
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2987a-3011a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon James Chown; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Acting President; Hon Paul 

Brown; Hon Stephen Dawson 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS REPEAL BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.45 pm]: I rise again to — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I have taken a different tack today, Hon Robyn McSweeney. I have decided not to go 
back over anything I have mentioned before. This subject has an awful lot of information around it. If anyone 
chose to search genetically modified foods through their search engine, they would find a plethora of information 
available. I am mindful that I have spoken for a very long time on why the opposition opposes the repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 on behalf of the community and the majority of the 
agricultural industry in Western Australia. I am mindful that I have taken up an awful lot of time and that we 
need to keep the debate moving along. The commitment I give at the outset of my contribution is that I will not 
be trawling back over old ground. I have covered many parts of this important debate on this repeal bill and 
I will focus tonight purely on new information, of which there is quite a lot to get on the record. 

Certainly since this debate started, I have received a lot of contact in my electorate office to show that the 
community is predominantly in favour of the retention of the right of Western Australians to make decisions 
about these crops. It has been quite heartening to receive the support that we have received for what could be 
called a brave stance in standing up for the consumers of Western Australia. I have given a commitment that 
I will not trawl back over old subject matter, but there is so much new information and it is important that we get 
it on the public record during this debate. 

Last time I spoke about the science and the lack of credible scientific information and studies into the effects of 
genetically modified foods, and I started to quote some scientific research papers from Dr Judy Carman. 
I suggest that those who missed my contribution look up the Hansard of 12 May. I referred to Dr Judy Carman’s 
credentials and her work at Flinders University in Adelaide. She is a scientist who has done a lot of research into 
the effects—good, bad or otherwise—of genetically modified food on humans. Most of the research, as 
Dr Carman correctly pointed out, was done on rats and mice, and she certainly felt there was not enough good 
hard data and solid information around the effects of GM food on humans. I will not say that the food is not safe; 
we do not know that, because a study has never been done to either confirm or deny that. The lack of information 
that denies that is perhaps used by the biotech industry to say that it is safe because there is no evidence to 
suggest otherwise. Some of those who are unconvinced about genetically modified foods claim the reason for 
that is the lack of research projects undertaken on the safety or otherwise—presumably they mean otherwise—of 
genetically modified organisms. During the term of the last Labor government the minister of the day, who has 
the authority to make these decisions and undertake such research, implemented a research project, and I began 
to talk about that project last time I spoke. The research used pigs, and I have spoken about the results. The 
findings of that research outlined that although doubt had been cast over the validity of the results, everyone 
accepts that when there has been one trial and researchers think they are onto something, they probably need to 
do more. Certainly, no more work was done on the trial by Dr Judy Carman. To me, that is significant. If 
Food Standards Australia New Zealand and the biotech industry seek to dismiss out of hand Dr Judy Carman’s 
research, which they have, why do they not do some research of their own and prove it again, rather than just 
cast shadows and aspersions on her research?  

As a consequence of that, Dr Judy Carman hit back at the biotech industry and wrote a paper. I will just 
paraphrase it, because I have given a commitment that I will keep this debate moving on. I am sure members can 
find this paper if they google Dr Judy Carman. The paper is called “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?”. I will read the 
executive summary and the initial parts, because I think they perhaps give a sense of overview of the detail of the 
document. It states — 

The safety of genetically modified … food is a central issue driving the genetic engineering controversy 
today. This chapter explores the potentially — 

I stress the word “potentially” — 

harmful effects of GM foods on human health and—in doing so—focuses upon the most commonly 
eaten GM foods in Australia. I look first at how GM foods are made and then consider some of the 
potential risks that inform a safety evaluation of these foods, especially in relation to the safety testing 
that has been done. 
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This comes back to my central point about this repeal and this piece of legislation. Ultimately, not enough 
consideration has been given by this government to the consumers of our food. I think that is where the nub of 
this debate should be—on consumers. Whether the Liberal–National government believes it or otherwise, I can 
tell it that consumers, not just here, but all around the world, certainly have more than a passing concern about 
consuming gene products to the point at which many countries have chosen to move on past that technology. The 
paper just gives a brief overview, and once again I will paraphrase it to move through this debate. The paper 
gives some background on gene technology, and when members listen to this, they will understand why 
consumers have more than a passing concern and remain even more unconvinced about the health effects of 
GM foods. The paper states — 

Essentially, living tissue is made up of cells, each cell has a nucleus, each nucleus has chromosomes, 
and chromosomes contain most of the organism’s DNA. Some of the DNA is in the form of genes that 
code for proteins, enzymes and other biochemical substances that organisms need to function. 
Traditional plant breeders take a plant with a desired characteristic, such as high yield, and cross-
pollinate it with another plant with another desired characteristic, such as disease resistance. Progeny 
with both characteristics can then be chosen and used. 

I think that is a very important distinction for members to understand. I will just make the point before I go on 
that what plant breeders do in this technology actually occurs naturally. Plants cross-pollinate and crossbreed all 
the time. They are able to evolve to different climactic conditions and that is how they do it. They take the best 
genes of two species or plants and cross them, and they have been doing this from time immemorial so they can 
adapt to climate change, different soil types et cetera. Sadly, in agriculture, plants, especially rye-grass, have 
been able to adapt to become resistant to most known chemicals naturally. I continue with the paper — 

In contrast, genetic engineers take a section of DNA from an organism that expresses a desired 
characteristic, join it with other sections of DNA such as viral promoters, and insert the resultant 
gene cassette into the plant. 

It is possible to contest the claims of genetic engineers that their methods of insertion are precise … 

It then refers to another paper, which I will not go into. It continues— 

The biolistics process, for example, takes gold or tungsten particles, coats them with the desired DNA 
and fires them into the plant. As the cells repair, the new DNA is integrated into the plant’s genome. As 
the inserts are placed where they may not normally be found in nature, some inserts may affect the 
expression of the plant’s genes. This may turn genes off or on, affect the function of other genes, 
produce new toxins or allergens, or produce a wild characteristic, such as higher levels of toxins found 
in a wild ancestor. 

I think that summarises pretty well what we are talking about here with genetic modification. It is not naturally 
occurring and can occur only in laboratory conditions under the circumstances outlined. The paper continues — 

Partial copies may also be inserted. For example, seven years after the release of Roundup Ready soy, 
Monsanto has found that is contains two DNA segments about which they were previously unaware. 

I think it is fair to say from that statement that we are not exactly sure about the outcomes of the genetic 
modification, and Monsanto itself, the world’s largest biotech company, has found some surprises when doing 
this procedure. The paper continues — 

Another concern is that the insert may not be stable over many generations, resulting in the insert 
degrading, changing, or moving. That concern is exacerbated by the use of viral promoter sequences in 
inserts, such as the cauliflower mosaic virus, reputed to be prone to high rates of recombining with 
DNA. Furthermore, sections of inserted DNA can come from plants not normally eaten (for example, 
petunias), bacteria (for example, Bacillus thuringiensis), animals (for example, fish genes in tomatoes), 
or viruses, (for example, cauliflower mosaic virus). Another concern centres on the use of DNA that 
codes for antibiotic resistance in GM plants. One GM potato has DNA coding for resistance to five 
antibiotics. Resistance to antibiotics used in humans is frequently encoded. There are concerns that if 
these DNA sequences cross into gut bacteria, our current problems with antibiotic resistant bacteria may 
worsen considerably. 

There does not seem to be a whole lot of regulation around the fact that we are already naturally, or unnaturally, 
promoting antibiotic resistance in potatoes, which, of course, may pass on to humans, and I think that is more 
than cause for concern. The paper continues — 

Proponents and critics of GM food have very different views about GM plants. Proponents argue that 
the GM plant has changed insignificantly and that the rest of the plant will behave as before. Therefore 
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the plant is substantially equivalent to the parent plant and does not need safety testing. Critics argue 
that these are untested hypotheses, and with the technology in its infancy, unknown and unintended 
consequences may result. In keeping with the precautionary principle … thorough safety testing should 
be undertaken before feeding GM food to millions of people. 

I think that is the underlying concern in society around that very issue. Although the proponents of GM food 
consider this process to be perfectly safe, and despite the bombarding of cells of existing plants with cells and 
DNA that would never have actually crossed with that plant, they say the plant remains significantly the same 
and that we do not need to test it. I am not so sure about that, and I think most consumers are not so sure about 
that. Perhaps that is why we are seeing a move away from GM technology around the world, with a failure to 
adopt it in many countries. I have been furnished with a lot of information since this debate began about why 
many countries are growing only GM fibre and oil crops and not food crops. I think it is because as human 
beings we are naturally somewhat suspicious and unconvinced about eating foods that have been produced in 
this way. There may be a generational change. Maybe in 10 or 20 years people will have moved on, and maybe 
there will be a movement back towards GM foods, but I sense quite the opposite; I sense the community moving 
towards more naturally produced foods and more organic foods produced without chemicals and fertilisers. 
Those products command a distinct premium, to the point at which in Western Australia we have the largest 
amount of registered hectares of those products of any jurisdiction. 
Hon Jim Chown: Are you saying that organic food is safer than GM foods? 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, that is not exactly what I said, Hon Jim Chown. I appreciate how Hon Jim Chown 
continually twists my words. That is not what I said at all. I will repeat what I said for him again. 
Hon Jim Chown: No, I am asking you a question. 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, it is not question time. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! It is not question time. If a member wants to respond to an interjection 
with a brief answer, he can do so, but if he is not going to do so, the matter cannot be pursued. 
Hon DARREN WEST: For the benefit of Hon Jim Chown, what I said was that the community has concerns. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon DARREN WEST: I continue my remarks on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. 
As I have stated before, the Labor Party opposes the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
2003 because we believe the existing legislation contains enough methods by which genetically modified crops 
can be introduced, but, most importantly, it provides for these decisions to be kept in Western Australia with the 
locally elected Minister for Agriculture and Food. Before we broke for dinner I was quoting some scientific 
evidence from Dr Judy Carman, who is a world-renowned expert in the study of genetically modified foods and 
their effect on humans. I will briefly run through the rest of her paper “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?” because I think 
it is important for it to be recorded. This chapter is titled “Current GM Foods in Australia” and reads — 

GM versions of soya bean, canola, corn, potato, sugarbeet and cotton have been approved for sale in 
Australia by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ), formerly the Australia New Zealand 
Food Authority (ANZFA). 

I just note that the only one of those crops grown in Western Australia is genetically modified canola. The paper 
continues — 

The foods are widely present in breads, pastries, snack foods, baked products, oils, fried foods, 
confectionary, soft drinks, and sausage skins. Labelling laws were introduced in December 2001, but do 
not cover foods that are made from animals fed with GM feed (for example, meat, milk, eggs, honey), 
that are highly refined (for example, cooking oils, sugars, starches), or that are prepared at bakeries, 
restaurants and takeaways. These laws also exclude foods ‘unintentionally’ contaminated by up to one 
per cent per ingredient, that have been processed before 7 December 2002, that are made with 
processing aids or food additives using GM microbes, or that contain GM flavours present at less than 
one per cent. 
Most GM foods eaten in Australia are from plants genetically engineered to express either a protein that 
degrades a specific herbicide so that spraying a field of crop and weeds with the herbicide saves the 
crop and kills the weeds, or a protein that when eaten by a grub, ruptures the grub’s gut, killing it. Some 
GM plants do both. 

I think the point of those paragraphs is that labelling laws are pretty easily stepped around. One of the things 
I would suggest to governments is that they get a little serious about labelling laws and come up with a labelling 
regime so that consumers can make an informed choice rather than having to rely on guesswork around the 
examples I gave earlier. The next section is headed “What Could Go Wrong?” and reads — 
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One concern is that novel DNA from GM food could be taken up by microbes in the gut or tissues of 
the body. GM advocates and FSANZ have stated this as unlikely, as any DNA would be quickly 
degraded. Others argue that transgenic DNA is specifically designed to cross species barriers and to 
jump into other genomes. In fact, human simulations indicate that transgenes in GM food may survive 
in the human stomach and small bowel for up to four hours. Furthermore, an oral bacterium was found 
to take-up and express free exogenous DNA within a minute. In addition, foreign DNA ingested by 
mice can reach peripheral leukocytes (a type of white blood cell), spleen and liver via the intestinal wall 
mucosa and can be found in B and T cells of the immune system and covalently linked to mouse DNA. 

