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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS REPEAL BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.41 pm]: I will continue my remarks about the government’s desire to 
repeal the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, which, as I stated earlier, allows decisions about 
genetically modified crops in Western Australia to be made by the Western Australian Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, and it is important that it be retained for that reason. Instead, the Genetically Modified 
Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill proposes that those very important decisions about genetically modified crops in 
Western Australia will upon repeal of the act be made in Canberra by the Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator. 
Before we broke for lunch and before the handing down of what I think can best be described as 
Western Australia’s worst ever budget—I think we are all somewhat reeling from what we have just heard and 
are in a state of shock about what a state Western Australia’s finances are in—I was reading a letter in support of 
the GM crops industry. I think it is important in a debate such as this that there is a balanced view and that 
people have an open mind and are prepared to accept all points of view, because, whether or not we agree with 
them, they deserve to be respected. 
As members may recall, I was reading a letter from Matthew Cossey, who is the chief executive officer of 
CropLife Australia. As members may recall, Matthew referred to the lack of flexibility, as he sees it, in the 
certification of organic farms or land available for organic produce. I think he made a reasonable point in his 
letter—I will not read it from the start—when he said — 

Firstly though, it is important to correct the record. 
He was of the view that the Marsh–Baxter case was not the fault of contamination; rather, it was the fault of the 
National Association for Sustainable Agriculture, Australia, the accreditation agency that accredited Mr Marsh’s 
farm. The letter continues — 

The Supreme Court of Western Australia, in a judgment reaffirmed by the Court of Appeal and most 
recently by the High Court of Australia, held that there had been no ‘contamination’ of the Marshes 
farm by GM canola. 
Rather, the courts found that the Marshes economic loss was directly caused by the actions of their 
certifying body, in this case NASAA; and in an unprecedented judgment, Justice Martin spelled out 
how in not having a case against Mr Baxter, Mr Marsh absolutely had a case against NASAA. 
To quote the learned Judge: 
“A failure by NASAA/NCO to recognise and then apply the distinction between a case of the deliberate 
or negligent presence of GMOs in an organic operator’s system, as opposed to an adventitious presence 
of GMOs, would be, in my view, a serious misapplication of the language of the standards—which 
clearly mandate this necessary differentiation be respected”. (Para 528). 

I am having trouble reading the very fine print of the letter. It continues — 

“The legal cause of the economic loss was the work of NCO in unreasonably (erroneously, it presents) 
applying NASAA Standard 3.2.9.” (Para 743). 

“The Marshes would be better served directing their concerns in that contractual quarter as regards the 
economic loss sustained.” (Para 739). 

It’s time recalcitrant organic certifiers such as NASAA stopped deliberately misinterpreting and 
abusing the organic marketing standards and align them with rest of the world to ensure coexistence in 
farming continues working in Australia as it has been for decades.. 

That piece written by Matthew Cossey appeared in the press. He certainly put his point of view about the 
Supreme Court judgement. I note that not everyone feels, as I do, that there was some level of unfairness. I am 
not sure about the interpretation of the law, because I think it is up to the courts to interpret the law, but the 
Marsh–Baxter case certainly produced an unfair outcome. That is my personal view. If organic standards 
organisations wish to have a set of rules about organic certification, and if farmers are prepared to go down that 
organic road and accept those standards and sell their product for the premium price on the market, I believe that 
is their right, just as Aaron Edmonds said in a letter that I read out earlier that it is right that he grow whatever 
crops he wants to grow on his farm. In his case, he referred to being able to legally grow genetically modified 
canola. I would also say that Aaron Edmonds may have the view that perhaps Steve Marsh should be able to 
legally grow whatever crops he wants to on his farm. I think there is discrepancy among the pro–GM lobby 
group. If we use the argument that we should be able to grow whatever crops we like on our farms—I clarify that 
they must be legally grown crops—why does that same logic not apply to everybody? Therein lies one of the 
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discrepancies in the argument. It is all right for a farmer to grow genetically modified crops, because the law 
says he should be able to grow what he likes, but it is not all right for Mr Marsh to seek and be granted organic 
certification but not to be able to grow organic crops under that regime on his farm. I think everyone here can see 
the inequity I am referring to in this situation. An exemption was granted to allow the production of genetically 
modified crops, which I accept was the minister’s decision. As the minister, he had a mandate to make that 
decision, and he did so. However, I do not think he had an electoral mandate because he said the opposite before 
the election but changed his mind after the election. I am arguing that the capacity to make that decision should 
remain with the minister. Be that as it may, that is the position that we propose to take forward into the future. 
We will argue against the repeal of the act. Given that that was the case, the minister should have put in place 
measures that would allow the contaminated party to receive compensation. Indeed, he told Parliament that he 
was under the impression that if a property was contaminated, the contaminated party would receive 
compensation. The court found differently and that tells us that not enough thought was given to the legal 
ramifications of the introduction of genetically modified crops on farm lands in Western Australia, which is very 
unfortunate. We think that the new agriculture minister should think about some of the mistakes that have been 
made and the issues raised and canvassed as a consequence of this government’s action to allow the introduction 
of genetically modified canola into Western Australia. 

I have a lot of media articles here; much of  them say the same thing. I will not read out more letters from the 
pro-GM lobby but I will have a few more on the anti–GM lobby, which make some very good points. Those 
members who may have been approached or who have sought information and opinion from the wider sector 
would understand that there is a wide range of views. I have found that it is the anti-GM lobby, or those who are 
somewhat opposed to the introduction of genetically modified crops, that make the better argument. They make 
more sense when they ask me things like, “How is it that Germany is able to increase its productivity seven times 
more than Australia can without having to go down this path?” That is a very good point that begs some more 
thought. How is it that countries that have chosen not to adopt this technology—one of the reasons we are given 
for adopting it is an increase in productivity—are leading the world in increased productivity when, in Australia, 
we are not? 

