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Clause put and passed.

Clauses 63 to 70 put and passed.

Schedules 1 and 2 put and passed.

Title put and passed.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN LAND AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL 2003
Second Reading

Resumed from 9 April.

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [7.36 pm]:  It appears that the Gallop Labor Government has not learnt the lessons of the
Labor Party’s previous term in Parliament leading up to the 1993 election.  The issue that brought down the previous
Labor Government is commonly known as WA Inc.  During that time, the Government’s control over the private sector
loosened to such an extent that the private sector was able to ride roughshod over the interests of the wider community,
and the ability to review and scrutinise the dealings of government agencies was basically denied to Parliament.  The
result was that hundreds of millions of dollars were lost in a number of deals, which, in hindsight, clearly should never
have been entered into by the Western Australian Government.  This Bill combines useful changes to the 1992 Western
Australian Land Authority Act.  However, it also includes changes that the Opposition finds totally unacceptable.  For
that reason, and with some reluctance, I advise the House that the Liberal Opposition will oppose the Bill.

In part, the Bill is a response to the current Government’s Machinery of Government Taskforce, which reported in
2001.  It is also the result of the 1998 review of the Western Australian Land Authority Act.  The minister’s second
reading speech states that -

The 2001 Machinery of Government Taskforce reforms recommended that LandCorp should assume the
primary role as the State’s land development arm.  It recommended that its mandate be expanded to encompass
remediation of contaminated sites, to undertake a broader urban renewal focus and to take control of the crown
land development function from the Department of Land Administration.

Although good and useful changes have been incorporated within the aims of LandCorp’s expanded role, nonetheless
there are also some very undesirable aspects in the Bill.  LandCorp has, by and large, done a good job over the years.  It
has been given certain crown lands and, as I understand it, in all circumstances has developed and redeveloped those
lands into urban and industrial areas, marinas and a number of different lands uses, in areas scattered around the State.
It has been a useful arm of government, because it has allowed, firstly, the Government to achieve its goals clearly and
without secrecy or a lack of transparency.  Of course, if there have been profits associated with the activities of
LandCorp, those profits have accrued to the benefit of all Western Australians.  The difficulty with the Bill, which the
Government has proposed will see a major change in the focus of LandCorp, is that LandCorp will effectively become a
privatised body that, as I understand it - I look forward to the minister correcting me if I am wrong - will not be subject
to parliamentary scrutiny to the extent it is at present.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No, I don’t think there will be any change in that at all.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  For example, when we have the budget consideration of the corporatised entities such as the
Water Corporation or Western Power, there are only two - I emphasise two - pages in the budget papers, giving an
incredibly brief and totally unacceptable summary of the capital expenditures of those two corporations for the
forthcoming period.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What do you perceive to be the current level of scrutiny by Parliament of LandCorp now?

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  My understanding - again, the minister can correct me if I am wrong - is that LandCorp provides
a significant amount of detail in the budget papers.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Does it?

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am asking -

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The way the budget papers are constructed means that an agency appears in the budget papers
only when it has an appropriation.  LandCorp has never been before the Parliament.  This Government has instituted a
practice whereby members can choose one of these off-budget agencies within each portfolio for the Parliament to
scrutinise.  There is no change whatsoever in the ability to scrutinise the statements of corporate intent, the annual
reports and the half-yearly reports.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister is simply fuelling my fears.  I must admit my ignorance and the fact that I have
never listened to whatever debate there might have been about LandCorp during estimates hearings; hence the reason I
am pleased to hear the information the minister has provided.  However, I and people on this side of the House have
been very critical over the years because Treasury has adopted the view that the minister has just outlined; that is, the
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corporatised bodies that are quasi-government instrumentalities are not subject to anywhere near the same level of
budget scrutiny as all the other government bodies.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  As a matter of curiosity, were you critical of this during the eight years you were in government?