I think we can see from all that that the jury is out on how genetically modified molecules can work their way 
through the body, and it is on that basis that many consumers have more than a passing concern about these 
crops. Maybe that concern is justified; maybe it is not, but the fact remains that consumers do have some level of 
concern. For anyone who wants to look it up, the paper goes through a whole lot more examples similar to what 
I have just put, and I think it makes interesting reading for anyone who has questions or any doubts about the 
food. People can learn exactly what testing has been done and, perhaps more importantly, what has not been 
done. I will just run right through to the conclusion. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What was the reference again? 

Hon DARREN WEST: The paper is called “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?”, and it was written by Dr Judy Carman 
following her research into the effects of genetically modified foods on the intestines of pigs. It is the only real 
study that has gone anywhere close — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Does she mention the repeal of  the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act? 

Hon DARREN WEST: We are suggesting that the act should not be repealed because of community concerns, 
and as elected members, we come in here as representatives of the community. 

I will just read the conclusion and finish on this because I have quoted quite a bit from the paper. The conclusion 
is titled “Conclusion: Risk and the Future”. It reads — 

Scientists tend to measure risk as a combination of the probability of something happening and the 
consequences if it does. A useful analogy is a footpath, where the narrower the footpath, the greater the 
probability of falling off, and the higher the footpath, the greater the consequence of falling off. It is 
unlikely that many people would take a challenge of walking along even a wide footpath strung 
between two tall buildings, because even if the probability of falling off is low, the consequence could 
be awful. Similarly, even if the probability of GM foods causing adverse health effects is low, the 
consequences of exposing a billion people to it, including the whole of the Australian population, could 
be dire. If only one person in a thousand became seriously ill, then with about a billion people currently 
exposed worldwide, the result would be a million people seriously ill worldwide, and about 19 000 in 
Australia. 

In conclusion, there is an urgent need for the full labelling of GM foods, comprehensive safety testing 
by independent researchers of all GM foods currently in the marketplace and of all subsequent 
GM foods before they enter the marketplace. Until these measures are adopted, a statement needs to be 
placed on GM foods that human safety testing has not been done. Finally, a dedicated long-term 
national surveillance system for the potential health effects of GM foods is long overdue. 

Those are the reasons with regard to food safety that we believe this act should not be repealed. We are not going 
to argue either way, but because of the risk that is outlined quite succinctly in that study, we believe that the 
decision about GM crops should be made by the locally elected Minister for Agriculture and Food in 
Western Australia and not ceded to Canberra, and that the responsibility for the introduction of those crops 
should also be on the shoulders of the minister of the day who chooses to allow them to be grown. I will talk in 
a little while about how there is resistance on the part of this government to taking responsibility for the 
consequences of GM foods. I have talked about the Marsh–Baxter case earlier, so I will not do that again, but 
those are the sorts of things that can go wrong. 

I also have a lot of information here from Dr Judy Carman regarding her studies, which I touched on briefly 
earlier and I will move on, but she has certainly done a lot of work. 

I will quote from a press release by the shadow minister of the day, Hon Ken Travers. It reads, according to my 
notes — 

A recently released study has highlighted the need for more research and better labelling of 
GM products. 

That remains Labor’s position today. It continues — 
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The study commissioned by the WA Labor Government in 2007 found pigs that eat the genetically 
modified feed suffer a significantly higher incidence of health problems. 

The study findings raise significant concerns and the State Government should, at the very least, 
commission further research into this issue. 

The GM industry should support further independent research in this area, if they have nothing to hide. 

Once again the poor GM labelling laws have been brought into focus by the study. 

Consumers have a right to know whether a product contains GM products which have been refined. 
This will allow consumers to make their own choice. 

We need to be adopting the precautionary principle in the use of GM products to ensure that we do not 
make the same mistakes that occurred with tobacco and asbestos in the last century.” 

Its time for the Liberal/National Government to halt their ideological support for the expansion of 
GM into WA.  

Our position on that has remained constant, and, because of that position, we are firmly of the view that we 
should not repeal but keep the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, which provides some middle 
ground, and also puts responsibility back onto the government and the biotech industry. I note Hon Ken Travers’ 
comments, and they raise a very interesting point, which is that history is littered with mistakes when people 
rushed in without giving due thought to the consequences. Australia is covered in rabbits and wild cats. Asbestos 
is another good example. Those things were introduced into society without due diligence and without anybody 
taking responsibility. I note that asbestos companies have fought long and hard to try to absolve themselves of 
their responsibility to workers in the asbestos industry. The cane toad is another good example of a good idea at 
the time that has gone horribly wrong. We are concerned that the free-for-all introduction of these crops, without 
any real oversight locally in Western Australia, could go down the same path. 

I want to talk a little about the uptake of genetically modified crops locally. Certainly, Australia’s acceptance of 
genetically modified canola lags behind Canada’s uptake, new statistics have revealed. A 2014 article from 
The Weekly Times titled “Australia’s GM canola uptake lags” states — 

In Canada, GM canola varieties made up 55 per cent of the total crop within five years of introduction. 

However in Australia, five years after the GM crop moratorium was lifted, GM canola made up 
9 per cent of the crop just harvested. 

As members can see, we have a very different attitude among the agricultural industry in Australia than that held 
in Canada and certainly in the United States of America. The article continues — 

Monsanto says about 220,401ha of its Roundup Ready canola was planted nationally for the crop just 
harvested. 

The statistics show uptake has been stagnant for the variety—the only GM canola available—since it 
was approved in 2009 for Victoria and NSW, and 2010 in Western Australia. 

The article goes on to explain how genetically modified crops have been more heartily embraced in the US and 
in Canada. 

A 2012 article from The Australian titled “Monsanto props up weak GM crop price” states — 

GLOBAL grain buyers are marking down the price of Australia's genetically modified canola as 
the European market shuts the gate on GM crops. 
The Australian Wheat Board — 

Of the time — 

is offering to buy up supplies of GM canola at guaranteed prices. 

The article goes on to state that perhaps there was some market interference to try to increase the economic 
appeal of genetically modified crops and now that that assistance has gone, we have seen the premium for 
non-GM crops continue to increase to the point at which it got to $78 a tonne at one point. It is $55 a tonne today 
and I believe it will soon be about $100 a tonne in the foreseeable future. 

I will explain to members what we will actually do when we repeal this bill, because I know that a lot of the 
metro-based members will not really understand this. I have had a lot of discussions with my colleagues, because 
it is a very divisive subject and certainly needs to be thought out more from the consumers’ side. Effectively, this 
repeal will change the rules around local decision-making and absolve that responsibility to the 
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Gene Technology Regulator. I have just sought some information from the internet, so that everyone is clear 
about exactly to whom we are absolving this responsibility. I reiterate that the very first thing I did when I began 
my remarks last week was ask who knew who the Gene Technology Regulator at the Office of the 
Gene Technology Regulator was, and the only person who knew was Hon Jim Chown, because I had asked him 
the question 15 minutes earlier in the corridor, and he did not know the answer then. It is fair to say that at the 
beginning of this debate, it is a fair assessment to make that nobody actually knew who exactly it was that we 
will absolve this authority to. 

Hon Michael Mischin: How many times have you said that? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will explain to members opposite and put clearly on the record exactly who it is that 
we are absolving this responsibility to. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I think you have already done that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, I have not. I have not explained the role of the Gene Technology Regulator and 
who it is and what it does. I have asked members if they knew who the Gene Technology Regulator was. If 
members read back through Hansard, they will not find this information. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Someone in Canberra; who knows? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Correct. That exemplifies the problem with this repeal bill. The Attorney General is 
going to absolve his responsibility to, in his own words, “Someone in Canberra”, and I think that is a highly 
irresponsible and reckless position. The Office of the Gene Technology Regulator’s website states — 

The Regulator is an independent statutory office holder responsible for administering the 
Gene Technology Act 2000 … and corresponding state and territory laws. The Regulator is appointed 
by the governor-general only with the agreement of the majority of all jurisdictions. 
Dr Jane Cook is currently acting as Gene Technology Regulator until the appointment process for a new 
Regulator is completed. She is responsible for administering the national regulatory system for gene 
technology as set out in the Act. The OGTR staff are part of the Department of Health. 

It goes on. I will not read out what Dr Cook has done, because I am sure members can seek that information, but 
she is clearly a very talented and hardworking bureaucrat who, nonetheless, is acting in that position. Even I was 
not aware of that until I read that information. I am glad that is on the record now. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very subjective statement. I would encourage Hon Jim Chown to back that up 
with some facts. I do not think he will be able to do that and he would want to be a little bit careful. I know he is 
under parliamentary privilege, but I know John Snooke from the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of WA 
certainly made some defamatory comments about Dr Judy Carman. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think this is getting a little over the top. It is making it very 
difficult for Hansard to record the proceedings. I am sure Hon Jim Chown will have an opportunity to give his 
views on this issue shortly. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I note that Dr Judy Carman was very quick to 
respond to the defamatory comments made about her in the PGA Western Graingrowers magazine. She sought 
and got a retraction of the comments that were made about her that were proved incorrect. I think for 
Hon Jim Chown, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture and Food, to dismiss anyone who 
disagrees with his view, as he announced to us last week, is a matter for him, but it is not good governance. It is 
irresponsible and reckless. The website continues with the regulator’s roles and functions. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am not taking any more interjections, because I want to get this speech finished. 
I genuinely do want to get this speech finished. The website continues — 

In administering the gene technology regulatory system the Regulator has specific responsibility to 
protect the health and safety of people, and to protect the environment, by identifying risk posed by or 
as a result of gene technology, and by managing those risks through regulating certain dealings with 
genetically modified organisms (GMOs). 
Section 27 of the Act sets out the functions of the Regulator to: 
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• perform functions in relation to GMO licences as set out in the Act (Part 5), which outlines the 
licensing system under which a person can apply to the Regulator for a licence authorising 
dealings with GMOs 

• develop 
• draft policy principles and policy guidelines, as requested … 
• codes of practice 

• issue technical and procedural guidelines in relation to GMOs 
• provide information and advice to ◦ 

• other regulatory agencies, about GMOs and GM products 
It goes on to explain further roles, which I am sure members can seek out, and there is a nice little chart in that 
publication that members can see to get a clearer understanding of the roles and who the regulator is. I am 
pleased that I have read that in because from that we realise that Dr Jane Cook is acting in the position. I am not 
sure what the circumstances are around that and how long that has been the case, but it turns out that 
Dr Jane Cook is not the regulator at the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, she is acting in that position. 

I want to talk now a little about the Roundup Ready canola grower license and stewardship agreement. When 
a farmer determines that they want to try genetically modified canola, they enter into an agreement with 
Monsanto, the company that owns the technology. I point out that at all times Monsanto own that crop, or that 
seed, and that the growers are unable to retain seed, as has been the custom in Western Australia. Ever since 
agriculture began, we have been able to retain the seed of the crops that we were growing, hold that seed on our 
farms from harvest through to seeding time, and use our own seed. Therefore, we did not need to buy seed unless 
we chose to change to a new variety. When we do change to a new variety, we can buy a small amount of seed 
and bulk that up over a year or two, and end up with enough seed to sow for our cultivation programs. That is not 
the case with genetically modified canola. With genetically modified canola farmers need to buy new seed every 
year from Monsanto. As I pointed out earlier, that seed is quite expensive. It is a lucrative business for seed 
producers and creates a situation such as exists in North America. I lived over there and I went on an agricultural 
exchange program and farmed in the US for a year. I found that the Americans certainly have a different culture 
when it comes to procuring seed. Seed is procured from seed growers, usually in small bags, and new seed is 
used each year. It is just a different way of going about business, whereas here we tend to retain our seed for our 
own purposes; it is more cost effective. 
There is the usual information required from growers, asking them to complete certain sections, and they will put 
all that in. Now I come to the terms and conditions, and I think these are important. A grower, as members will 
learn when they hear this, takes all responsibility; they become an agent of Monsanto. The agreement states — 

This Roundup Ready® Canola Grower License and Stewardship Agreement (Agreement) is 
entered into between you (“Grower”) and Monsanto Australia … (“Monsanto”). This Agreement 
grants Grower a limited license to use canola seed that contains a Monsanto proprietary gene conferring 
tolerance to glyphosate, the active ingredient in Roundup® brand agricultural herbicides, which is 
marketed by Monsanto and/or its licensees under the brand name “Roundup Ready® canola” … This 
Agreement also contains Grower’s stewardship responsibilities and requirements associated with 
Roundup Ready canola.  
1. GROWER AGREES: 
1.1 To acquire Roundup Ready canola only from a Technology Service Provider (“TSP”) licensed 

by Monsanto to sell Roundup Ready ca+nola and to only grow that Roundup Ready canola in 
the canola planting season in which that seed is purchased. 