I want also to bring a balanced argument to public opinion and perhaps broaden that into worldwide public 
opinion. This is not just an issue in Western Australia. It is not just the Western Australian state government that 
has made a bit of a mess of this; it certainly has happened in other parts of the world as well. I note there have 
been changes to legislation in places like the USA after it learnt about some errors it had made in the early days. 
Let us not make too much of an example of people who seek change and subsequently make mistakes. Let us not 
hang people out to dry too much for seeking change and then making a mistake. Clearly that will happen from 
time to time. Whenever something new is tried—as we all have done—we learn along the way. We learn from 
our mistakes. Once a person makes a mistake, it is incumbent upon them to act upon what they have learnt as 
a consequence of that mistake. 

I will quote from an article of around that time. Members may note that a lot of the press I am about to read from 
all quarters of the debate comes from about the same time. That is significant because that is generally the broad 
public opinion of the day. Community attitudes change on this and many other things. I refer members to an 
article published in the business section of The West Australian on Thursday, 10 March 2016, written by 
Brad Thompson. The article is entitled “Bayer argues for open minds on gene technology” and states — 

The head of innovation at one of Europe’s biggest companies has warned the Australian public not to 
turn its back on the use of gene technology in medicine and in farming. 

I do not think too many members of the public think we should turn our backs on the use of gene technology in 
medicine. As Hon Jim Chown threw into the debate earlier, insulin comes to us as a product of genetic 
technology. A very small number of people—certainly no-one I know of—may be averse to its use in people 
who need that treatment. What I will focus on here is the head of Bayer’s thoughts and comments on the use of 
gene technology in farming. The article continues — 

Bayer’s Kemal Malik believes life-saving cures to emerge from gene manipulation or DNA editing in 
medicine have the potential to change public perception that the technology somehow produced 
Frankenstein food. 

That is a very interesting comment. I have to say it is not something that I hear very often—that is, that 
genetically modified foods are Frankenstein foods. No sensible person has come to me at all with that notion. 
People come to me with the public perception that they remain unconvinced and have some concerns about the 
way that this food evolves and certainly about some of the companies that control this food. I have never had 
anyone come to me and suggest that GM is Frankenstein food. Maybe people hold that view—I certainly do 
not—but it is interesting that the head of Bayer in Germany has thrown that in, as reported in the second 
paragraph. The article continues — 
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Mr Malik said the case for genetically modified crops had been lost in Europe despite combined efforts 
of companies like Bayer, Monsanto and DuPont. 

 “We are not exactly without power or influence but we failed,” he said. 

To me, that begs the question: why is it that the European community has not accepted genetically modified 
foods like, for instance, the United States has? We could have a very long debate about the reasons for that. This 
is clearly of concern to the head of Bayer in Europe. I wonder what it is about community attitudes in Europe 
that people are so concerned about the introduction of genetically modified crops. At lot of those concerns are 
reflected in Western Australia as well. Maybe it is because we have quite a strong European heritage in 
Western Australia. Maybe those cultural views or those views from Europe have carried into Western Australia 
or it just may be that we have a similar view of the world to many of our friends in Europe. I continue the 
quote — 

“If you ask a person in street, if you had cancer or if your kid had haemophilia would you want to be 
able to cure it? If your child had cystic fibrosis, a single gene disorder, would you like to use some 
genetic tool to remove the faulty gene? 

“They would say, ‘where do I sign on’. If you said, would you eat genetically modified food? They 
would say no.” 

That community view is reflected here as well. One has to ask the question: why is that? The quote continues — 

Mr Malik, a member of the Bayer board and former chief medical officer in its pharmaceuticals 
division, said political decision making in Europe had been based on emotion and not science. 

Bayer is concerned the European Commission will bow to pressure from lobby groups to bundle new 
techniques like DNA editing into the existing ban on GM crops. 

That is the chief executive officer’s view. I hope that is not the case; I do not hold that view. I take his point that 
we have a high level of comfort about the use of genetic modification technology in medical products. I cannot 
say it is true that we have that same level of comfort in food, especially food that we will eat directly rather than 
in a roundabout manner, such as through a meal being fed to beef cattle in a feedlot and people subsequently 
eating the beef. We even have some level of discomfort with the secondary digestion or consumption of food. 
I do not think the community’s views on this can be ignored. We are all representatives of our communities. It 
takes a brave politician to walk against the wishes of their community. This government has done that on several 
occasions. It was even braver when the public was told by the National Party before it was elected that it had 
a view on this and then flip-flopped all over the corridors of Parliament after the election, when it had the 
resources of government, and completely changed that view. I can understand why the public has a cynical view 
about politicians when that continues to happen. I again refer to the quote — 

Mr Malik said that would be a disaster and put Europe further behind other parts of the world. 

Bayer spends about €4 billion a year on research and development and has long-standing collaborations 
with the CSIRO. 

I take Mr Malik’s point that research is important. Yesterday, I met with some representatives from the 
Grains Research and Development Corporation. They spoke with me about the time frames on their research 
projects. We were talking about short to medium-term projects and longer term projects. Those longer term 
projects are generally partnered. The GRDC partners with companies like Bayer in Europe. It undertakes 
long-term genetic and variety work in partnership with companies like Bayer in Europe because there is no 
capacity in Australia to do that sort of work. Its largest partner is the CSIRO. It also does a lot of work with the 
Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia. I note that it will have to put even more money into 
partnership projects with DAFWA because DAFWA’s budget has been slashed yet again by the Liberal–
National government. Another $10 million a year has been taken off the top of the DAFWA budget. I do not 
know how long those cuts can go on. That means there will be more and more partnerships with organisations 
like Bayer and Monsanto. I am not sure how good that is for the independence of Western Australia’s 
Department of Agriculture and Food.  

The article states — 

“We don’t have to spend it in Europe, we can spent it anywhere in the world. If Europe isn’t a place 
where innovation is respected ... or just isn’t allowed, there are other places,” Mr Malik said. 

