country of Denmark and glyphosate.  I agreed with the minister when he said that all sorts of 
articles get posted on the Internet.  However, I asked my wife to research the subject with the Danish consulate 
or embassy, and she did so.  I remind farmers in the Chamber that, when glyphosate first came onto the market, 
we were told that it was so safe that we could drink it.  The article reads - 

Denmark has imposed a ban on the spraying of glyphosates as of 15 September 2003 following the 
release of data which found that glyphosate, the active ingredient in Monsanto’s Roundup herbicide 
(RR) has been contaminating the drinking water resources of the country.   

The chemical has, against all expectations sieving down through the soil and polluting the ground water 
at a rate of five times more than the allowed level for drinking water . . .  

This is the chemical we were told we could drink in the neat form.  I can assure members that I have not availed 
myself of it.  I found that the water bag was quite adequate. 

The article mentions some figures.  It came from Penang in Malaysia from people who, I suggest, are of Chinese 
origin, so I will not try to pronounce their names.  However, when my wife approached the Danish Embassy, the 
first difficulty she had was that the people at the embassy could not translate the word glyphosate.  There was no 
word in the Danish language for that.  However, the problem was overcome.  She has received some 
correspondence.  As I suspected, it was nowhere near as bad as the original article.  The article states that the 
Government of Denmark has -  

. . . imposed a ban on the spraying of glyphosates as of 15 September 2003 following the release of data 
which found that glyphosate . . . has been contaminating the drinking water resources of the country.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Do you know that glyphosate Roundup is non-residual in the soil? 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is what we were told.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  I am afraid that it is true.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  We were all told that.  I have a cousin who was the youngest person ever to hold the 
Chair of Theoretical Chemistry at Cambridge University, which is the top academic chemistry appointment in 
the world.  His son is the publicity man for Monsanto in Melbourne.  It is funny how the circle goes.  Ten or 12 
years ago I asked him if it would be possible, and he said words to the effect that he could not comment on the 
specifics but chemically it would be impossible.  Professor Bayliss said that my cousin is the most renowned 
scientific chemist for the past 200 years.  It is his job to check on any new research work in chemistry.  I will not 
go down that track any further.   
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The article says that the glyphosate was not five times above the danger levels for drinking water.  The Danish 
Government has banned the use of glyphosate during periods of heavy rain, which commences on 15 September.  
The first article gave the impression there was a total ban on it from here until kingdom come.  That is not so.  It 
has been banned during the period of heavy rain because water levels several metres down have been affected as 
a result of the glyphosate leaching through the soil and contaminating the drinking water.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  Does the article give details of damage to human beings or animals?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Not the article I have read.  However, the level is in excess of the level that is 
recognised as a safe level.  However, there is always another side of the coin.  It would be okay in the sandy soils 
of Denmark.  Fortunately, the soil in Western Australia is sandy.  The scientific community has told us for years 
that we can drink this chemical.  However, recent research has shown that that is definitely not the case.  So far, 
genetic engineering has largely been done with corn and canola to produce a plant that is resistant to glyphosate.  
An article in the Farm Weekly on 13 November states -  

GMO export market risk   

THE US stands to lose up to half its export market if it introduces genetically modified hard red spring 
wheat in the next two to six years.   

A new study released in the US . . . painted a bleak picture for the US wheat industry if it took the GM 
path with wheat, . . .  

Durum wheat is referred to.  That is interesting.  There is a lot of uncertainty.  I repeat that the only way we can 
be certain is to firmly shut the gate for a lot longer than we are proposing to at this stage.  Something is either 
contaminated or it is not.  It cannot be half-contaminated.  Do we want to be mad or do we want to be half-mad?  
It is a similar situation.   

I give the example of the debate about the live foot-and-mouth virus.  The scientists believe that they should be 
able to keep the live virus in their laboratory for experimentation, and the other side of the argument is that there 
could be security threats in the form of terrorists or a nut case.  It was decided to not make the virus available to 
scientists.  Although this may not be quite as dramatic as foot-and-mouth disease, the same argument applies. 

I repeat that I support the Bill.  However, the safeguards have not been laid down.  We were originally told that 
there would be a buffer of five metres.  

Hon Kim Chance:  No.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I read articles that mentioned five metres, and there was then talk of the roadside.   

Hon Kim Chance:  They were opinions and views.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Exactly.  That is the point: they are opinions.  We do not know what will happen.  That 
is where the uncertainty lies, as well as the possibility that we will be half-mad - although, I am sure, not totally 
mad.   

These sorts of experiments are taking place in other parts of the world.  I am a firm believer that it is those in the 
scientific world - the researchers whose livelihoods depend on this because it is how they earn their living - who 
are telling us that if we do not get on the bandwagon now, we will be so many years behind that we will never 
catch up.  That is nonsense.  We have not conducted research to try to produce glyphosate here.  We imported it 
from America, and now we import it from China.  It is nonsense to say that if we do not catch this train, it will 
leave the station and there will not be another one.  That is arrant nonsense.  I support the Bill in as much as it 
will prevent an open-slather situation, but I firmly believe it is going only halfway.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [3.33 pm]:  I want to put our party’s point of view.  I welcome 
the chance to comment on this legislation.  I take the opportunity to compliment Hon Bill Stretch on his speech.  
I thought it was extremely sensible and straightforward, as speeches from that quarter usually are.  I compliment 
the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries on his excellent second reading speech.  As Hon Bill Stretch 
said, it was extremely sensible.  The Government has said that it has no wish to deny Western Australian farmers 
the opportunity to assess technologies with the potential to enhance their international competitiveness and 
contribute to sustainable agricultural production in this State.  It has also said that this is not the time to close off 
options one way or the other; and nor is it the time to commit Western Australian agriculture to a direction that 
may endanger our access to sensitive markets, including the domestic market in Western Australia.   