A farmer cannot hold that seed over until the next year. They must grow it in the year it is purchased. It 
continues — 

1.2 To use Roundup Ready canola solely for planting a single commercial crop and not to save 
any crop produced from Roundup Ready canola for planting in any subsequent year. 

That was explained earlier. It continues — 
1.3 Not to: (i) plant any seeds produced from Roundup Ready canola without Monsanto’s prior 

written consent; (ii) supply seed produced from Roundup Ready canola to any other person or 
entity (other than to a Monsanto licensed seed company) for planting; or (iii) transfer any seed 
containing Monsanto Technologies to any other person or entity for planting. 

1.4 To pay (as directed by Monsanto) all technology and stewardship fees due to Monsanto and 
any royalties due to Monsanto. A notice setting out the applicable fees, royalties and payment 
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terms for the next canola planting season will be sent to Grower’s address specified herein 
(whether by mail, fax or email and as updated from time to time) annually and published on 
Monsanto’s website … Those fees will apply to all Roundup Ready canola delivered in the 
canola planting season specified in such notice. 

1.5 Grower authorizes each applicable TSP to complete an annual Roundup Ready® Canola 
Planting Declaration form electronically on Grower’s behalf for each year that Grower plants 
Roundup Ready Canola. 

It goes on to specify what the declaration does. It then goes on to state — 
… IF GROWER DISPUTES THE ACCURACY OF THE INFORMATION REPORTED ON 
THE ROUNDUP READY® CANOLA PLANTING DECLARATION, GROWER SHALL 
NOTIFY MONSANTO, IN WRITING, WITHIN THIRTY … DAYS OF RECEIPT OF 
SUCH NOTICE. 

It continues — 
1.6 To deliver all grain produced from Roundup Ready canola only to a grain handler approved in 

writing by Monsanto and to pay the then-applicable per-tonne technology fee for such grain for 
such crop year. Grower understands and agrees that Grower must attend and pass 
a Monsanto Accreditation course in Roundup Ready canola prior to planting Roundup Ready 
canola. 

As I said earlier, the farmer cannot retain the seed; they must deliver it and sell it. Effectively, that crop belongs 
at all times to Monsanto until the farmer delivers it and they get paid. It continues — 

1.7 To read and strictly comply with the Canola Crop Management Plan … which is incorporated 
into and is a part of this Agreement, and to abide by and be bound by the terms of the most 
recent CMP as it may be amended from time to time. A notice setting out the CMP for the next 
canola planting season will be sent to Grower’s address specified herein (whether by … 

That is by whatever means. It continues — 
1.8 To promptly notify Monsanto of any failure to comply with the CMP. 
1.9 To plant Roundup Ready canola only within the states of Queensland, Victoria and New 

South Wales and such other states as Monsanto may authorize from time to time. Grower 
understands that as of 1 March 2008 certain restrictions around planting, handling and 
management of Roundup Ready canola exist in other Australian states and territories. 

1.10 To accept and continue the obligations of this Agreement on any new land purchased or leased 
by Grower that has Roundup Ready canola planted on it by a previous owner or possessor of 
the land … 

A farmer still has to meet this agreement even if they buy a farm that has already got standing crops. It 
continues — 

1.11 To use on Roundup Ready canola crops only Roundup Ready® Herbicide or other 
non-selective herbicides authorized by the Australian Pesticides & Veterinary Medicines 
Authority … for use on Roundup Ready canola crops. Use of any selective herbicide labeled 
for the same crop without the Roundup Ready gene is not restricted by this Agreement.  

It then goes on to state that if a farmer does not do that, Monsanto is not responsible. It continues — 
1.12 To implement the Resistance Management Plan as specified in the applicable sections of the 

most recent CMP. 
We will talk about that in a minute. It continues — 

1.13 To plant Roundup Ready canola for seed production, if and only if, Grower has entered into 
a valid, written Roundup Ready canola seed production agreement with a seed company that is 
licensed by Monsanto to produce Roundup Ready canola. Grower must either physically 
deliver all Roundup Ready canola seed to that licensed seed Company or must sell or use as 
commodity grain all of the Roundup Ready canola seed produced pursuant to a seed 
production agreement. 

It goes on further — 
1.14 To inform Monsanto if Grower becomes aware of any unintended or adverse effects of the use 

of Roundup Ready canola pertaining to the health or safety of people or the environment. 
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Is that not interesting? If a farmer thinks that they have had some adverse effects to the health or safety of people 
or the environment, they are to tell Monsanto. Should we not already know this? 

1.15 To comply with all reasonable directions and instructions given by Monsanto in relation to the 
use of Roundup Ready canola. 

1.16 To comply with all applicable laws and regulations relating to the use of Roundup Ready 
canola, including all applicable regulatory requirements of APVMA and the Office of the Gene 
Technology Regulator … 

It goes on — 
1.17 If requested by Monsanto, to promptly provide to Monsanto written details sufficient for 

Monsanto to identify each paddock in which Roundup Ready canola will be planted … 
A farmer needs to explain that to Monsanto. It continues — 

1.18 For purposes of monitoring Grower’s compliance with this Agreement, during the term and for 
three years following the expiry or termination of this Agreement, Grower grants Monsanto 
the right to inspect, take samples, and test all of the grower’s owned and/or leased fields and 
storage bins and to supply Monsanto upon request a list of all locations planted with the 
Roundup Ready canola by or on behalf of Grower and to allow Monsanto to examine and copy 
any records and receipts that could be relevant to Grower’s performance of this Agreement, 
including but not limited to crop management records, crop insurance claim documentation, 
and dealer/retailer and grain handler invoices for seed and chemical transactions or any other 
records that could be relevant to Grower’s performance of this Agreement. 

Monsanto can come onto a farmer’s farm any time for three years and completely check them out. It 
continues — 

2 GROWER RECEIVES FROM MONSANTO: 
2.1 A limited use license to purchase and plant Roundup Ready canola and to apply Roundup 

Ready® Herbicide and other non-selective herbicides authorized by APVMA for use on 
Roundup Ready canola crops. Monsanto retains ownership of the Monsanto Technologies 
including the genes (for example, the Roundup Ready gene) … 

It goes on — 

2.2 Grower’s license to purchase and plant Roundup Ready canola is subject to the terms of and 
compliance with this Agreement (as amended from time to time) … 

We have touched on that. It continues — 

2.3 Monsanto Technologies or their methods of use are protected under one or more of the 
following Australian patents … 

It goes on to list those patents. It continues — 

3 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS BY GROWER 
3.1 When planting Roundup Ready canola, Grower must implement the Resistance Management 

Plan … in accordance with the guidelines specified in the most recent CMP. Monsanto may 
revoke Grower’s limited use license to use Roundup Ready canola if Grower fails to strictly 
follow the RMP required by this Agreement. 

I know, for example, of several farmers who have breached that resistance management plan and no-one ever 
polices that. I know a farmer who went from zero GM canola to 100 per cent and when I asked the question, 
“Did you use glyphosate on those paddocks last year?”, he said that of course he did. Immediately, before he has 
even planted the crop, that grower has breached his resistance management plan. No-one is policing this. The 
agreement continues — 

3.2 Crop Stewardship & Specialty Crops: Grower acknowledges the matters set out in the section 
on Coexistence and Identity Preservation in the CMP in relation to crop stewardship and 
considerations for production of identity preserved crops. 

Co-existence does not exist under the current terms of the GM experiment, as we have seen, sadly, in the 
Supreme Court — 

3.3 Roundup Ready Canola Trait Performance: All Roundup Ready canola varieties have been 
screened for the presence of the appropriate protein and have passed that screening prior to 
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commercial sale. Grower acknowledges that a small number of these varieties may 
infrequently demonstrate variable levels of performance in fields. 

3.4 Confidential information: Grower acknowledges that the Monsanto Technologies include 
information which is confidential to Monsanto and agrees not to use or disclose such 
information other than strictly in accordance with this Agreement. 

3.5 Grower acknowledges that it is important not to co-mingle Roundup Ready canola with any 
other canola grains as it is not practical for grain loads to be tested for the presence of Roundup 
Ready canola on anything other than a per-load basis. Grower agrees that all Roundup Ready 
canola delivered by Grower to a Monsanto authorized grain handler must be declared as 
Roundup Ready canola and the variety used to produce the grain identified. Grower agrees that 
all other canola delivered by Grower will be tested on a per-load basis and agrees to pay the 
applicable technology fee for each load of grain which tests positive for more than the mere 
random adventitious presence of Roundup Ready canola, as determined by the authorized 
grain handler. 

That is an obscure way to set out what happens when there is a large contamination. As I talked about earlier, 
after a storm in July 2011, large amounts grew in the next season’s crop. That load could be inadvertently, or 
adventitiously, contaminated. No-one would be any the wiser. A contamination issue is possible there. It then 
goes on to “Personal Information and Privacy”. I have almost finished this. It states under section 5, 
“General Terms” — 

5.1 Grower’s rights may not be assigned or transferred to anyone else without the prior written 
consent of Monsanto. If Grower’s rights are assigned or transferred with Monsanto’s consent 
or by operation of law, this Agreement is binding on the person or entity receiving the 
transferred rights … 

5.2  Monsanto may amend the terms and conditions of this Agreement by notice in writing to 
Grower … 

That is to the grower’s designated address. It goes on — 

6.  GOVERNING LAW AND FORUM SELECTION 
This Agreement and the parties’ relationship shall be governed by the laws of the State of Victoria 
(without regard to the choice of law rules) and the laws of Australia applicable in Victoria. 

I am not sure whether this agreement came from Victoria or it is the same for everyone, but that is what this 
says. I continue — 

7.  TERM AND TERMINATION 
Once effective, this Agreement will supersede all previous License and Stewardship Agreements and 
Technology User Agreements for Roundup Ready Canola between the parties (other than any 
unperformed obligations or terms that survive termination) and will remain in effect until terminated in 
accordance with the terms herein. 

It goes on with some more information. Then it says — 

8.  MONSANTO’S REMEDIES 
If Grower breaches this Agreement, in addition to Monsanto’s other remedies, Grower shall not be 
entitled to obtain a future limited-use license from Monsanto unless Monsanto provides Grower with 
specific written notice expressly recognizing the prior breach and prior termination of the limited-use 
license and expressly granting and/or reissuing the limited-use license previously obtained … Grower 
acknowledges that Grower’s submission of a new Roundup Ready Canola Grower License and 
Stewardship Agreement and Monsanto’s issuance of a new license number shall not satisfy the specific 
written notice reference above and that any such action shall have no legal effect. 