… 
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Mr Malik’s warning on “scare stories” about the technology in food production came as the 
WA Government prepares to scrap laws that allow it to veto growing GM crops approved by the 
national regulatory authority. 

The debate in WA has focused on growing GM canola — 

That is because the only GM crop we grow is canola — 

and the associated use of the herbicide Roundup made by Monsanto. 

I make it clear that I am not at all advocating for the cessation of the use of the herbicide glyphosate in 
Western Australia. I make the point that glyphosate is the herbicide used in the growth of Roundup Ready 
Monsanto canola, because Roundup and glyphosate are one and the same thing. Glyphosate can be sprayed on 
those crops while they are growing; the crop has a resistance to that chemical, but the weeds do not. That is how 
we get the term “Roundup Ready canola”; the herbicide Roundup is made by Monsanto. We are advocating not 
for the cessation of glyphosate use, but for there to be a more structured strategy around it. The article 
continues — 

Other potential crops are genetically modified to increase disease resistance or improve nutritional 
value. 

Mr Malik said Bayer was determined to keep its agriculture business based around crop science at 
a time of consolidation in the chemical and seed breeding industries. 

DuPont, the world’s second-biggest producer of seeds including GM corn, has agreed to a merger offer 
from Dow Chemical with Germany’s BASF understood to be considering a counter offer. 

At the foot of the article, so that it is all very clear, open and accountable, it clarifies — 

Brad Thompson travelled to Germany as a guest of Bayer and the Grains Research Development 
Corporation 

The partnership between GRDC and Bayer extended to a trip to Germany for Brad Thompson, the business 
journalist at The West Australian. Brad Thompson is an outstanding journalist. I often look forward to the 
business section of The West to read Brad’s articles, especially those around agriculture. I think his articles 
provide a fair and balanced account. It is a shame there are not a few more quality journalists like 
Brad Thompson; he is one of the better ones. He went to Germany, met with Bayer and saw it firsthand. 

The other side of that coin, so to speak, was outlined in an article in the business news section of The Australian 
the day before, 15 March 2016. The article is titled “GMO not OK any more as seeds of doubt bear fruit” and is 
written by Jacob Bunge and Biman Mukherji. It states — 

In a research laboratory surrounded by acres of arid land in western India, Bharat Char showed off tiny 
sprouts of rice, wheat and okra in glass bottles. These plants could solve a lot of India’s food problems, 
he said. Because they are genetically modified to resist bugs and weed-killing sprays, the plants could 
boost impoverished Indian farmers’ profits and reduce food imports, according to the scientist for 
Mahyco, an Indian firm that joined Monsanto to develop biotech crops. 

There is precedent: genetically modified organisms, or GMOs, grow in an estimated 97 per cent of 
India’s cotton fields and have helped India by some measures become the fibre’s top global producer. 
But after a decade of Monsanto’s efforts with Mahyco to win Indian government approval for biotech 
food crops, seeds for plants like Mr Char’s remain in limbo, stymied by environmentalist opposition, 
farmer scepticism and bureaucratic inertia. Despite dozens of biotech-food-crop trials in India, the 
country has approved none for commercial cultivation. 

So it is not only Labor in Western Australia that has concerns about the commercial production of genetically 
modified crops. India has some of the world’s poorest people, and even India has concerns about the production 
of genetically modified crops. I would have thought a country such as India, which struggles to feed over 
a billion people, may have felt somewhat the need to go down the path of further research. India has resisted 
doing that because it has a philosophical opposition to GM crops, just as many people in Australia do. We have 
a very large Indian community in Australia, so maybe that is one of the reasons that the Western Australian 
community holds a similar viewpoint to that of the Indian people. The article continues — 

“What greater case study in terms of food security than a country that will soon have more people than 
any other country in the world?” said Robert Fraley, Monsanto’s chief technology officer. “To see 
a country that has the potential and intellectual ability to be a leader in these biotech advances, to be 
stymied politically, I think it’s a tragedy.” 
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India is a democracy that has democratically elected governments; I can just imagine India at election time. If 
these opportunities, as the article states, are stymied, it is because it is the will of the people. The article 
continues — 

India’s Agriculture Minister, Radha Mohan Singh, said the government was waiting for India’s 
Supreme Court to rule in a case opposing genetically modified food crops before deciding on their 
commercial cultivation. 

Meanwhile, Monsanto’s established cotton business in India faces new threats, including new 
government price controls around seed genetics and an antitrust probe into pricing practices, prompting 
Monsanto on March 4 to warn that it could withdraw its biotech crop genes from the country. 

Monsanto has spoken. The article continues — 

Monsanto’s experience is part of a broader backlash against genetically engineered crops from a mix of 
environmentalists, consumer groups and nationalism, thwarting the technology’s expansion after years 
of growth. Biotech-crop opponents say they can damage the environment, burden poor farmers with 
high-price seeds and potentially harm health. 

GMO proponents reject such assertions, and the US Food and Drug Administration, World Health 
Organisation and European Commission have concluded GMOs are safe to eat. 

That raises another important point. I never once in this Parliament or outside said that GM foods are unsafe to 
eat. Despite that information and that knowledge to the community, consumers remain concerned and do not 
wish to purchase these products at the same price as non-GM and organic foods. The article continues — 

Yet push-back has swept the world. More than half of European Union countries have moved to bar 
GMO cultivation. Russia hasn’t approved any biotech crops. China, which allows cultivation of some, 
isn’t expected to approve new ones soon. In the US, where GMO crops are widespread, some food 
brands are stripping GMOs from their products. 

The backlash has slowed global sales growth of genetically modified seeds. Sales grew 4.7 per cent to 
$US21 billion in 2014, compared with 8.7 per cent growth in 2013 and average annual growth of 
21 per cent from 2007 through 2012, according to research firm PhillipsMcDougall. 