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I was a member during only the last term, not the last two terms.  Yes, I am happy to say that I
was critical of the fact that it was impossible for people like me, who was a backbencher at that time, to find out to any
reasonable degree the amount of information we needed to understand the sorts of things that the Water Corporation
and Western Power were or were not doing in my electorate.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  As you know - certainly this has long been the complaint - I was particularly aggrieved when
your Government took Westrail off budget, even though it was getting very large dollops of money.  It decided to
warehouse it through an allocation to the Department of Transport and so take it off budget, even without making it a
government trading enterprise.  We have sought within the constraints of time to say that each year members will be
able to choose one of these GTEs for each portfolio.  If you guys get together next year and want to have LandCorp,
you can have LandCorp.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister is still missing the point.  Even if the Opposition said to the Government that it
would like LandCorp to be scrutinised in the next budget, as I understand it there would still be a maximum of about
two pages of information.  It would be LandCorp’s -

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  That is why you would ask questions and you would get the information.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Yes, but it is almost a case of the chicken and the egg.  A lot of the information that Her
Majesty’s Opposition needs to keep Her Majesty’s Government honest in many cases may be contained in the detail of
the budget papers.  The minister will appreciate that to simply supply two pages and allocate 30 minutes during the
Estimates Committee for members to ask questions is not enough information or time for the Opposition to be able to
do anything.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I agree with that, but that is not your total level of scrutiny.  Half-yearly and annual reports are
tabled.  There is an endless capacity for members to ask parliamentary questions.  In the two years that I have been
minister, I do not think I have had a single question on any of LandCorp’s financial dealings.  I do not know what the
level of interest is.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am not the opposition spokesperson on LandCorp.  I believe Hon George Cash has that role.  I
suspect that when this legislation gets to the upper House, he will ask questions of the minister’s representative in that
place.  That demonstrates the difficulties of operating within a bicameral system.  It would be better for Hon George
Cash to be standing here now discussing this issue with the minister than the way we operate, which makes life very
difficult.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I agree with that.  All I am saying is that there is nothing in this Bill that changes the current
situation in relation to scrutiny.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am grateful to the minister for imparting that knowledge to me.  Nonetheless, it does not remove
my concerns about what I consider to be a lack of parliamentary scrutiny of the activities of a corporatised body such as
the Water Corporation or, in this case, LandCorp.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I understand your concern, but it is not a basis for opposing this Bill.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister is quite right.  There are other reasons.  I will continue.  It will be very difficult to
find out a great deal of information about LandCorp’s activities, even at the best of times.  The way in which this Bill
will expand the role of LandCorp to allow it to do a number of things, including to require the remediation of
contaminated sites, have a broader focus on urban renewal and take control of the crown land development function
from the Department of Land Administration, sets alarm bells ringing in my mind.  The role of LandCorp will be
significantly expanded.  The current lack of parliamentary scrutiny of LandCorp is unacceptable and the future and
equal lack of parliamentary scrutiny will make the situation even worse.

I remind the minister of the WA Inc years.  I have no doubt that the ministers involved in the WA Inc decisions
overwhelmingly did what they did because they were trying to better the position of the Government and the ordinary
people of Western Australia.  I do not believe that the Brian Burkes, David Parkers or any of the other people whose
names are synonymous with WA Inc did what they did for bad, evil or whatever reasons.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You disagree with the finest legal mind in the Parliament, Foss QC, in that regard.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I make no comment about that learned gentleman’s opinions on the matter.  However, compared
with the Warren Andersons, Alan Bonds and Laurie Connells of the world, the people who were in government from
1983 to 1993 had good intentions.  Predatory corporate sharks such as Alan Bond and Laurie Connell ran rings around
those government ministers, backbenchers and public servants.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Hon George Cash will be very interested in your comments about Laurie Connell.
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Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Was Laurie Connell a personal friend of Hon George Cash?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I suggest you might like to read the royal commission transcripts.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I thank the minister for her suggestion but I have other things to do.  This Bill is encouraging a
return to the days of the WA Inc years, in which the Government and the private sector became intimately involved in
one another’s dealings.  However, through this legislation the Government is saying that it will put LandCorp at arm’s
length.  The only person who will be able to tap LandCorp on the shoulder and ask a few questions or give a few
directions will be the minister; therefore, parliamentary scrutiny will be as diminished in the future as it is now.  The
minister has said that there is every opportunity to ask questions and raise issues in Parliament and to read half-yearly
reports.  However, the minister knows, because she has been there, that as generous as the Speaker might be in allowing
question time to expand from 30 minutes to 40 or 45 minutes -