It goes on with a lot more information. I will not read it out completely. I am sure members can get a copy. It is 
a very onerous agreement. Growers become agents of Monsanto and it is the growers’ responsibility when things 
go wrong. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Don’t enter into it. No-one is forcing anyone to enter into it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: They are not forcing anyone to enter into it, and that is the point. We think that if there 
is a responsibility to be taken, it should be taken here. 
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I want to quickly touch on an industry summary of GM canola grown to date in Australia. Of the states that grow 
it, it is a small percentage of the crop. Nationally, under 20 per cent of these figures exclude canola in 
genetically-modified free states. Over 90 per cent of Australia’s 134 000 farmers remain GM free. There is 
a table form of GM canola growth in Australia. In 2009, four per cent of the whole canola crop was GM; it is 
now up to 22 per cent. That figure has certainly been boosted by the uptake in Western Australia. We will see 
where that goes next year. This is the first year there has been a massive difference in price. The eastern states 
are moving away. New South Wales and Victoria are moving away generally from GM canola. Growth has been 
seen in Western Australia over the last four years. My view is that that growth may have peaked. We will see 
when the crops go in the ground. 
I will not go into a lot of detail about Europe. Predominantly, Germany, Austria, Croatia, Italy, Greece, parts of 
Spain, parts of the UK, and France decided that they would rather not have genetically modified crops growing 
in their jurisdictions, thanks very much. Europe is one of the most lucrative canola markets in the world. It seems 
a little odd that Western Australia would introduce crops that would run that market out of reach. I believe there 
is potential for contamination of those markets. No-one seems to be able to tell me exactly what would happen if 
there was a major contamination into one of those markets that are very clear about the canola they want to buy. 
No-one seems to have a view on what will happen should there be a major contamination into Europe. 
I am going to read a letter I liked that I found in the press in March this year. I thought it was a very topical 
letter. Anyone who has seen the budget—I know there has been a nervousness on the backbench about the 
budget; there are a lot of rumblings within the coalition about a lot of things at the moment — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Don’t say “land tax”! 
Hon DARREN WEST: I won’t say land tax, no, because this debate is not about land tax. I will keep off that. 
There is a lot of rumbling about the future. I think the polls point to how well this government is going. The 
letter I have states — 

When Colin Barnett and the Liberal–National government are heading for electoral defeat after running 
the state into record debt, it is extraordinary that they’d risk cementing their defeat by attempting to 
repeal WA state laws on genetically modified crops. 

Everybody eats. 

With health costs escalating, we are increasingly concerned about what we are eating and where it 
comes from. 

WA’s GM-free status wins it premium prices on agricultural exports, a major economic earner for the 
state. 

I have heard members opposite wax lyrical about the importance of agriculture after the mining boom; this flies 
in the face of that — 

Buy West, Eat Best says the logo. 

Yet in a move to destroy this economic advantage, a repeal of the GM Crops Free Areas Act 2003 is 
rushed onto the notice paper. 

It is throwing caution to the wind to repeal this legislation just to squeeze out some more short term 
profits for Monsanto and its minions at the expense of our farmers, our land and our health in the longer 
term. 

Such economic and political lunacy will only fan the flames of opposition to GM crops and we will 
place our dollars and votes accordingly. 

This is a very good letter. It points out to members exactly what they are doing. That letter was written by 
Shirley Collins from Shenton Park. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are too many audible private conversations in the 
chamber, making it very difficult for Hansard. 

Hon DARREN WEST: This government is on its way out the door. It is in a bit of strife; it is waning in the 
polls. The people are about to drop the guillotine. The government rushes in here and tries to absolve all its 
responsibility for the GM experiment to a place in the eastern states. 

I have a lot of information about the impacts of GM in South America. I note there has been a reasonable uptake 
of some GM crops in South America. They are resistant to growing crops that are eaten as food, but a lot of 
GM oil is produced there. I have some articles about the impact of soybean expansion into Argentina and Brazil. 
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It was rushed into South America as a panacea. That information comes from a Grain magazine. It was authored 
by Walter Pengue in 2001. It refers to the early days of the mess that was made of the GM uptake in 
South America. 

I am sure all government members have researched the parliamentary debate that occurred when the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Bill was introduced in 2003. It makes for some very interesting reading. The original 
bill was introduced by a former Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Hon Kim Chance. He read the 
bill in in June 2003. He basically exercised caution and expressed community concern about genetically 
modified crops. In 13 years, almost to the day, there is still that community caution and that precautionary 
approach required by the community when it comes to these crops. In that time, there has not been a massive 
change in the community culture on these crops. I will not read through all the second reading speech. I am sure 
that before other members make their contributions, they will do that, if they have not done so already. The 
second reading speech provides an interesting precis, followed by a very interesting debate, about why these 
laws were so important in the first place.  

The then minister made an excellent second reading speech that eloquently outlined the need for these laws in 
Western Australia, and those reasons still hold true today. I put it to members opposite that Kim Chance was by 
far a better agriculture minister than anyone this government has put forward, especially the latest one. He was 
a great minister and was respected right across the sector. He is still in demand by organisations; he is currently 
the independent chair of the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council. That is because industry certainly got 
to understand Kim. He was a straight shooter. When he said before an election that he would do something, he 
would do it after the election, unlike the flip-flopping Nationals who will say anything to get elected and then 
change to do a deal with the Liberals on cabinet positions and the like. That is why Kim was so highly respected 
and regarded and certainly has been a mentor of mine. 

I read the responses to the bill by opposition members at the time and I found some very interesting reading. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson jumped up and said — 

The Opposition supports the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill. I am mindful that two other 
gene technology Bills are before the House. Members would be aware that they represent the 
Western Australian complementary legislation to establish a nationally-consistent scheme of regulation 
through the Gene Technology Regulator. As those Bills have not been debated, I will be careful that 
I do not stray too far into the areas covered by them. 

He went on to say — 
This Bill gives some flexibility to the Government of the day, and to the industry itself, to designate the 
whole of the State as a genetically modified free area at some stage or to have zones. Members will be 
aware that there is a moratorium on the growing of GM crops in Western Australia, which will take us 
through to February 2006. The issue, as the committee saw it — 

The bill went to a parliamentary committee — 
at the time, was that about 80 per cent-odd of producers are against the GM technology at present. 

That is still the case today. I am not saying that they are against the technology, but 80 per cent choose not to 
grow GM crops. Maybe some of that group are not against GM technology, but for whatever reason they choose 
not to grow GM crops. Certainly, it is still about 80–20 today. Thirteen years on, very little has changed. He 
continues — 

I believe that the wider community is quite uninformed about this issue. That is understandable, because 
it is a complex issue, and there is consumer resistance to it in some parts of the world. The 
European Union is one of those. 

The more things change, the more they stay the same. This is exactly where we find ourselves today. The same 
arguments for introducing the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 remain with us today. He 
continues — 

Much has been said for GM technology. There are some advantages—they were spelt out in the 
report — 

I will not refer to the committee report; members can go through it themselves, but it would be a useful insight to 
what they are doing here — 

and there are some disadvantages. I will deal with the disadvantages first. 
This is what the Liberal member Hon Bruce Donaldson, who I believe is from the Koorda area, said — 
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At the moment Australia enjoys a clean, green image. The concern is that if Australia marches down the 
path of the use of GM crops, some of Australia’s customers may not view that very favourably. All 
States have imposed a moratorium. The shortest one is in the State of Victoria … 

He then went on to outline what Victoria was going to do. He then went on to say — 
However, that remains to be seen. It may not do so. Who knows—it might impose a further 
moratorium. 

He then talked about the world’s acceptance, or lack thereof, of that issue. 
Then there was Hon Frank Hough from One Nation, who said — 

One Nation supports the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill. However, one issue that needs 
serious discussion is that of trials of GM crops in Western Australia. One Nation is not very happy 
about that issue, and it will come up for discussion. However, we do not want to put a spanner in the 
wheel at this stage. 

Even One Nation—remember that party—was in agreement with the introduction of this bill in 2003. I think that 
is of some significance. 
Hon Jim Scott said — 

The Greens (WA) support this legislation. We thank the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
for listening to the issues we raised with him and his advisers. We are very pleased with the final shape 
of the Bill. 

It seems to me that the then Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries was able to come to a position with this 
piece of legislation that everyone was comfortable with. Of course, we know what the National Party’s position was 
before the 2008 election. I touched on that earlier when I read the article from The Geraldton Guardian. 
Hon Murray Criddle’s contribution states — 

First, I point out that after a large amount of debate at the National Party conference, a moratorium was 
called for on the growing of GM crops until 2007. 

We know that the National Party had that position at that stage. It seemed that every party in the chamber was in 
agreement on how the legislation should look, as they outlined in their contributions to the second reading 
debate. They all decided that in 2003, when the world was pretty much the same as it is now in terms of the 
numbers of farmers taking up the technology, community attitudes and people’s concerns about the safety of 
GM food. All those issues remain the same and the legislation has served us very well, but for some unexplained 
reason—there must be a reason and we will find out what it is one day, but I do not think it will be for the reason 
of good governance—the government wants to repeal this legislation and absolve itself of responsibility. I think 
this government wants to rule beyond its term. Not everyone is comfortable with its reckless approach to 
GM foods, and I have talked about that before and I will not go into that again. 
We also had contributions from Hon Louise Pratt and many other speakers. I also found some speeches in 
Hansard on a motion put forward by Hon Paul Brown that states — 

That this house recognises the benefits to the state that repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act 2003 will bring through increased confidence in investment and research and development 
extension in agriculture. 

I think I have refuted all that. There was a general discussion around that motion and I am sure Hon Paul Brown 
will be able to use parts of his contribution during that private members’ business. The motion was time limited 
and some of the contributions towards the end were quite short. I certainly have now had the opportunity to put 
all the views that were not put forward in that debate. 
A petition also was tabled quite recently and was sent to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs in May this year. Submissions were received from several people. I have a submission, which I think was 
authored by Janet Grogan, that I will not go into, but it made some really good arguments about why we should 
be more circumspect. It certainly makes for interesting reading. Rather than dismiss it out of hand, perhaps 
members should take the time to read it and see whether they can convince themselves that going down this path 
is a good thing. It is not; it is not a good thing at all. 
I am nearly at the end of my contribution on this bill. It is not a good idea. The government has brought into this 
place plenty of pieces of legislation that are absolute rubbish, and we have debated the points and made the 
better arguments and convinced everyone outside Parliament that it was a poor idea. We have seen how poorly 
the government has managed the state. Its financial credentials are shot. It has no credibility left as 

 [13] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2987a-3011a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon James Chown; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Acting President; Hon Paul 