It is not only WA Labor Party members and many members of the community in Western Australia who are 
hesitant and remain unconvinced about this; it appears widespread across the world. It should not ever be said in 
this place that the rest of the world is doing it so we should jump on board. I think Western Australia should 
make its own decisions about the future production or otherwise of genetically modified crops. By the passing of 
this repeal bill, this government will absolve itself of that responsibility, and I do not think that is the way 
forward. The article continues — 

Monsanto, a top global seller of biotech seeds, in 2015 made an unsuccessful $US46bn bid for 
Syngenta, a top pesticide seller, partly for access to more countries’ fields than biotech seeds give it. 
Syngenta last month agreed to a $US43bn ($56.7bn) takeover by China National Chemical. 

Biotech seeds have nearly saturated major markets where approved, said Mike Mack, who retired in 
October as chief executive of Syngenta, also a GMO-seed seller. “Show me the new markets or the new 
crops that are going to bring the sort of wave that we saw in the last decade,” he said in September. 
“I don’t see how it’s going to pick up in a material way any time soon.” 

Maybe this is as good as it will get for the GMO industry. New crops have been trialled and allowed to be grown 
in some countries, and there has not been the fuss about them that people perhaps thought there might be. 

I will come back to the point that I made earlier in my contribution that allegedly, according to the Pastoralists 
and Graziers Association—I will take its word for it—about 1 000 farmers in Western Australia grow genetically 
modified crops and there are 4 900 registered grain growers in Western Australia. That means about 20 per cent 
of farmers grow genetically modified crops. Given that, if the product was so good and so profitable, and it was 
able to increase productivity, increase yield and increase profits, do members not think that all 4 900 growers in 
Western Australia would be producing this crop? Do members not think there would be an explosion of hectares 
devoted to GM crops and that the amount of those crops would increase from approximately 1.5 per cent last 
year to something more like 50 per cent, or even more, of Western Australia’s grain production? Of course 
members would expect that. There has not been quite the nirvana in the introduction of GM crops in 
Western Australia that might have been first thought. Perhaps that was why the National Party changed its 
position on this crop so spectacularly; members were of the belief that it would absolutely revolutionise farming 
in Western Australia. Of course, GM crops have provided farmers with some benefits, but it certainly cannot be 
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argued that the introduction of genetically modified crops in the state of Western Australia has revolutionised 
farming as we know it. The article continues — 

India appeared fertile ground for Monsanto two decades ago. Once a pesticide giant, the company had 
introduced the world’s first genetically modified cotton in the U.S. in 1996. 

India cultivated the world’s largest cotton-growing area, yet produced among the fewest bales per acre. 
Four million Indian cotton farmers battled many of the same pests that U.S. farmers did—pests resisted 
by a gene Monsanto created with a bacterium called Bacillus thuringiensis, or Bt, that lets plants secrete 
a bug-killing protein. Monsanto in 1997 formed a joint venture with Maharashtra Hybrid Seeds Co., or 
Mahyco, to pair its biotechnology with Mahyco seeds suited to India’s soil. 

When Mahyco won permission to sell India’s first biotech cottonseed in 2002, scientists and staff threw 
a party at its research center in Dawalwadi, said Mr. Char, who joined Mahyco in 1999. 

“It was like India winning the cricket world cup,” said Monsanto Treasurer D. Narain, its India unit’s 
chief financial officer in the late 1990s. 

That goes to show the sense of elation felt in India around the introduction of that technology. 

Monsanto’s success seemed to augur well for GMOs in India, which boasts the most arable land of any 
country and is projected to surpass China as the world’s-most-populous by 2023. 

India had a history of pioneering agricultural methods. The so-called Green Revolution in the 1960s and 
1970s revamped Indian farms with high-yielding wheat and rice supported with fertilizers, pesticides 
and irrigation. 

Point of Order 

Hon JIM CHOWN: My point of order is for relevance, Mr Acting President. This is about the repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act, not about agriculture or the environment in India. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! There is no point of order. We do give a bit 
of latitude; it is a broad-ranging subject and I think that the member was returning to the subject of 
GM technology. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. We are talking about gene technology here and who 
gets to have a say on it. It is important for members to understand that other parts of the world have differing 
views on this. The point that the parliamentary secretary is missing is that the Indian people—I have virtually 
finished on this subject—have somewhat of an aversion to the consumption of genetically modified foods. Can 
any member tell me one of our largest potential markets for Western Australian products? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: India. 

Hon DARREN WEST: India; Hon Stephen Dawson is exactly right! Hon Stephen Dawson has worked it out 
but the parliamentary secretary has not quite been able to work it out yet. The people of India are one of our 
largest potential food markets. From this article in The Australian, I have just informed the house that India will 
be the most populous country in the world by 2023. Why would we want to run down a path to produce food 
that, quite clearly, the Indian people have concerns with? 

Hon Michael Mischin: We produce beef and they don’t eat cows, do they? 

Hon DARREN WEST: They do not eat cows, Hon Michael Mischin; that is a very good point. We need to 
make trade in other areas. I do not think it is true to say that all Indians do not eat cows; it is Hindus. 