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Questions on notice are where you ask for details.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I will get to those in a minute.  In reality in those 40 to 45 minutes, the Opposition might be lucky
to ask five questions, taking into account questions from the National Party and the Independents.  The notion of
questions on notice reminds me of a comment by a Republican candidate for election in the United States some years
ago.  A reporter asked him a question and he said, “That’s a very good question.  I’ll now try to figure out a way of not
answering it.”  Many answers to questions on notice are designed to give as little information and as poor an
understanding as possible that the minister or parliamentary secretary can provide on the issue raised in the question.

Half-yearly reports are sometimes difficult to understand by people who do not have expertise in accounting matters.
Again, unless opposition members like me are on the mailing list of entities such as LandCorp and Western Power, they
do not get annual reports sent to them automatically; they must visit a web site or make a phone call to have reports
delivered to them.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You are supposed to do some work in opposition.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I appreciate that.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You are not spoon-fed like you were in government.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  It is a different type of spoon-feeding; it is a different type of work in government.

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You are on Farex and we are on Weetbix!

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I would never accuse the minister of ever being spoon-fed.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I tell you what, mate, I do a lot more work than you guys did when you were in office.

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think you are actually on All-Bran.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I don’t need that when you are in the House!

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  If I had heard the comment, I would probably say it was very droll, but I missed it.

In the minister’s second reading speech she said that the authority would have a similar status to port authorities under
the Port Authorities Act 1999.  I find it a little disingenuous that the LandCorp model proposed in the legislation has
been compared with the model of governance and operation as outlined in the Port Authorities Act 1999.  Firstly, port
authorities have very restricted areas of operation.  They have a port to look after, which is a very discrete area of land
and water, and their roles are significantly constrained to matters that clearly must relate to the operation of a port.  In
addition, a port authority has a board - admittedly appointed by the minister of the day - that provides direction and
advice.  Therefore, the port authorities, of which I believe there are a dozen or so in Western Australia -
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Eight.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Eight; I was pretty close.  The port authorities, therefore, undertake their activities in a fair,
reasonable and, hopefully, profitable manner.  Will LandCorp have a publicly appointed board?
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What do you mean by a publicly appointed board?

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I mean will there be a public call for board members of LandCorp and will the minister choose
the members of the board?
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  The minister will choose them to ensure the maximisation of skills.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  How will nominations be sought?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It will not be by way of nomination.  The Government will, as is its practice, appoint a wide
range of people so that it will achieve complementary skill sets.
Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister is skirting my question.
Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Somehow or other in the past only members of the National Party put their names forward for
membership.  The advertisement must have been in the National Party journal.
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Mr B.K. MASTERS:  That is because of the qualities that they were able to provide.  I am surprised that the minister is
suggesting that they would not make good members of the port authorities.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I would match pound for pound the membership of the boards under this Government with the
membership of the boards under your Government.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister has a job to go to when she finally leaves this place; I am pleased to see it.
Nevertheless, the minister is skirting my question: will there be a public call for people to put their hands up?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No.  That is generally not my intention.  We are looking for people with the highest level of
skills, particularly for the LandCorp board.  They are not people who would answer an advertisement in the newspaper.
We approach very senior people, including some that have had a long history in the Liberal Party and have the
appropriate skill sets.  At the moment, the LandCorp board includes a senior legal practitioner, a well-known property
developer, a former Under Treasurer and a marketing executive.  We have to identify people who are capable of taking
this organisation forward.  We have been very lucky to be able to persuade some very senior people, including Neil
Hamilton, the chairman of the board, to do the job.  These are not people who will answer an advertisement in the
newspaper.  These are people whom we have to approach and ask if they would be prepared to do this for the
community.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I understand what the minister is saying.  I am not suggesting that -