Brown; Hon Stephen Dawson 

a government. But still the government has a born-to-rule attitude that it knows best and consumers do not know 
much about it because they are just uninformed. It is an insult to their intelligence. Consumers can make up their 
own minds about the foods they want to grow. Voters can make up their own minds about decisions that the 
government, the Minister for Agriculture and Food or others make. I do not see why—I can see why; it is a poor 
government and so it wants to shirk its responsibilities, and I know that backbenchers are ducking for cover on 
lots of issues now because they are concerned about holding their seats—the worst government we have ever 
seen with the worst Premier we have ever had does not want to stand up and take responsibility for its actions. 
I think good leadership and good government require that. I think members of the public demand that 
governments make important decisions on their behalf as their elected representatives. It does not create a good 
image of politicians when they are there for the good times but when they make bad decisions, they want to 
absolve themselves of that responsibility. That is certainly what the government is seeking to do here—absolve 
itself of responsibility and let other people clean up the genetically modified experiment that it has undertaken in 
Western Australia. 
The arguments that I have put forward should, I believe, convince those on the other side to vote against the 
repeal. They often make statements that, as members of conservative parties, they are able to reach their own 
judgements on these things. Many represent metropolitan electorates, and I say to them that constituents of those 
metropolitan electorates are more than concerned about what they are doing and about the future of genetically 
modified foods. They want to know what exactly is in what they are eating. 
This bill has been debated during a budget week, just after both federal and state budgets have dominated the 
headlines. Those budgets have been so bad that they have dominated the headlines to the point at which the 
leadership of the Western Australian Premier is under some sort of threat. We have seen some amazing 
behaviour over the weekend about his leadership, and what plots are afoot to unseat him. I know this bill has 
been debated against the distraction of the budget, but at some point soon a torch will be shone on this bill, 
should it be passed. I am hoping that this house will reject it out of hand. 
I also note that more issues will be raised later about possible conflicts between repealing this piece of legislation 
and the biodiversity act, and I have taken some advice on that, which gives me cause to believe that further 
investigation is required. If this act is repealed, would it contravene another act? That raises some interesting 
legal and constitutional debates and is probably worthy of further scrutiny from outside this house. However, 
I will leave that for others to talk about later on in their contributions. There is more to consider than just the 
simplistic notion that if this is done, it will stop Labor. That is not good governance; that is never how we should 
govern. 
The act should be left as it is; it has served us very well for 13 years. It was brought in with the agreement of all 
parties across the political spectrum, including One Nation and the Greens. When the extreme left and the 
extreme right are in agreement on a policy position, everyone should accept that it is a good policy position. That 
is generally the way that progressive governments work. They sit down and try to work out a policy position that 
everyone can be somewhat comfortable with, and out of which everyone feels that they have got most of what 
they wanted. The conservative way is that they were born to rule and they will do what they like. They have the 
numbers, and they need not worry at all about what the progressives think. Therein lies the difference between 
the two sides of politics, and it is very disturbing that members opposite will just blindly follow one another 
despite all the best arguments made and despite all the things that I have talked about in my speech—the history 
of the act, the lack of responsibility on the part of the government, and the fact that we can have a Marsh–Baxter 
case. At least we should create a set of circumstances during this debate that prevent that from ever happening 
again. We should at least have a set of circumstances agreed to at some point during this debate so that two 
farming families do not have to go through the hell that those two farming families went through, purely because 
of the government’s irresponsibility. There is a lot more information about that for another day. 
The GM decision should be made here, by elected representatives. We should be taking more factors into 
account, such as farmer coexistence; labelling of foods, which I talked about; and contamination both along 
roads within the supply chain systems and on neighbouring farms. Just as importantly, and probably most 
importantly, we need to have a full, frank and open discussion about the future strategy of the chemical 
glyphosate in Western Australia. That is the cornerstone of our farming system, and we cannot lose that chemical 
through either resistance or health concerns. I am more concerned about resistance at this stage. It is not their 
fault, but many growers in our northern agricultural regions have farmed themselves to a point at which certain 
weeds have become super weeds and can be killed in no other way than using Roundup Ready canola as a grain 
crop. I asked those farmers what they are going to do when these super weeds become resistant to glyphosate as 
well, and they could not answer that question because there is no other chemical that we can use. It is a very 
cost-effective, off-patent, effective weedkiller, generally considered safe. We use a lot of it on our farm. We are 
using it now every day. We can completely take out all the weeds before we sow to give us a nice clean paddock 
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to seed into. We have gone away from full-cut tillage to minimal or zero tillage, and we certainly need 
glyphosate, because we do not mechanically kill weeds any more. If we lose glyphosate as a tool in our 
toolbox—we talk about canola being a tool in our toolbox—we will lose the whole toolbox itself. We have no 
other way of successfully farming cereals or other crops in Western Australia without the use of glyphosate. We 
would be required to go back to full-cut technology, and that would be a regressive move that would increase 
soil erosion by wind and water, and return us to the 1970s and early 1980s, when we made a lot of mistakes. 
We have made many mistakes in agriculture, and we should be learning from those mistakes. As I pointed out 
not so long ago, we have done a lot of things wrong, such as importing rabbits, cats and cane toads, and using 
materials such as asbestos. We have made a lot of mistakes that seemed a good idea at the time and were 
rammed through. Anyone who doubted them was dismissed and called mad. Our history is littered with those 
problems that we are all paying for today. Let us not make those mistakes again. Let us be more responsible 
about this technology. None of us on this side has ever said that we would ban GM crops. We want 
responsibility taken by those who need to take responsibility. We need ministers of the day making decisions for 
which they are responsible. We need growers to take responsibility, and we need insurers to come on board and 
bring the possible contamination by genetically modified material on a neighbour’s farm into the same category 
as escaping fire, escaping livestock or chemical overspray. I am sure that that can be done, but it needs the will 
to do it. If we could get satisfactory outcomes in labelling, farmer coexistence and contamination, there would be 
a way through this. 
Hon Kim Chance, the agriculture minister of the day when this act was passed in the early 2000s, found a way 
through these issues. He was a man who sought to do good and to bring everybody along for the ride, and not 
shut the gate in anyone’s face. He tried to give us a workable way forward, and he was successful. By contrast, 
this government is finding it all a bit too hard, and has shown itself prepared to react to a small but vocal 
minority and not pay mind to any of those issues. There is a way in which we can all agree on the future of 
genetically modified crops, and move the technology forward without shutting the door in anyone’s face, but 
unless the government is prepared to listen, consult, engage and work together, we will never find that way. By 
repealing this piece of legislation, the government is closing the door in the face of anyone who is not totally 
convinced. Most people are not totally convinced, and if members are not totally convinced—I am sure most of 
them are not; surely after listening to this there must be some doubt in their minds—that this is 100 per cent the 
right way to go and that there is no other alternative for the future of agriculture in Western Australia, they 
should vote against the repeal of this act. They should vote with the opposition to keep the status quo, and work 
to improve the act as it is now and to bring the community with them. 
Members opposite should work with us to try to convince the community that maybe we should look further into 
this technology. We should work with consumers and understand that, should they not wish to eat genetically 
modified food, they should have that choice. If they want to pay three times as much for the organic equivalent, 
let them make that choice. It is good for agriculture if more people choose to make that choice and pay 
a premium price for the same product. We make the most money when we produce less but sell it for more. Our 
input costs are reduced and our profit increases. That certainly is true for us in the hay industry. If we can grow 
moderate crops of high quality, we have a much higher gross margin, and the same applies to food production. If 
we can grow higher quality products at a higher price and sell into lucrative markets in Asia and Europe, that is 
the future of agriculture. Shipload after shipload competing with countries that have lower cost structures to sell 
cheap food is not the way forward. People say to us that we will not be able to feed a starving world without 
GM technology, but I reckon that is rubbish. We waste about a third of all food produced. We could feed a lot of 
people around the world if we were able to find better ways to prevent the wastage of food. 
Members, I will conclude my remarks. It has been a long speech. I thank members for their patience and 
indulgence. There was a lot of material about genetically modified crops. It is contentious, but to me it is very 
important. I have more than a passing interest in the future of agriculture. I have a son I believe will go into 
agriculture, and I think the next generation should probably have just as much say as this one about the future of 
these crops. The repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act will close the door on not only today’s 
consumers, but also, more importantly, tomorrow’s consumers and farmers. Thank you, members. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [8.30 pm]: Firstly, I congratulate Hon Darren West on the longest speech 
he has made in this Parliament, and for his consideration in speaking at a rate of words per minute that 
condensed his speech to several hours when it could easily have been 15 to 20 hours. I appreciate that, 
Hon Darren West, and I extend my sympathies to Hansard! 
I rise to support the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. The opposition to genetically 
modified crops has largely been on the premise that it is some sort of Frankenstein creation, whereby genes are 
put into different plants to create different varieties. Biotechnology has advanced the way we develop different 
varieties of crops. In the past, there certainly has been some crossbreeding. During a scientific briefing from the 
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Department of Agriculture and Food some time ago, it was explained that it still takes around two decades to 
create a particular variety of grain. However, GM technology makes the outcome more definite. Even if we use 
GM technology, it will still take a very long time for a particular variety to come about. Hon Darren West 
suggested that genes from mosquitoes could be put into different crops. I do not know where that came from, but 
I would not imagine that anybody would want to put mosquito genes into crops. 
A benefit of genetically modified crops is that the genes of Arctic grass can be put into crops to make them more 
frost-resistant or less vulnerable to the frost that will happen later in the year. Genes could also be put into grain 
to prevent it being susceptible to pests, rust or other things. There are some very big benefits of using 
GM technology to develop different varieties of crops. Many members may remember that 20 or 30 years ago 
wheat crops used to be one and a half to two metres high; they were very high. A measure of a good crop was 
whether it was very high, and that is what farmers aimed for. Now, of course, if members go out into the 
wheatbelt, crops are only a couple of feet high. Over many years they have been crossbred to produce a much 
shorter stalk so that not as much is taken out of the ground and they are much easier to harvest and not as 
susceptible to wind. There are some big advantages in changing crop varieties and the way we farm. 
Some of the commentary has also been around whether genetically modified crops are safe. I have some 
World Health Organization information that basically states that GM crops are as safe as non-GM crops. 
I quote — 

The science of agricultural biotechnology is well established and clear—every legitimate scientific and 
regulatory body that has examined the science-based evidence has arrived at the conclusion that 
approved GM crops are as safe as their conventional counterparts. 
This includes the World Health Organization, the Australian Academy of Science, the 
European Commission, the American National Academy of Sciences, the Royal Society of Medicine 
and many more. 

GM crops have been found to be a very safe food source. GM technology has also benefited Third World 
countries where malnutrition has caused blindness in many children—up to half a million children a year—
through a lack of vitamin A and carotene. Vitamins have been bred into golden rice—the staple diet of those 
people—to provide the nutrients that people in the western world enjoy. Golden rice has saved a lot of children 
from losing their sight and their health through depleted immune systems and not having those vitamins to assist 
them in combating a lot of things that might affect them. 
I spoke to a farmer today from the Perenjori area. He gave me some different figures from Hon Darren West. 
Hon Darren West spoke about the fact that up to $50 a tonne less was paid for GM crops over conventional 
crops. However, I got some information from this farmer in Perenjori about his input costs for a hectare. For 
GM crops, his cost for seed was $40 a hectare. His first spray of Roundup was $8 a hectare, and his second spray 
was another $8 a hectare, which added up to a total of $56 a hectare. GM crops mean he is absolutely clean of 
weeds because glyphosate is rendered inactive on contact with clay. The yield was 1.25 tonnes a hectare at 
a minimum. At $500 a tonne, that gave a gross of $625 a hectare, which, minus the $56 for inputs, gave him 
a return of $569 a hectare. In contrast, the costs for non-GM crops were as follows: seed was $5 a hectare; the 
first spray with Atrazine was $12 a hectare; the second spray with Atrazine was $12 a hectare; and the third 
spray, a grass spray, was $12 a hectare. In total, that is $41 a hectare. That gave him a yield of $509 a hectare on 
non-GM crops. That means there is another $60 a hectare of improvement in using GM crops. 

Hon Jim Chown: Hon Darren West’s figures are rubbish then? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: They may have been. The other interesting factor with those figures, Hon Jim Chown — 

Hon Jim Chown: You are talking about somebody who actually does it? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes. This is a professional farmer I spoke this morning from out that way. 

Another interesting thing is that, close to harvest, the gap closed from around $50 a tonne down to more like 
$20 or $30 a tonne. The bottom line is that the yield from GM crops is far greater for farmers. One of the big 
benefits that he pointed out was that glyphosate kills all the weeds, so he ended up with a very clean paddock 
after using GM crops. He said to me that the very next year, that allowed him to dry seed early 100 per cent with 
canola and 50 per cent with wheat. That gave him a really good start to the year. In his words, it assisted him 
somewhat to beat climate change. He was not saying whether climate change is a man-made or natural 
phenomenon, but in his area the figures he kept included that the rainfall from 1952 to 2001 was an average of 
13.4 inches a year; now it is down to 9.9 inches a year. The fact that he could get a very clean paddock, he was 
able to dry seed early and less moisture was needed gave him a good chance of good crops for that year. 
Another issue the farmer raised was that he did not have to use Atrazine, which is a chemical with some 
connection to carcinogens; also, a lot of grasses can become resistant to that particular product. The farmer said 
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to me that he thinks GM crops are really the future for his family. He believes that, particularly where he is, 
GM crops are the way of the future. 

Hon Brian Ellis: A valuable tool to farmers. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes, it is. 

The other issue he raised—he asked me to pass this on—is that 98 per cent of cotton is GM, which gives it 
resistance to bugs and everything else. He said to pass it on to Hon Darren West that the shirt he is wearing is 
probably 98 per cent GM, through cotton. There are farmers out there who believe that GM technology is the 
way of the future — 

Hon Darren West: I’m not going to eat my shirt! 

Hon RICK MAZZA: No, Hon Darren West does not have to eat his shirt, but that farmer is certainly saying that 
GM technology is the way of the future. 