Hon Michael Mischin: We produce pork too and Muslim’s don’t eat that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Three per cent of India is Christian, Attorney General, and that still makes a larger 
Christian population than we have here. There is the potential for markets in India. I do not think members 
opposite should flippantly dismiss that. There is enormous potential, especially in the area of grains, to export 
produce to India. I have just read from this article, which oddly enough the parliamentary secretary seems to 
think was not relevant, that the Indian people have a similar view to us on the progressive side of politics. I think 
that is a very important point. Hon Stephen Dawson is all over it because he represents the Mining and Pastoral 
Region and he understands that India is a very important export market for his region. The parliamentary 
secretary has not quite woken up yet to that fact and that potential markets around the world would prefer us to 
be 100 per cent GM free. Australia is about 98.5 per cent GM free today. 
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Hon Michael Mischin: How did you work that out? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Because I have just — 
Hon Michael Mischin: They actually want to pay a premium for grain from here rather than cheap food from 
over there; is that what you’re saying? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I think we can take that back a step; they would actually be interested in purchasing 
grain from here in the first place. We can negotiate price a little bit later on. 
Hon Ken Travers: You know, shadow parliamentary secretary—future parliamentary secretary—it does not get 
through to these guys’ heads, does it? 
Hon DARREN WEST: It does not seem to. I am getting a bit frustrated that I have to keep repeating these 
points over and again because it just does not seem to be getting across to members. 
[Quorum formed.] 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I remind members that the subject is GM technology. 
Hon Paul Brown: Since when? It hasn’t been about GM for a long time now. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am sure Hansard captured that interjection that the debate was not about GM. What 
we are debating here today is called the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. It certainly is 
about GM foods. I have been talking about the lack of uptake of genetically modified crops by other parts of the 
world and why we would not be listening to those market signals from such a large potential customer as India. 
That is the point I am making, so we are talking about GM. Our food is about 98.5 per cent clean, green, 
GM free. We are risking that reputation today with approximately 1.5 per cent of our food production—
genetically modified canola. That represents about five or six shiploads of genetically modified material. For the 
sake of that much, why are we not prepared to countenance the option of growing conventional crops rather than 
having a small amount of GM crops with the potential for contamination? Why do we not provide the potential 
to close out markets such as India? The article—if anyone was listening intently, which I am sure members 
were—also mentioned that China does not grow genetically modified crops. Why could that be? Do members 
think that perhaps Chinese people are somewhat hesitant about this technology as well? 
Hon Paul Brown: They buy an enormous amount of ours. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That may be so, Hon Paul Brown, but the fact is that these crops are not being grown in 
China. If the Chinese people were totally comfortable — 
Hon Michael Mischin: They wouldn’t have to buy it off us if they could grow it in China! 
Hon DARREN WEST: They could grow it in China. China is the biggest food-producing nation in the world. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! That is a lot better. Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. It is difficult with the constant interjections. 
I want to touch on one more point. I am talking about the world market and potential export markets for 
Australian products. This is what I am focusing on in this part of my contribution, and this is one of the major 
points that I want to bring up. We know from this article that Bayer has conceded that it has lost the battle of 
minds in Europe. However, it is also the case that China and India are not rushing into the use of genetically 
modified technology, as this government has done. China and India are taking more than a passing interest in 
retaining control of the crops that are grown in those countries. I repeat that India is a democracy, and China is 
a communist country. In India, because it is a democracy, it must be the will of the people for the government to 
take that course of action. 

The article states also — 

Globally, opposition was spreading. In America, where the Agriculture Department says GMOs 
represent more than 90 per cent of corn, soybeans and cotton acres, opponents launched state-by-state 
efforts to require GMO-food labelling. 

Therefore, in the USA there are consumers who are of the view that there should be a review of food labelling. 
The article continues — 

Following the USDA’s 2015 approval of genetically modified apples and potatoes, companies including 
McDonald’s and Wendy’s Co. said they didn’t plan to use them … 
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Why on earth would that be the case? If they can produce genetically modified apples and genetically modified 
potatoes, why are large corporations such as McDonald’s saying, “No thanks; we don’t want to use those crops”? 
As Hon Jim Chown mentioned earlier, in over six years, industry in this state has not called for a new genetically 
modified crop. These are all arguments that go towards the position that we hold on why we should not repeal 
the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. We should be keeping tight control over the production and 
consumption of genetically modified crops, just as other governments around the world are doing. The article 
goes on to state that McDonald’s and Wendy’s said that they were happy with non-GMO suppliers. If they are 
happy with non-GMO suppliers and are not prepared to countenance genetically modified apples and potatoes, 
we need to ask why. I think I know why. It is because that is what customers and consumers want. 

The article continues — 

The EU unveiled a new opt-out program in 2015. Ukraine and Russia have also ruled out using GMO 
seeds. 

We now have China, India, Russia and the Ukraine. Does anyone know what Australia and Russia and the 
Ukraine often have to compete with each other for? We often have to compete with each other for the same 
export markets in grains. Russia and the Ukraine are saying that they will not be growing genetically modified 
crops. China and India do not want to grow genetically modified crops either. They have large export markets. 
However, the Western Australian Liberal–National government is saying, “Don’t worry about any of that. Let’s 
fill the place with genetically modified crops.” However, that is not all that this government is saying. It is also 
saying that we should let someone else make the decisions about genetically modified crops. That is reckless and 
irresponsible. 

The article continues — 

China, which permits some biotech cotton, papaya, sweet peppers and tomatoes, wasn’t expected to 
approve new GMO crops until the domestic seed industry showed it could compete against Western 
rivals, the USDA and seed-industry officials said. Chinese government officials did not respond to 
inquiries. 

India’s food-security concerns may lead it to soften its stance, seed industry officials say. The country is 
a big importer of edible oil and lentils—protein sources for many mired in poverty—and has high 
child-malnutrition rates. GMO proponents say biotech seeds would increase production of protein-rich 
crops on India’s mostly small farms. 

India’s Supreme Court is expected to rule soon on the petition to bar GMO-crop cultivation. The 
agriculture ministry this month imposed a 70 per cent cut in the fees that Monsanto and Mahyco 
charged for their crop genes. 

That is interesting. Perhaps Monsanto is asking too much for its technology. Monsanto is a business and its 
number one obligation is to its shareholders. Therefore, it is certainly seeking to make a profit out of this 
technology, and I do not begrudge it that. We should be allowing competition in research and technology. If 
someone can come up with a great invention or a new technology, good luck to them. We certainly are moving 
in that way in Western Australia. 

Members, I think I have touched enough on the attitudes around the world to GM crops. There is certainly 
a mood of uncertainty around the world. Much of the world remains unconvinced about GM technology. If we 
are to allow open slather for anything, whether it be hydraulic fracturing in the midwest or the Kimberley, or the 
introduction of genetically modified foods, we at least owe it to ourselves to be convinced about the technology. 
I wonder deep down whether members opposite who espouse this free-for-all genetically modified experiment in 
Western Australia actively seek out GM foods to eat themselves and to feed their own family. I suggest not. 