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Do you want us to take on board just smash repair operators -

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Or ex-National Party members.  No, I am not suggesting that that process be abandoned
completely.  I understand that the board members are appointed to port authorities by a public nomination process.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No.  The Government of the day appoints them.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  No, I am talking about nomination -

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No.  There is no nomination process set down in the legislation.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Therefore, is there no public call for people to appoint themselves?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No, not at all.  We are serious about getting the right mix of skill sets.  The advertising process
that the National Party went through was so flawed that the vast majority of people seemed to be male farmers.  Perhaps
it was advertised in Penthouse magazine or something like that, because no women appeared to get involved in the
advertising process and get appointed.  Since then, we have been able to find exceptionally able women to be on every
single port authority board.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  So the Government did not have to advertise in The Australian Women’s Weekly or Woman’s
Day?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  No.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am pleased to hear it.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  We did not go through the charade of advertising when in fact we knew exactly who we were
going to appoint.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  I am sure the minister can understand that most ports export rather than import and that most of
the materials they export are grains and other agricultural products.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  I have no problem with there being a representation of farmers on the boards.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  The minister appeared to be indicating that it was a problem if a current or former grain farmer
was a member of a board.  That is what she was intimating.

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  There have been some exceptional farmers appointed.  Mr Ron Aitkenhead, Chairman of the
Fremantle Port Authority, who I have just reappointed -

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Is the minister saying exceptionally good or exceptionally bad farmers?

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Exceptionally good.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Let me continue.  The Liberal Opposition is concerned that this Bill will give the Government
open slather to direct the new LandCorp to do a wider range of things than it has done in the past.  For example, the
minister stated in her second reading speech that it will be -

. . . a statutory authority that operates in accordance with the disciplines and rules in the private sector.

The minister also pointed out in her speech that -

. . . this will result in a loss of the protection of crown immunity . . .
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I am no expert on crown immunity but I would welcome the minister’s comments as to exactly what that means in
terms of the ability of LandCorp to put taxpayer funds at some sort of risk.  The minister further stated that the Bill -

. . . will facilitate access to meaningful partnerships with the private sector.

Again, that sounds very much like what happened in the 1980s and early 1990s when the Government got into bed with
a number of people and wanted to build petrochemical plants, Bunbury Tower buildings and a number of other joint
ventures that went horribly wrong at the end of the day in terms of costs to the taxpayer.

I support the changes that will give LandCorp the ability to take control of, remediate and develop contaminated land.
This Chamber recently debated contaminated sites legislation.  It is clear that there will be a number - potentially a
significant number - of orphan sites; that is, contaminated sites for which no-one can be made responsible for cleaning
up.  In such cases, the clean-up job will lie with the State Government, and LandCorp is the appropriate body to carry
that out.  My concern is the way the minister addressed this issue in her second reading speech.  The words she used
were of a situation “in which nobody else is either responsible or able to undertake that clean-up.”  First and foremost,
the onus should be on LandCorp, or the Government, to identify a piece of land for which it has the responsibility of
cleaning up and remediating.  However, rather than simply give that responsibility to LandCorp in the first instance, the
Government should present it to the private sector, along with the land uses that will be allowed once the site is cleaned
up, and ask it to develop a proposal or tender that will transfer the ownership and responsibility for the remediation of
the land from crown to private ownership.  In that situation, LandCorp will have one less job.  This emphasises one of
the significant differences of principle between Labor and Liberal Governments.  I do not want to accuse the Gallop
Government of being socialist or the Opposition of being capitalist, although they are the old-fashioned terms that most
members understand.  A Liberal Government would in the first instance ask how it could get the private sector to clean
up a contaminated site so that it was not done at the expense of the taxpayer.  It would then consider whether the
remediated land could be put to good use without risking taxpayers’ funds in any way, shape or form.  Unfortunately,
according to my reading of the second reading speech, the minister is turning that around 180 degrees.  She is saying
that the Government will remediate the site as a first priority and that after the site is cleaned up, it might talk with the
private sector about how it can develop the site for mutual benefit.  The Government still wants to be part of the process
and receive part of the profit.  I emphasise that that will leave government - that is, LandCorp - with part of the risk.  I
think the cart is being placed before the horse in this instance.