Hon Darren West also made some comments that farmers were turning away from GM technology, but when we 
look at the figures for the last five or six years in WA alone—WA is one of the biggest growers of GM crops—
we see that in 2010 86 000 hectares of GM crops were being grown; in 2011, 94 000 hectares; in 2012, 
121 500 hectares; in 2013, 167 000 hectares; in 2014, 260 000 hectares; and in 2015, 337 000 hectares. There is 
certainly an increase in the number of hectares that farmers are putting to GM crops, and there has to be a reason 
for that. It is an economic reason. Farmers are not going to grow GM crops if there is no economic benefit in it 
for them, so there is no doubt — 

Hon Darren West: There’s never been that price difference until this year. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: There may be that price difference in the actual crop, but he is saying to me that that price 
difference closes during harvest down to $20 or $30 a hectare. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Order! Sorry; when I say “order”, remember, you all sit 
down. Hon Darren West, I was away from the house on urgent parliamentary business last week, but 
I understand you made quite a lengthy contribution to this debate. Perhaps now it is time for others to make their 
contribution. Can I also ask Hon Rick Mazza to perhaps direct the comments he is making through the Chair 
rather than directly to someone else who has already spoken on the bill, and we might get other people speaking 
on it this evening. Hon Rick Mazza has the call. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Obviously, farmers are turning to GM because it is more profitable for them. Some of the 
commentary was about Japan being particularly discerning about the GM grain that it buys. I think 
Hon Darren West quoted CropLife Australia on a couple of occasions; CropLife has shown that Japan is a large 
user of GM grain, importing around two million tonnes each of Canadian canola and North and South American 
soybeans, so it is bringing in four million tonnes a year of GM crops. China is also a large importer of GM grain, 
as is evidenced by its two to three million tonnes of canola imported from Canada, which is 95 per cent GM, and 
60 million tonnes of mostly GM soybeans from North and South America per annum, so it is a massive buyer of 
GM grain. If there is a market for GM products, we can understand why farmers are turning to GM. It is because 
not only can they get a higher yield from those crops, but also there are markets that they can service. 

I understand Hon Darren West asking why we are repealing this act when we already have growers who can 
grow these crops. It is about red tape, and the last thing we need to do is to tie our farmers up with more red tape. 
Growing GM crops is nothing new; GM crops have been grown in this state for six or seven years, so the trial 
has been done. We have had exemptions for growing GM and I think we should lift the ban so that if a farmer 
wants to make the decision to grow GM crops and it is an economic decision—they find that they have a market 
for that GM crop—economics will play the game, at the end of the day. Economics will be the issue at the end of 
the day, because if a farmer is not going to make money out of growing a GM crop and it is not of benefit to 
them, they will not do it. That is what it is about. 
One thing Hon Darren West touched on was labelling. I am not against labelling food; I think it is very important 
that we label food. I must admit that in the past I have gone to a supermarket and picked up a product that has 
“Made in Australia” on it, and I think, “Great!” Then I look at the label and it says that it is made from local and 
imported products. It makes me wonder how much of the product is actually imported. Fairly recently I think 
Barnaby Joyce, from the federal Nationals, proposed a bar graph to show what percentage of the product is 
imported and what percentage is local, so consumers could make an informed choice. If there is food labelling of 
GM foods so that people understand that what they are buying has a percentage of GM material in it, I do not see 
a problem with that. I got the sense from Hon Darren West that if there had been adequate labelling, he might not 
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have been so much against the growing of GM crops as long as consumers are aware of what they are buying. 
The consumer makes the choice and the farmer meets that particular market. 
In conclusion, I support this bill. I think GM is the way of the future and there is no doubt that farmers are 
embracing GM; there is a higher percentage each year of GM production. The advantages are that the farmers 
have very clean paddocks for dry seeding, and there are some environmental benefits also in that they do not 
have to do so many passes over the crops so fewer fossil fuels are being burnt and there is less interference with 
the soil. The fact is that GM has provided some very good benefits globally in providing vitamins to people, 
particularly to children. It provides them with a good food source and some nutrition that will prevent them from 
losing their sight, which I think is an important thing. Overall, I do not have any problem with GM food. It has 
been found safe by the World Health Organization. If farmers embrace it and want to grow it, they should have 
the right to do so without all the red tape. 
HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [8.46 pm] — in reply: I would like to thank 
everybody who has made a contribution to this debate. Before I commence responding to some of the statements 
made, I would like to make some acknowledgement of the people who actually pursued the repeal of this 
legislation. They are firm believers that agriculture, in this state especially, has a great future with regard to 
genetically modified organisms. Some of those people would be — 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I just seek some clarification: my understanding is that Hon Jim Chown is acting as the 
minister in charge of the bill tonight. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: That is correct. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): My apologies. Is the parliamentary secretary giving his reply to 
the second reading debate? Perhaps, parliamentary secretary, you might like to seek leave to continue your 
remarks at a later stage of this day’s sitting. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: What if I wish to continue? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: In fairness to other members, it is my error that I gave you the call. There were 
other people wanting to speak on this legislation. My apologies; I was not here in the house last week and I was 
not certain who had carriage of the bill. I crave the parliamentary secretary’s indulgence in that I have made 
a mistake; perhaps you might consider giving others the opportunity. Do you seek leave, parliamentary 
secretary? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes. 
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage.] 

Debate Resumed 
HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [8.48 pm]: There is, indeed, a lot to say on this bill. I listened with great 
interest to everything Hon Darren West had to say. As Hon Rick Mazza pointed out, he not only spoke for an 
incredibly long time, he also speaks extremely fast, so like Hon Rick Mazza, I was thinking that if he had spoken 
at the pace most of us speak, we probably would have been here until about Christmas! 
Nevertheless, it was very interesting to hear someone with such a wealth of experience speak on this issue. 
I have to say that, honestly, Hon Darren West probably knows 10 times more about this subject than anybody 
else on this side of the house, so it was entirely appropriate that he spoke for 10 times as long. There is indeed 
a lot to say, but I am very happy to note that Hon Darren West did not say everything there is to be said about the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. I notice that in his concluding summary he outlined 
a number of areas that he had not had a chance to address because, in deference to the house, he decided to 
curtail his remarks at that point. No doubt if we were to go into committee, he would continue for another three 
or four days. There is a great deal to say about this bill and I appreciate his laying the ground for the remarks that 
many of us on this side of the house want to add to his. 
I remember when I was young one of the first books I found on my parents’ bookshelf was Roads to Ruin: 
The Shocking History of Social Reform, which was an account of all the great changes to the law that had been 
made over centuries. Most of them, of course, were great social reforms, but all of them were greeted with the 
reaction of, “This will be the end of the world. This is the road to ruin.” In many cases we look back and know 
that is not true. It was not a road to ruin that we stopped children going up and down chimneys, for example, in 
the United Kingdom. I remember that was one of the examples that were used. In this case — 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Sorry, to interrupt, Hon Sally Talbot. Can I just say to the 
recorders that Hon Sally Talbot’s microphone is not on, if someone is watching from wherever they watch or 
listen from. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Should I wiggle it? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: To the people who record the proceedings for us, thank you. Hopefully, that will 
be the last time I interrupt you, Hon Sally Talbot. You do project your voice very well, Hon Sally Talbot, but it 
is best that the microphone is switched on. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam Acting President. Hon Darren West spent considerable time 
pointing out that if we are to agree to the repeal provisions in this bill, we would indeed be taking steps down the 
road to ruin, and I think he is absolutely right. I will now in the brief time that is available to me—a mere 
45 minutes—put on record a couple of comments about why I think this is a step along the road to ruin. 
I want to go back to a couple of the comments made by Hon Rick Mazza. I will be very presumptuous here; it is 
not entirely presumptuous because members on the government benches were very, very vocal during 
a substantial part of the remarks made by Hon Darren West. A lot of noise came from the government benches, 
so I was a bit surprised that very few members in the places from where that noise was coming sought the call. 
I think there was one; somebody from the National Party jumped, but I am not sure that anyone other than the 
parliamentary secretary, who was trying to close down the debate, jumped. I was a bit surprised. I listened to 
Hon Rick Mazza with interest because I suspect that in some sense his comments were a summary of what we 
will hear if anyone else from the government benches contributes. I am sure Hon Rick Mazza will put me right if 
I get this wrong, but to paraphrase, he said that there is nothing wrong with GM crops; farmers want them and 
we should repeal this legislation because it will allow farmers the choice. 
Hon Rick Mazza: And cuts red tape. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: It also cuts red tape. I thank Hon Rick Mazza. I take that as confirmation that 
I basically got that right. The first point I want to make is that that is a fundamental misunderstanding of what 
this repeal bill does. The whole point of the legislation that the Labor government introduced in 2003 was 
exactly that; it was to introduce an element of choice and decision-making into the whole very contentious area 
of genetically modified crops. Nobody knows the extent of that controversy better than a member for South West 
Region. I am sure my colleagues on both sides of the house will agree that we do not have to go far through the 
south west to see how deeply divided the community is. We see signs all along Albany Highway—“Yes, we like 
them”, “No, we don’t like them”, “Yes”, “No”. They are all the way down the highway. When we move through 
the communities in the south west, we hear that expressed on a regular basis. Some people like it. Some people 
do not like it. Some people think it is a profitable way for farming to develop and other people think, as we on 
the Labor side of the house do, that it is a step along the road to ruin. It really divides the community. But it was 
in recognition of that division that Labor introduced the legislation that restricted the use of genetically modified 
crops. 
Let me take members back. We started off with a moratorium. There has been a bit of confusion around the 
place about exactly what a moratorium is. A moratorium is a ban. It is not a complete ban in the sense that 
a moratorium is not forever. The definition of “moratorium” is a temporary ban. It is a temporary prohibition or 
cessation. When someone falls into financially hard times, sometimes banks or lenders will give them 
a moratorium on their loan. 
Hon Paul Brown: So you’re not pregnant; you are half pregnant. You’re not fully pregnant, only half pregnant. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is just silly. I am making a serious point here. 
Hon Helen Morton: You folk do not like us calling you silly. You do not like the “silly” word going back and 
forth. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can I just check the record here? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! One at a time. It is Hon Sally Talbot’s turn at the moment. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I was listening very, very carefully earlier and the word consistently used by the other 
side about the contribution of Hon Sue Ellery was “stupid”—not “silly”, but “stupid”, which I think is, frankly, 
offensive. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think the word “stupid” is offensive. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is; the word “stupid” is offensive. 
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Hon Robyn McSweeney: So cut it out. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The word “stupid” is offensive and Hon Robyn McSweeney’s side uses it all the time 
and it consistently used it this afternoon when Hon Sue Ellery was speaking. I used the word “silly”. If anybody 
finds the word “silly” offensive, then for goodness sake, grow up. That is what I would say to anybody who finds 
“silly” offensive. 

I am explaining that when Labor came into office in 2001, we introduced a moratorium. A moratorium is not 
a half anything. It is a complete but temporary ban on something. I was explaining that if someone gets 
a moratorium on a loan, it does not mean that they never have to pay back the loan. It means their repayments 
are suspended, to be recommenced at some time in the future. In May 2001, Labor put in place a temporary but 
complete ban on GM crops. 

It appears my red microphone light has gone off again. Shall I keep going? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The technicians are apparently taking care of it now. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It must be like our email system, is it? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I think we are having difficulties with communications in the house in general 
today. Perhaps project in your nicest, loudest voice. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: In my nicest elocution, I will keep going. After a couple of years of listening to 
stakeholders, particularly industry stakeholders, Labor introduced the legislation sought to be repealed by this 
bill. Remember that when I talk about industry stakeholders, and this really gets to the heart of the controversy in 
the south west, I am talking about not only the pro-GM farmers. I know that they are stakeholders and they have 
a very loud voice, particularly when it comes to conservative ministers. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Sorry, members, just so that you all know what is happening. Apparently the 
microphones are working. The lights are on but no-one is home. There is some difficulty with the lights in the 
new system, but it is working. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Sounds like “Zen and the Art of Microphone Maintenance”! The lights are not 
working. 

When I talk about industry stakeholders, I am referring to not only the pro-GM farmers, even though they have 
a very loud voice when it comes to lobbying conservative governments. I am also referring to those stakeholders 
involved in lobbying the GM-free industrial area. Of course, there are a great number of those in the south west. 
They are also all throughout the hills region, the east metropolitan region and right out into the wheatbelt. A lot 
of people have staked their livelihood on the production of GM-free products. We had the moratorium, the 
complete but temporary ban, for a couple of years. Then Hon Kim Chance, who I think was probably the best 
agricultural minister that this state has ever had—he was widely respected by both sides of politics; members 
may dispute that now, but it was certainly the case when he was the minister for all those years—introduced 
the — 

Hon Helen Morton: He wrecked the pastoral industry. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is just ridiculous. What would Hon Helen Morton know about that? Really! 

Hon Helen Morton: I was a pastoralist; I did own a sheep station. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is why Hon Kim Chance introduced the genetically modified crops free areas 
legislation in 2003. Remember that I am establishing that an intrinsic part of that original legislation was that it 
enabled genuine choice about how farmers wanted to grow those crops. What better principle could there be than 
the principle established by Hon Kim Chance when he said — 

… I will not support the commercial release of a genetically modified food crop in Western Australia 
unless I am satisfied that there will be no detrimental impact on the market for the State’s conventional 
crops. 