I have a bit more information, but I will skip over it because I am conscious of the time. I now want to quote 
from someone who is very familiar to members and who made some comments about GM crops at around that 
same time. I am reading from an article that appeared in the lift-out that goes into the papers. This one is from 
Albany. The headline is “MP lauds move to allow GM crops”. This is in late February 2016. As I have said, I am 
picking articles with different points of view, all from around the same time, so that I can get a view about the 
mood of the community at that time. The article states — 

Member for the Agricultural Region and Parliamentary Secretary for Transport Jim Chown has this 
week commended the State Government’s aim to repeal legislation that prohibits the growing of 
genetically modified crops. 

That statement is grossly incorrect, members. If members had been listening earlier, they would have heard me 
say that despite the existence of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, GM crops are being 
grown in Western Australia. The parliamentary secretary must be aware of the fact that despite the presence of 
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this act, genetically modified crops are being grown in Western Australia. The decision to allow that to take 
place was made by the Liberal–National Minister for Agriculture and Food, Terry Redman, in 2010. Surely the 
parliamentary secretary would be aware of that. 

Hon Jim Chown: What else does it say in the article? 

Hon DARREN WEST: What Hon Jim Chown said to the media at that time is incorrect. I am not sure whether 
that was a deliberate misleading of the media or whether he does not know what he is talking about, because he 
talks about the government’s aim to repeal legislation that prohibits the growing of genetically modified crops. 
There must be another lot of legislation somewhere that deals with GM crops. Perhaps the government is 
proposing to repeal the wrong act. The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act allows for the production of 
GM crops in Western Australia. The proof of that is the fact that over 200 000 hectares of GM crops were grown 
in this state last year. Therefore, the parliamentary secretary’s belief that this act bans the production of 
GM crops is wrong. Is it incompetence, or is it misleading, parliamentary secretary? I would like the 
parliamentary secretary to point that out to us in his contribution. Clearly this act does not ban the production of 
GM crops. If that is the reason the government is repealing the act, we can end the debate now and we can 
withdraw this repeal bill from the notice paper. This repeal bill will not prohibit the growing of genetically 
modified crops because they can be grown legally today through exemption by the Western Australian Minister 
for Agriculture and Food. What is wrong with that system? It has served us well since 2003. 

Hon Jim Chown: On application of an exemption. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Okay, that is true, but the fact that there are genetically modified crops growing in 
Western Australia today totally refutes the parliamentary secretary’s quote in The Albany Advertiser’s The Extra 
magazine of 26 February 2016. The parliamentary secretary said — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. The other 
members will get a chance shortly. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The parliamentary secretary was quoted as saying — 

“This is great news for the Agricultural Region and its communities that rely on agriculture to remain 
viable,” he said. 

How does the repeal of this act change the viability of the agricultural sector and communities in the Agricultural 
Region? There is absolutely no link at all between the viability of communities in the Agricultural Region, the 
viability of agriculture in the Agricultural Region and the repeal of this act. It was suggested by the 
parliamentary secretary that this act prohibits the growth of genetically modified crops, and we have established 
that it does not. It is a very misleading statement, it is an incorrect statement and it is a statement by 
a parliamentary secretary who probably should stick to transport, because he clearly does not have a great grasp 
of what this act does, what it means and what its repeal will mean. All the repeal of this act will mean is that 
decisions currently made by the locally elected Minister for Agriculture and Food will instead be made on the 
east coast, in Canberra. The parliamentary secretary went on to say — 

“GM crops have the potential to herald the greatest technological advancement in agriculture this State 
has ever seen.” 

That is what he went on to say. If that is the case—I think it is a very, very big call—it is possible anyway, 
without the repeal of the act. As members know by now, we currently have genetically modified crops being 
grown in Western Australia by exemption — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I just want to pick up on this quote. It is a direct quote; it is in quotation marks, so 
I presume these words were uttered to the journalist by the parliamentary secretary. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! There is only one speaker, and Hon Darren West has that call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will just go to that quote again so members can think about it. It reads — 

“GM crops have the potential to herald the greatest technological advancement in agriculture this State 
has ever seen.” 

That would have to be a greater technological advancement than no-till farming, which has been adopted by at 
least 90 per cent, and probably more, of the state’s farming population. It would have to be a greater 
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advancement than superphosphate, which came around in the 1950s. It would have to be a greater technological 
advancement than lupins, which were introduced in the 1970s and revolutionised a lot of the sand-blown 
country, and it would actually have to be a greater technological advancement than when we moved from horses 
to tractors. I do not believe that the introduction of genetically modified crops—even if it took the repeal of this 
act to introduce them—is as great a technological advancement as any of those things. I think even Bill Crabtree 
would agree with me on that. I took a call from Bill Crabtree today; I was not able to speak to him for very long, 
but he is a very passionate pro–genetically modified crops advocate, but is also a very passionate advocate of 
no-till technology. He even had “No-till Bill” written on his numberplates for a while. I am not sure whether he 
still carries that nickname around, but he was known as No-till Bill and he was a very early adopter and advocate 
of no-till technology. I do not know a farmer these days who has not adopted no-till farming; there may be some 
small farmers in and around the environs of Perth, and there may be some down south, but certainly where I am, 
everyone has adopted it. I would suggest that it is a 95 per cent or even a 99 per cent adoption rate of no-till 
farming, which is certainly a greater technological advancement than genetically modified crops, which have 
been adopted by only around 20 per cent of the farming community. To make that statement is erroneous, but to 
imply that we need the repeal of this act to allow that to happen is also erroneous, as the parliamentary secretary 
should know. The article continues — 

The legislation was brought in by the previous Labor Government in an attempt to stop WA farmers 
growing GM crops, — 

That is blatantly incorrect; yes, the legislation was brought in by the previous Labor government, but it allows 
the growth of GM crops, through exemption by the locally elected agriculture minister of the day. The article 
continues — 

considered controversial for environmental and legal reasons. 