That succinctly sums up the intent of this legislation.  I am pleased to say that One Nation supports the 
legislation’s designating areas in which GM crops may not be grown.  I support the idea that GM crops will be 
able to be experimented with in certain areas of the State.  The Western Australian agricultural area is huge 
compared with agricultural areas in Europe and other parts of the world.  Many areas outside our State’s 
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agricultural area could be utilised for technology assessment.  It should be left open.  Sensibly, this legislation 
will ensure the safety of our clean reputation.  The Government must be complimented for that outcome.  
However, we must not fall prey to the doom and gloom proposals put forward against commonsense advances.  I 
briefly quote from a book called the skeptical environmentalist.  Quoting this book in the presence of the Greens 
is similar to the clergy pointing a crucifix at someone possessed by the devil.  It reads -  

 “The battle to feed humanity is over.  In the course of the 1970s the world will experience starvation of 
tragic proportions - hundreds of millions of people will starve to death.”  This was the introduction to 
one of the most influential books on hunger, Paul Ehrlich’s The Population Bomb published in 1968.  
More than 3 million copies of the book have been sold.   

  . . .  

 From the same quarter Lester Brown, who later became president of the Worldwatch Institute, wrote in 
1965 that “the food problem emerging in the less-developing regions may be one of the most nearly 
insoluble problems facing man over the next few decades.”  

 They were both mistaken.  Although there are now twice as many of us as they were in 1961, each of us 
has more to eat, in both developed and developing countries.  Fewer people are starving.  Food is far 
cheaper these days and food-wise the world is quite simply a better place for far more people. 

  . . .  

 Globally, the proportion of people starving has fallen from 35 percent to 18 percent and is expected to 
fall further to 12 percent in 2010 . . .   

I read that excerpt because it reminds me of the red flag that was carried in front of the first motor vehicles.  We 
must never close the door to scientific advancement; otherwise, our farmers would be put behind the eight ball.  
Agriculture is too important in this State to allow that to happen.  I fully support this sensible legislation. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [3.38 pm]:  I will cover 
what I can in the limited time I have to respond.  This Bill will require a committee stage so I will respond in 
detail on amendments in committee.  I thank Hon John Fischer for extending me the courtesy of splitting the 
remaining time between us.   

I remind members that the State’s role in genetically engineered regulation is limited to the issue defined within 
the scope of “market purposes” within section 21(1)(aa) of the commonwealth Gene Technology Act 2000.  The 
health and environmental issues that have dominated this debate so far are regulated within the commonwealth 
legislation.  The House will deal with the State’s version of that commonwealth legislation next year; indeed, 
those two Bills are on the Notice Paper now.  Much of the debate on this Bill is more relevant to those Bills.   

The legislation before the House will provide a mechanism to deliver the moratorium that the Government has 
introduced on genetically modified crops.  The broader views of genetic engineering or biotechnology relate to 
the other Bills.  However, I congratulate the committee for the report that it provided to the House.  I am on 
record as saying that this is the best committee report that I have ever seen come out of this House - that might 
be a biased view because I have a particular interest in this issue.  However, the way in which diverse views 
were brought together - it has been played out in this debate - in the committee report and the way in which a 
unanimous report has come to the House in such clear and intellectually rigorous terms, is an excellent example 
of what this place can do and a great testament to the committee system.   

I essentially agree with the comments made by Hon Bill Stretch on Hon Louise Pratt’s contribution.  In many 
cases, the report is an indication of what is achievable through the processes of this place involving, but not 
entirely depending upon, the capacity of committees to travel.  I appreciate that it was an expensive inquiry that 
cost around $80 000 to $100 000.  However, that cost, which seems significant to us, when viewed against the 
importance of this issue to our economy, is infinitesimal compared with the benefit it will bring.  Had that report 
not been as good, had we been divided on this issue or had we not brought down what we collectively think is 
the right way to handle this issue - we might yet be wrong but at least we are collectively wrong - that would 
have put our economy at grave risk, at least in terms of the agricultural component.  I am grateful for the quality 
of the report.  I am sorry I do not have time to respond to all the issues that were raised.  However, the particular 
issue raised by the chairperson of the committee, Hon Christine Sharp, needs a response.   
She asked whether it is my intention to introduce effectively a statewide closed gate.  It is my intention to do that 
and the expression of that can be found in the amendment to clause 5, which will effectively carry out that role.  
I want to be quite clear about that.  In the debate between the committee and me over the term of the committees 
deliberations about the gatekeeper role, I had difficulty in understanding what it was that people were trying to 
tell me about the gatekeeper role.  I had always believed that that is what we were doing and it was hard for 
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people to tell me that we had to do something that I thought we had already set out to do.  I always saw our role 
as the gatekeeper.  To be told that I needed to do this and that I needed to change the Bill to do it, I found 
difficult not to accept, but to understand.  When I did understand it - when I could see other people’s points of 
view - that meant we could go ahead and make the amendments that members now see before them.   
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