I am concerned about the way the legislation gives the minister the power to direct LandCorp.  It is possible that
LandCorp could be required to do things that are contrary to the best advice of the good people who work for LandCorp
and who will be attracted to work for LandCorp once it is fully corporatised and separated from government in the way
that this Bill allows.  Those people will give the minister advice to do certain things, but she will have the power to
overrule them.  In a normal government agency such decisions might not involve significant funds of money.  However,
I fear that because LandCorp’s work often involves contaminated land and urban renewal projects similar to those at
Subiaco, East Perth and Midland, such ministerial decisions could involve the expenditure of tens or hundreds of
millions of dollars.  The minister could give a political direction that may be contrary to the good advice of the
employees of and consultants to LandCorp.

Towards the end of her second reading speech, the minister said that the authority would be required to prepare a
statement of corporate intent and a strategic development plan.  Unfortunately, only the minister will approve those
statements and plans.  That would concern me.  Presumably they would be public documents in due course, printed in
annual reports.  I am concerned that the statement of corporate intent and the strategic development plan may be very
narrowly focused documents enshrining the viewpoint of the present Government on how LandCorp should do its job,
with obvious political overtones, rather than a more independent way of doing things, free of political interference.

In the second last paragraph of the second reading speech, the minister spoke about the fact that, while the accounts of
the authority will be audited by the Auditor General, the authority will no longer be subject to the Financial
Administration and Audit Act 1985.  I am not really sure what that means.  While the accounts will be audited by the
Auditor General, which is obviously to be highly commended, what does that imply for other actions the Auditor
General might choose to take in investigating the activities of the Western Australian Land Authority?  Does it mean,
for example, that the Auditor General would not be able to look at some of the outputs of LandCorp, its day-to-day
dealings and some of the big projects it is dealing with?  Will it mean that the Auditor General will look only at the
accounts; that is the dollars and cents, and not at the way in which those dollars and cents are made or lost?

I emphasise that a Liberal Government would not allow the Western Australian Land Authority, meaning LandCorp, to
enter into the same degree of private sector joint ventures as this legislation seems to be providing for.  There seems to
be an unacceptable level of scrutiny by the Government and the Opposition.  For that reason in particular the
Opposition will oppose the Bill.  One of the selling points the Government is using to gain support for the Western
Australian Land Authority Amendment Bill 2003 is to say in the Bill that LandCorp will be required to take account of
environmental and social needs associated with its developments.  That is a bit of a con job.  Environmental and social
needs will be considered by the people involved in doing land development deals, and government agencies, such as the
Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of Environmental Protection, will oversee LandCorp’s
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dealings, thereby protecting environmental values.  Clauses that include provisions to take account of environmental
outcomes, which will be an amendment to section 3 of the Act, are somewhat superfluous, and designed to pretty up
something of which we need to be suspicious.