I would have thought that not a single person on the other side of this chamber would not assent to what is 
expressed in that statement. Hon Kim Chance was saying that the only grounds on which he would support 
genetically modified crops would be based on his personally guaranteed satisfaction that there would be no 
detrimental impact on the market for the state’s conventional crops. In essence, that is what will be sacrificed 
when this legislation is chopped out of the statutes. That is what we are getting rid of—the certainty that the 
regulator ought to be able to assert himself or herself that there will no detrimental impact on the market. There 
are wider considerations than the market, and I will come to those in the minute, but that was the basis of the 
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legislation that we are being asked to repeal tonight. To show that I am not making this up, I will quote 
Hon Kim Chance again. He stated — 

The Bill will allow the State Government to designate areas of the State, or the whole State, as areas 
where specified genetically modified food crops may not be grown. This will be done by ministerial 
order if it is believed to be necessary to protect the State’s markets for conventional crops and to protect 
our reputation as a “clean, green” source of agricultural products. 

He made it absolutely, completely crystal clear that the purpose of the legislation was to make available 
a deliberate considered choice about whether areas of the state would have genetically modified crops grown in 
them. We started from that basis. We started with the five-year moratorium on the commercial production of 
GM crops. We then introduced the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill, which provided that a farmer 
must make a special case to be allowed to grow genetically modified crops. The whole act that we are being 
asked to repeal is based on the principle of choice, which seems to be exactly what people on the other side of 
this chamber are arguing for. Why get rid of a bill that is a safeguard against an impact on our markets? Let us 
just talk for a moment about that. Hon Darren West quoted a raft of statistics to show that GM crops have never 
been, and are not likely to be in the near future, the enormous commercial nirvana that their proponents believed 
they would be when genetically modified technology became freely available. They have never been that. 
Hon Jim Chown: That is absolutely incorrect. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am arguing that it is correct, and I will put forward a series of arguments for the 
parliamentary secretary to consider. When he has considered them and makes his response, he will be able to go 
through each one of them and show why it is not true. 
Hon Jim Chown: I will be happy to put the record straight. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am going to present to Hon Jim Chown an argument that we should not be reducing 
the black-and-white nature of this decision. Fundamentally, the government is putting in place a kind of grey 
blur across the whole distinction between genetically modified crops and GM-free crops. That is what the 
government is trying to do. It is going to be hoist with its own petard, because its own department is arguing that. 
Just bear with us and we will try to convince government members. They are always very proud of the fact that 
they are not whipped, are not directed about how to vote and are not bound by anything that the conservative 
parties do to them, so let us try to change their minds about this. 
Why was it necessary for Hon Kim Chance to introduce this legislation in the first place? Why did he put such 
an emphasis on the need for community discussion about a range of issues? I have already pointed out what will 
happen when we look at the industry stakeholders involved here. Remember, I have not said anything about 
consumers yet—Hon Darren West referred to consumers and I am sure that other people on this side of the house 
will talk more about that—but let me talk about the industry stakeholders. Some are in favour of it and others are 
against it. We will talk about the ones who are against it, their livelihood and the protection of their product. We 
will talk about the people who are in favour of it. We will talk about Hon Rick Mazza. I am sure that others on 
the other side will continue to talk about the commercial advantages, so there is a debate to be had in that area. 
However, a number of questions are just as unresolved and as hotly contested now as they were in 2002 and 
2003 when the legislation was first discussed in this Parliament. Those discussions were about, as I have already 
said, the impacts on the market—about our export market in particular, which is still heavily dependent on 
exporting to places and into markets where a premium is placed on non-GM foods or GM-free foods. I agree 
with Hon Darren West that that question is as unresolved today as it was 13 or 14 years ago. 
There are also questions about identity preservation. It will be interesting to hear what people on the other side of 
the chamber have to say about that, particularly those involved in agriculture. People who understand this topic 
from a practical perspective, which I do not—I understand it only in the theoretical sense—talk about the failure 
of regulators to get their heads around the question of identity preservation. When something is given a name, 
a mechanism must exist that ensures that other things will not then be presented with that name. The obvious and 
trite example is that if something purports to be a product that contains chocolate, the chocolate that it contains 
has to comply with a certain—not recipe—set of components; its chocolate-ness, if you like, has to be there. 
When we talk about something not being genetically modified, we have to have one immovable sense of what 
that thing is. We are not there yet. That work has not been done. Industry has not done that work. Monsanto will 
tell us that it has, but the Monsanto results are contested by a range of experts throughout the world about the 
fact that the Monsanto answer to identity preservation is not an adequate one. I will have a bit more to say about 
that later. 
The other area about which there is still vigorous community discussion and a great deal of dissent is the whole 
question of the risks and benefits of having zones classified as devoted to GM crops or indicated as GM-free 

 [21] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2987a-3011a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon James Chown; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Acting President; Hon Paul 

Brown; Hon Stephen Dawson 

zones. All those factors potentially impact on our export markets and also of course on our domestic markets. 
But there are a range of other factors too—that is, the wider risk factors. 
Hon Darren West made some reference to the human health and safety aspects. I know there is a lot of hysteria. 
Anybody who wants to calm things down will have to eliminate a proportion of the anti-GM material. 
I absolutely understand that. I understand it in other areas of industry where there is contention. I understand it in 
relation to fracking and all sorts of mineral exploration. There is a sense that one would even want to apply that 
yardstick to things like immunisation. A lot of whacky people make a lot of whacky claims, and they are making 
it about GM food as well as about a whole range of other things. But peel away the whacky onion skins and we 
are left with an absolutely solid body of evidence that shows that the risks to human health and safety of the 
widespread use of genetically modified crops is not yet an area that we can be certain about. We are not sure 
about what those risks are. We are unsure whether benefits or dreadful effects will come out of it. I am not going 
to contribute to the whacky stuff except to say—I am only saying this, Madam Acting President, because I do 
not think it is whacky — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: You walked into that one! 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I saw you pick that up, Madam Acting President; I am very impressed. Thank you for 
your body language! I am not going to contribute to the whacky onion skins. I will, however, point out that we 
have made dreadful mistakes in the past. We have made them on the basis of good intentions. We did not 
sanction the asbestos industry for decades because we wanted people to die; we did it because we thought it was 
going to be okay. Once the scientific evidence came in, we closed it down. I could mention other areas including 
tobacco. I could mention a whole lot of things, but members know where I am going with that. I have not got 
time to develop that point in any great length. The precautionary principle is not just philosophical 
gobbledegook; it is based on foundational commonsense that if we are not sure and if the risks are likely to be 
dread risks, we do not do it. That is where the onus of proof rests. With something like GM crops, we ought to be 
adopting the precautionary principle. I have no hesitation in saying that the jury is still out. 
We also, of course, need to look at the environmental damage. Environmental damage is closely linked to risks 
to human health and safety. The environmental damage has already been played out in Western Australia. 
Hon Darren West went into some detail about the Marsh v Baxter case, which has had very sad implications and 
fallout. We do not want to go through that again. There is no need for us to go through that again if we were to 
look at the legislation that we already have in place and whether it needs strengthening or whether, as 
Hon Rick Mazza says, it could be streamlined in some way. We do not need to get rid of it. Getting rid of it just 
introduces a grey area of regulatory uncertainty. The results do not look as though they will be very satisfactory. 
Hon Darren West has given us a great deal of information about the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator; 
however, I want to make one point. I may have been out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but 
I certainly did not hear him say it; if he did, I will reinforce the point: the Gene Technology Regulator does not 
look at market impacts. The Gene Technology Regulator, by virtue of the act under which she operates, cannot 
have regard to market impacts or the commercial aspects of growing GM crops. That lends an even more sinister 
aspect to what we are proposing here. We are in fact giving up the sole regulatory measure that 
Western Australia has to look at potential negative impacts on our markets and the commercial elements of what 
risks we might be taking by essentially contaminating our food supply. 
There are other questions to be asked. I have referred to market impacts, identity preservation, the risks and 
benefits of the various zones, the unresolved question about the risk to human health and safety, and the 
environmental damage. There is also a question about the supply chain. We get into very technical areas, which 
I have no practical experience in, but I think it is still worth putting on the record that questions about the supply 
chain of genetically modified organisms are very troubling. Once we start opening up the production of 
genetically modified crops, we have to look at where the material goes. We have to look at what happens. How 
many honourable members have driven through the wheatbelt at times when grain trucks are going backwards 
and forwards? I must say that in recent years it appears to be most months of the year. It used to be very seasonal 
but now I reckon, when driving along those wheatbelt roads almost any month of the year, the roads are covered 
in seeds. We know the seeds are there because the galahs are all over the road eating them. That is a question 
about the supply chain. That is a question about where it is stored, how it is shipped, what happens to the trucks, 
and how the trucks are cleaned between loads. The government is not the slightest bit interested in the supply 
chain question but, because of the legislation that is in place, growers are forced to look at those issues because 
they are surrounded by some very sound and thorough regulations. 
There is also the question about industry stewardship plans. This is something that I feel particularly passionate 
about. From my experience dealing with the environment portfolio, it seems that the whole question about 
industry stewardship is something that we ought to be exploring as policymakers in much more detail than we 
do. What about the responsibility of industry? I am not just talking about the agricultural industry now; I am 
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talking about industry in general. It needs to not only clean up its mess—because we have some pretty thorough 
environmental regulations that take care of that—but also to make the whole waste chain smaller and reduce the 
amount of material that goes to waste. There is a lot of contemporary discussion about industry stewardship. 
Why would we not turn to industry to ask what its stewardship plans are about the type of crops that the 
agricultural industry grows and about what identity preservation and aggregation plans it has? Hon Jim Chown 
might astound us all by standing, when he makes his response to the second reading debate, and giving us 
a detailed explanation about what those industry stewardship plans consist of. Nobody would be more happier 
than me to hear those plans, because at the moment I cannot find any. I have not heard that that is part of the 
language going on between this mob in government and pro-GM industry stakeholders. It is not happening. 

If I can summarise the point that I have got to in my argument, I will move on to other things. There is 
a fundamental misunderstanding if members think that the existing legislation precludes the growing of 
GM crops. It clearly does not. It does not even prevent field trials, because we have had field trials in place ever 
since the legislation was introduced. It puts in place safeguards. Those safeguards were needed in 2003 and they 
are still needed in 2016. Again, I will read a couple of comments that were made by Hon Kim Chance in his 
second reading speech. He said — 

The Government has no wish to deny Western Australian farmers the opportunity to assess technologies 
with the potential to enhance their international competitiveness, while contributing to sustainable 
agricultural production in this State. It is not a time to close off options one way or another; nor, 
however, is it the time to commit Western Australian agriculture to a direction that may endanger its 
access to sensitive markets, including the domestic market in Western Australia. 

I reckon that if I had said that at the beginning of this debate, it would have been heard as being entirely relevant 
in 2016. Not one of those points has changed in the intervening 13 years. There was no wish on the part of the 
Labor Party to deny farmers the opportunity to explore the potential of genetically modified crops. They could 
trial them and they could grow them, but the risk of them closing off markets or commercial options by so doing 
was carefully regulated by that legislation. The prevention of adverse impacts on the marketing of the state’s 
agricultural produce is exactly what we are putting at risk in taking this step to repeal this legislation. 