I do not know what those reasons are; it is considered controversial for reasons best known to the public, but it is 
controversial. 

Hon Jim Chown can hypothesise all he likes which minister granted which exemptions, but the fact of the matter 
remains that despite the presence of this evil act introduced by the evil Labor Party in 2003, we still have 
genetically modified crops growing in Western Australia and we still have every crop that the industry has called 
for since 2008 being legally grown in Western Australia, despite the presence of the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act 2003. When the parliamentary secretary speaks to the media he needs to be a little more factual 
in his responses. The article continues — 

Mr Chown has dismissed the environmental concerns. 

That is fine; that is his right. It continues — 

“They’re uninformed, emotive rhetoric,” he said. 

I think everyone’s views deserve to be respected, and whether you agree with them or not, the fact remains that 
they are views held by members of our community, views held by those who vote in state and federal elections 
and, just as importantly, views held by those who contribute to the government through the payment of taxation 
to the state of Western Australia. To reject people’s views out of hand as “emotive rhetoric” and “uninformed” is 
a little unfair. The article continues — 

Mr Chown outlined the economic and environmental benefits of GM crops. 

“On average, production of GM crops reduced chemical pesticide input by 37 per cent … 

Is that not a funny thing to say? The crop that we grow in Western Australia is Roundup Ready canola and, as 
I have explained, the difference between Roundup Ready canola and conventional canola is that we can sow the 
crop and then come back later and spray Roundup over the top of it to kill the weeds. The pesticide regime for 
Roundup Ready canola is no different from that for conventional canola. We still have to go and spray the 
paddocks with bifenthrin before the crop emerges, and we do that to control the emergence of redlegged earth 
mites, which come out in early winter and eat off the emerging cotyledon of the canola seed. Whether that crop 
is conventional or genetically modified, that fact remains: the redlegged earth mite will eat off the emerging 
cotyledon of the plant. When that cotyledon is eaten off, the plant will not develop any further and that is the end 
of the plant’s life. To say that production of GM crops reduces chemical pesticide input by 37 per cent is 
incorrect, because we do not change pesticide use for the crops we grow in Western Australia whatsoever. We 
still use the same pesticide regime on GM canola as we do on non-GM canola. Granted, that is different for 
Bt cotton. But Bt cotton is not grown in Western Australia, and I do not think any will be in the foreseeable 
future. There has been no call by industry for any other GM crops to be grown in Western Australia in the past 
six years. He also says that production of GM crops increased yields by 22 per cent. That comes from a Belgian 
trial, I believe. I have seen absolutely no trial data from anybody, even from Monsanto, that says if someone 
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grows a genetically modified crop in the same conditions with the same fertiliser regime, they will get 
22 per cent more productivity or 22 per cent more grain. There is no such data. If there was, I would have been 
flooded with it by now because I have certainly been asking for it. I have been asking for the supportive 
information. Once again, the parliamentary secretary has got a little bit confused. Maybe he has deliberately 
misled, but I will not go that far; perhaps he was just a little bit confused. 

It also states in that article, “increased farmers’ profits by 68 per cent”. I put to members again that if the 
production of genetically modified canola in Western Australia actually lifted farmers’ profits by 68 per cent, we 
would all be growing it; over half the state would be smothered in it. I would be growing it on my farm, because 
it would be legal. The fact is that it is not more profitable by 68 per cent, especially when farmers would have to 
take a $55 a tonne hit. Today, conventional canola is $575 compared with genetically modified at $520 a tonne. 
Farmers also have to stump up up-front costs of around $100 a hectare to pay Monsanto for the seed, which 
incidentally under the terms of the stewardship agreement they cannot retain. Farmers cannot retain their own 
seed; they have to go back to Monsanto the next year and buy more seed at $100 a hectare, because they are the 
terms of the agreement and that is the way Monsanto turns a profit out of genetically modified technology. When 
all those factors are added up, Hon Jim Chown will not convince me—he will not convince anybody—that 
farmers’ profits will increase by 68 per cent. I would love to see that data. I would love Hon Jim Chown to table 
that information when he makes his contribution. 

Hon Jim Chown: If you would sit down, you may get some information that is factual. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is not factual, and there is no information that is factual. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): There is one member who has the ability to talk at this 
stage, and I am listening closely to him. Hon Jim Chown should come to order. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. The article goes on to state — 

The Barnett Government began unwinding the legislation in 2010 when it allowed GM canola and 
GM cotton to be grown in WA. 

I do not know whether that is the case. The minister granted an exemption for the growth of GM canola and 
GM cotton under the auspices of the act. That was enabled by the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
2003. The legislation has not been unwound whatsoever. The minister has carried out his rights under the terms 
of the act to grant an exemption to GM cotton and GM canola. It is not correct to say that the 
Barnett government began unwinding the legislation. In fact, the Barnett government now seeks to repeal the 
legislation that allowed the introduction of the first GM crops into Western Australia. The article continues — 

This led to significant increases in the use of the technology in these crops, with GM canola accounting 
for nearly 30 per cent of WA’s canola crop last year. 

That is a fact that I would consider somewhat accurate. It is certain that an increasing proportion of the canola 
crop is going GM for the reasons I outlined earlier, and I will not go into them in great detail again. The article 
continues — 

The dismantling of these laws would allow the industry to move forward, Mr Chown said. 

I wonder how that could be the case, because as I have just pointed out, under the GM Crops Free Areas Act 
2003 there has been the capacity to grow every crop in Western Australia that the industry has ever asked for—
cotton and canola. There has been no request from industry since 2010 for any other crops. One hundred per cent 
of what the industry has asked for in Western Australia has been allowed under this act and there is no reason at 
all to repeal the act on that ground. I am arguing so fervently against the repeal of the act because the act is 
a good check and balance that the elected minister of the day can use to make responsible decisions about the 
introduction of genetically modified crops into Western Australia. 