On page 26 of the Bill, there is a proposed section 23D, entitled “Exceptions to sections 23A and 23B”.  I would be
grateful if, at the appropriate time, the minister could explain what that means.  Proposed section 35A on page 35 of the
Bill gives authority to LandCorp to undertake hedging transactions.  That concerns me greatly.  The minister will be
aware of the fact that most of my working life before entering Parliament was spent in the mining industry, and as a
result I am well aware of the hedging activities that various mining companies have made over the years.  At times,
hedging has provided very great security and, in turn, financial returns to those mining companies that have hedged
their gold production or other mineral commodity output.  Many of those mining companies, especially in more recent
years, have very significantly got their hedging arrangements fatally wrong.

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  Pasminco.

Mr B.K. MASTERS:  Pasminco, Western Metals and Sons of Gwalia, I think.  Maybe LandCorp needs to be able to
undertake hedging, but I advise that hedging is not for the uninitiated or faint-hearted.  I hope that controls will be
placed on any of LandCorp’s hedging activities, and that Treasury takes a very keen interest as a way of protecting
taxpayers’ money.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Why should a land developer whose costs are in Australian dollars and who sells on the Australian
market have to hedge at all?

Mr B.K. MASTERS: That is a fair comment by the Leader of the Opposition.  One wonders whether LandCorp will
undertake activities in unusual commodities other than land.  It makes one wonder whether activities will be undertaken
overseas, such that there might be a need to hedge against movements of the Australian dollar or any other currency for
that matter.  I point out to the minister that hedging is very much a double-edged sword.

The opposition opposes the Bill, not because it does not believe that LandCorp should not have an expanded role,
especially in relation to contaminated land, but because it believes that the removal of controls and the increase in
powers and opportunities to be given to LandCorp is so great - I hope it never happens - that it fears that the Bill will
create the opportunity for WA Inc mark 2 to occur.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr. J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House).

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS BILL 2003
Second Reading

Resumed from 7 May.

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [8.13 pm]:  The Parliamentary Liberal Party supports the legislation, albeit
with some concerns that it will raise during the course of the debate.  The parliamentary secretary in his second reading
speech assured the community that the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries would not support the
commercial release of genetically modified crops in Western Australia unless he was satisfied that there would be no
detrimental impact on the market of the State’s conventional crops.  The minister seems to be having a bet both ways on
this issue.  At the end of the second reading speech the parliamentary secretary said that, in respect of GM canola, it was
likely that the minister would designate the entire State as an area in which GM crops may not be commercially
cultivated.  He said that the Government would continue to adopt a cautious approach to the introduction of GM crops
in Western Australian farming systems.  He said that the Government was not opposed to GM crops but was prepared to
intervene for marketing purposes.  It seems as though the parliamentary secretary is playing the two ends against the
middle.  The truth of the matter is that Western Australia is not supportive of the introduction of GM crops at this stage.
As the minister has said, the proponents of GM technology should meet any additional costs relating to its introduction.

The Bill allows the State Government to designate areas of the State or the whole of the State as areas in which
specified genetically modified crops may not be grown.  The second reading speech goes on to state that the Gene
Technology Regulator is currently considering applications for the commercial release of GM canola varieties by
Monsanto Australia and Bayer CropScience.  I understand that they intend to plant up to 5 000 hectares outside Western
Australia.  In November 2002, the minister wrote to the Gene Technology Regulator to express his great concern about
the possibility that GM canola would be licensed for commercial release in time for the 2003 planting season.  He
indicated that he did not believe the community of Western Australia was anywhere near ready for the commercial
release of GM canola crops.  That is true to a great extent.

The minister has also written to, and met with, Monsanto and Bayer requesting that they do not proceed with
commercial plantings of GM canola in Western Australia this year should the regulator approve their licence
applications.  A possibility exists that 5 000 hectares of GM canola may be planted in Victoria this coming season.  The
federal Gene Technology Act also provides that the regulator must not issue a licence for a genetically modified
organism if she is satisfied that issuing a licence would be inconsistent with the policy principle in force under section