I know that members have heard a lot from Hon Darren West about what happens in Canberra, but I want to 
briefly refer to section 21 of the commonwealth act. Section 21 of the commonwealth act is very important 
because it recognises states’ rights, and the act is still there today. I have already said that the Gene Technology 
Regulator cannot consider matters of commerce or marketing, but that commonwealth legislation recognises 
states’ rights. Section 21 of the Gene Technology Act 2000 recognises areas within the states that the states 
might designate GM-free or an area for preserving the identity of GM crops. That section of the commonwealth 
act was so important that it was put into the terms of reference for an inquiry by the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs—an excellent committee that is still doing excellent work with some excellent 
members of Parliament from this side of the house. The reference to that section of the commonwealth 
legislation was made a term of reference for the inquiry. The committee reported in July 2003 and the title of the 
eighth report, if anybody wants to look it up, is “Report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs in relation to the Gene Technology Bill 2001 and the Gene Technology Amendment Bill 2001”. The 
committee’s second term of reference states — 

The Committee is also specifically considering the implementation of the proposed powers under 
section 21 of the Gene Technology Bill 2001 which may recognise State legislation designating areas 
for the purposes of preserving the identity of one or both of the following: 

(i) GM crops; 

(ii) non-GM crops; 

for marketing purposes 

The fact that that legislation is still there means that the commonwealth wants to recognise exactly what 
Western Australia did with the act that the government wants to repeal. There is national recognition of what we 
were trying to do, and that was to look after our own interests, our own markets and our own supply chains, not 
be forced into a position in which we would close off options by taking that step, presumably unintentionally, 
that led to us losing markets and to people not being interested in our product because they stopped being clean 
and green or, indeed, identifiable as particular species, because that is the whole point about the question of 
identity. The commonwealth recognises that that is an important consideration, yet this government wants to get 
rid of the legislation. It is just a crazy move. 

I want to refer to a couple of other parts of this report because it is very interesting. Paragraph 8.153 states — 

 [23] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2987a-3011a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon James Chown; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Acting President; Hon Paul 

Brown; Hon Stephen Dawson 

The GMCFA Bill — 

That is the act we are trying to repeal — 

will allow the State Government to designate areas of the State, or the whole of the State, as areas 
where specified GM food crops may not be grown. This will be done by Ministerial order. The intention 
is that an order will be made if this is believed to be necessary to protect the State’s markets for 
non-GM crops and to protect the State’s reputation as a ‘clean and green’ source of agricultural 
products. 

The report then quotes the evidence of Hon Kim Chance to the committee — 
the statement relating it to marketing purposes will be made within the order. This will allow 
the areas designated by the order to be recognised by the policy principle issued under section 
21(1)(aa) of the Gene Technology Act 2001 … of the Commonwealth, as well as the State Act, 
when passed. 

There is a very interesting and intricate interplay between the state and federal legislation. Cynics may say that it 
is unusual to have that kind of mutual recognition in state and federal legislation, but the commonwealth 
legislation clearly recognises that states such as Western Australia may well want to do what Western Australia 
has done up to this point and that it is legitimate to do that, and their right to do that is specifically recognised in 
the commonwealth act. 
Hon Kim Chance was also reported as saying in his evidence to the committee — 

The [GMCFA] Bill operates from the premise that a legal mechanism was required by which to enable 
the cultivation of GM food crops to be prevented, if necessary. The mechanism chosen was a ministerial 
order. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am glad members opposite found that hilariously funny. I did not see anything 
particularly funny about that, but I will read it again — 

The mechanism chosen was a ministerial order. If necessary, an order will be made to operate until 
such time as adequate processes are in place to ensure that the cultivation of a particular GM crop 
does not affect the integrity or marketing of non-GM varieties of that crop. That is the unspoken 
premise of the Bill. 

What sounder principle could a piece of legislation be based on than that? It has every nuance in terms of the 
speed of a response from a minister who was implementing those regulations and approvals. What the Labor 
minister put in place at the time was a mechanism whereby he could respond quickly and in an emergency 
situation or he could engage in community consultation if that was appropriate. When we think about the sad fact 
that happened with the Marsh–Baxter situation, that is exactly what the legislation was put in place to manage. 
As I have said, the entire emphasis of the act is to prevent adverse impacts on the marketing of this state’s 
agricultural produce. Why farmers and regional members on the other side of this chamber would allow this to 
happen absolutely defeats me. I cannot see that there is any sense or sound argument underlying this. 
If members opposite listened to those extracts from the transcript of evidence given by Hon Kim Chance to the 
committee at the time, they would have heard that the legislation gives the minister the ultimate flexibility. This 
is not to claim, and nobody would claim, that the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act is perfect; it is 
certainly not perfect. A number of criticisms were made in the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs report, remembering that the committee was considering the legislation. The Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs would have liked the legislation to contain some stronger measures in some 
areas. The report lists eight points under which the committee believed that the legislation could be made 
stronger. It is not my understanding that those aspects of the committee report resulted in any substantive 
changes to the bill. Any member of that committee in 2003, looking at the way the act has operated over the past 
few years and how it has worked in practice, would have been pretty satisfied with the way everything worked. 
Hon Kim Chance called this the best committee report he had seen during the many years he had been in this 
place. It is well worth reading. It is very thorough, well balanced and considered. The committee did its own 
empirical research into attitudes to Western Australia’s GM-free market overseas. The committee went through 
a number of trade posts, high commissions and embassies throughout South East Asia and did its own research. 
A lengthy questionnaire was put out, and a quite impressive number of responses were received. That is how this 
report was put together, and it makes very interesting and sound reading. 
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The basis of my argument about why this repeal is wrong is that it actually removes choice and control. We have 
in place at the moment a system under which, if somebody makes a good argument and convinces the minister, 
the minister can allow them to go ahead. We are removing those controls, and in doing that we not only remove 
the whole question of choice to use or not use GM crops, which most people have at the moment, but we also 
remove the controls on where particular types of crops are grown. 
I was going to spend some time going through the second reading speech, because we can find in it any number 
of reasons why the legislation should not be repealed, but in the three minutes left to me I do not really have time 
to do that. I refer anyone who is interested in developing the argument further to the second reading speech, 
because it is full of assumptions and misstatements about how the legislation is working and about what choice 
ought to consist of that I think are very seriously misplaced. 

I want to end with a reference to the whole notion of what a crop is when it is not a genetically modified crop. 
This goes to the heart of what I was trying to suggest to Hon Jim Chown earlier. The problem with what we are 
doing now is that, if this legislation is repealed, we will be left basically with no concept of GM-free produce. It 
will be replaced by non-GM. At the moment, we have three categories of food crops: genetically modified 
produce; GM-free produce, which has no genetically modified material in it; and non-GM produce. The 
definition of non-GM crops is almost always done by designating an acceptable percentage of genetically 
modified material. It is like having an acceptable percentage of cockroach in all chocolate, because we 
physically cannot separate chocolate and cockroaches, so there is actually a permissible level of cockroach in all 
chocolate, so much so that it is not even noted on the label, because it would be a little off-putting. However, this 
is what will happen to the GM-free produce that we currently have. When I say that the designation of 
non-GM is usually done by regulating a percentage, I note that in the European Union the threshold is 
0.9 per cent presence of GM material. If the content of GM material is 0.9 per cent or below, it is designated 
a non-GM product. However, in the United States—I note that in the second reading speech the first three 
paragraphs are all about the United States, and why we would be looking to the place that has produced 
Donald Trump I do not know, but clearly the government does not agree with me—there is no threshold for 
non-GM, as long as “appropriate steps are taken by the producer to comply with organic production methods”. 
That is not what we want in Western Australia. We do not want a less black and white standard. It is not 
acceptable to industry, consumers or the wider community. We do not need grey standards in this vital area of 
our food production. 

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [9.35 pm]: As the lead speaker for the Nationals on the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, I would love to have spent the appropriate amount of time to 
deliver — 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon PAUL BROWN: It is okay, Hon Jim Chown; do not panic! I thought I would blow a bit of wind up 
Hon Jim Chown! 

I would love to have spent an inordinate amount of time contradicting and commenting on the fallacious and 
erroneous comments made by Hon Darren West in his contribution. Unfortunately, Hon Darren West has wasted 
four days of this Parliament’s time. It has cost approximately $160 000 of taxpayers’ money, given that this 
chamber costs about $40 000 a day to run. He has placed this burden on taxpayers, to have a bit of fun and poke 
a bit of fun at the other side of the chamber on an issue that I do not think his side fundamentally believes in. It is 
a case of the Green tail again wagging the red dog. The case that has been put up on numerous occasions—too 
many to count over the past five, six or seven hours of diatribe, which is what it is—fundamentally misses the 
point of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. We have heard about health, and we have heard about 
Judy Carman. The only thing that we have not heard about is the Séralini study, which has been completely 
debunked on a number of occasions, along with Judy Carman, whose peer review has not completely covered 
her in glory either. I will not go into the hours and hours of scientific debate, talking about how mothers and 
families are fearful of the spectre of GM. I would love to speak to Hon Sally Talbot, but she has obviously just 
left on very urgent parliamentary business. 

The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 was for one purpose only—market protection. It was not 
for health, environment or any reason other than market protection. The Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator is the federal body that approves, after rigorous and strenuous assessment, GM products for release in 
Australia. Here we are talking about the two that have been released in Western Australia—cotton, which is no 
longer grown, and canola, which has had a remarkable expansion in five years. It has gone from zero to 
something like 337 000 hectares last year. That is a remarkable explosion, and all I can say is that the farming 
communities of Western Australia have given it the tick of approval. In the northern agricultural area, where they 
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were getting one tonne to the hectare with conventional canola, they are now getting 1.3 to 1.5 tonnes 
per hectare, based on the same input costs. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PAUL BROWN: I am sorry, Hon Darren West, I am not taking one interjection from you, except for that 
one, which I am completely ignoring. 

Not only are farmers getting 1.5 tonnes to the hectare, they are getting more dollars a hectare by using 
GM canola—it is fundamentally a fantastic tool to increase productivity in farming communities across regional 
Western Australia—and they are also getting higher oil content, so they are getting paid another premium 
because of the higher oil content. 

The premise of the original bill back in 2003 was for market protection. Have we seen markets lost? No, we have 
not seen one market lost. Have we seen market expansion? Yes, we have seen massive market expansion in 
Japan and China. Hon Darren West stood up and told us that China is moving away from GM crops, but if we 
look at the figures, we can see that China has approved seven different horticultural and agricultural crops for 
GM production and is actually expanding its GM production and GM technology to other crops as well. The 
only other GM crop that we grew in Western Australia for a little while was cotton, but it is grown in the rest of 
Australia. Ninety-five per cent of Australian cotton is GM. Anyone who is sitting in this chamber at the moment 
who is wearing a shirt, underwear or anything else is probably wearing GM cotton—it is rubbing up against you! 
Let us just take a little breath and understand that this is not some Frankenstein organism that is taking over the 
planet. This has gone through rigorous and robust testing by the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, 
which has released only two GM crops for commercial production. How many are we growing in WA? My 
goodness: two! They are not taking over the world. The federal department is not taking over Australia. We have 
approval to grow two and we are growing two. How many GM production crops have been approved in 
Australia? Two have been approved for agriculture and one for horticulture, being carnations. I say to those who 
are opposing this bill that they should get their facts right. They should stop pandering to the Green tail, which, 
as I said, is wagging the red dog continuously. They should stop worrying about the votes in Fremantle and the 
votes in the inner-city and get on with actually representing this state properly and getting out of the way. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [9.41 pm]: I am very pleased to rise this evening to make 
a contribution to this debate on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. I thank 
Hon Darren West for his fantastic contribution to this debate. It certainly was enlightening and he did a good job 
in prosecuting the case and in putting his views on the record. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Like a broken record at times. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That might be Hon Simon O’Brien’s view, but it is not mine. 

We know from the minister’s second reading speech, which was made some time ago in this place, that it is now 
over 30 years since the first genetically modified crops were grown anywhere in the world. It is very interesting 
that even after those 30 years, a large number of consumers are still very concerned about the safety and use of 
GM crops. The minister also told us in his second reading speech that the first GM crops were approved for 
commercial use about 20 years ago, in about 1996. New South Wales and Victoria in particular started growing 
GM canola in about 2008, which is about eight years ago. As other members have said, in Western Australia the 
then Labor government brought to Parliament the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 to enable the 
minister to designate an area in the state in which genetically modified crops could be grown. In his second 
reading speech to this place in 2003, the then Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Hon Kim Chance, 
said he would not support the commercial release of a genetically modified food crop in Western Australia 
unless he was satisfied that there would be no detrimental impact on the markets for WA’s conventional crops. 
As other members have said and as Hon Sally Talbot may have even mentioned, the Labor government had 
previously announced in May 2001 a five-year moratorium on the commercial production of GM food crops. 
The minister stated at the time that that moratorium would allow issues associated with market impacts, identity 
preservation and feasibility and the risks and benefits of establishing GM and GM-free zones to be fully debated 
in the community. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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