Then the parliamentary secretary is quoted as saying — 

Repeal of this prohibitive legislation is about providing certainty and confidence to the agricultural 
industry going forward … 

He says, “Repeal of this prohibitive legislation”! How can the parliamentary secretary call this legislation 
prohibitive when we have the only crops that the industry wants to grow in Western Australia already growing in 
Western Australia? That is factually incorrect. That article shows that the parliamentary secretary does not have 
a great grasp of exactly what we are debating today. We are debating the repeal of an act that allows farmers to 
grow genetically modified crops in Western Australia. Every crop that farmers have wanted to grow has been 
allowed to be grown legally as a consequence of existing legislation, and the legislation does not need to be 
repealed. 
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Hon Jim Chown: Only on the granting of an exemption. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is correct: on the granting of an exemption from the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, who is elected by the people of Western Australia to the Parliament of Western Australia. 
He has the capacity to make that decision this very day, before the repeal of this act. I do not know what the 
government seeks to change by repealing the legislation. Maybe it is concerned about the future, after its term of 
government, which I think will be less than another year by the look of the polls today and today’s state budget. 
If the polls do not finish the government off, I think the budget will. Perhaps this government is concerned about 
its future after this term of government. That should not be a matter for members opposite if they are in 
opposition in a year’s time. It is incumbent upon the government of the day to make its decisions in the best 
interests of Western Australia. It is clear that this government has been incapable of making decisions in the best 
interests of Western Australia, and the Western Australian people will make a decision on this government’s 
competence in due course. I do not think it is incumbent on this government to try to rule—because this 
government is born to rule really; it thinks it is—and to try to make a decision on the next government’s mantra. 
Why it is trying to rule beyond its term of government, which will have been approximately eight years or 
maybe a little longer—eight and a half years? Why is it that this government is trying to make decisions for the 
next government? It has not made a very good fist of its own term of government, especially when we look at 
today’s budget. This government is trying to make decisions for the next government, whether it be a Liberal–
National government or a Labor government, and I do not think that is the within the realms of what it is here to 
do. It is here to govern the state of Western Australia during its term of government, at a time that the people of 
Western Australia declare. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Mr Acting President. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! If the member talked to me, he would probably have had fewer 
interjections. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I do enjoy talking to you and I will do that for the rest 
of the day. 

I do not think that this government has made a particularly good job of this term in government. The people of 
Western Australia — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Members, please cease interjecting. When I invited Hon Darren West to 
talk to me, it was not a general invitation for everybody to talk to me. 

Hon DARREN WEST: We need to drill right down to what we are trying to achieve here. When governments 
make a decision, the first question they ask is: what are we trying to achieve? The parliamentary secretary says 
one thing, but that is not really the reason. His reasons are invalid because farmers can already grow genetically 
modified crops. I think this government is seeking to rule beyond the tenure the Western Australian people gave 
it. The people of Western Australia gave this government the tenure to rule, or govern, the state from March 
2013 to March 2017. It has done that and done it very poorly. It is not incumbent on this government to try to 
seek to make decisions on behalf of an incoming government. The people of Western Australia will make 
a choice. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! When it comes to the point that I cannot hear the member, then there are 
too many unruly interjections. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I, too, am growing tired of the interjections. I think I am making a very important point 
in this debate—that is, this government is seeking to rule beyond the term it was given. 

Point of Order 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There is no question that this is tedious repetition. It must be about the fifth time 
the honourable member has refrained on that theme. It is not contributing to the debate; it is simply gratuitous 
comment, apart from the silliest comment I have heard all day. But it is tedious repetition. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Please resume your seat. I might just say that when 
you raise a point of order, you can simply raise it and then sit down. We do not need it to be demonstrated. 
Beyond that, I can rule on it. 
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This is a standing order that is alluded to from time to time but rarely invoked. It raises the question of what is 
tedious repetition. Repetition is not of itself outside the standing orders, nor indeed is tedium, but tedious 
repetition is. The current standing order related to this is standing order 48, which it may be useful to bring to 
members’ attention. It states — 

(1) A Member who persists in making irrelevant or repetitive arguments may be ordered by the 
President to discontinue the speech. 

(2) A Member ordered to discontinue may require that the question “That the Member be further 
heard.” be put, which shall be put without debate or amendment. 

In respect of this standing order, the question of irrelevance has not been raised by the member raising the point 
of order and, indeed, the question of irrelevance is not before us. He raised the question of tedious repetition. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I mentioned irrelevance. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Very well, I will rule on that part of the point of order in this way. The matters 
that the member is advancing now are not irrelevant in the context of the second reading debate. In relation to 
repetitive arguments, as it happens, I was starting to reach for standing order 48, myself. The actual argument 
that you are advancing has been advanced, I think, four or five times in your recent remarks. Members, while it 
may be necessary to repeat oneself, particularly when trying to advance an argument that is being shouted down 
by unruly interjection, there does come a point at which repetition, in the terms of an earlier standing order, 
becomes tedious. Therefore that would transgress from existing standing order 48. 
The other point we could probably make at this time is that even though it is rarely exercised, it is traditionally 
the prerogative of the chair to note tedious repetition and take the appropriate action. But, of course, any member 
may raise a point of order, including on this matter. My ruling on the question of repetitive argument is that, 
having been reminded of standing order 48, the member will not be repeating the same argument further but I am 
not choosing on this occasion to direct him to cease his speech. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President, for your ruling and guidance. I will certainly take 
heed of that and move along from that section of my speech. But I make the point—I guess it is something of 
a small failing of mine—that when there is interjection, I feel compelled to respond, especially when I think they 
are unfounded. I will move on to the next section of my speech. 
Today and earlier I have certainly been prepared to canvass the community’s views, and I deliberately chose to 
first canvass the views of the members of our community who are pro-GM and wish to see the progression of the 
genetically modified crops industry in Western Australia. They include scientists, certainly farmers and I am sure 
grain marketing people and the like who would like to see further advancement of the GM crop industry in 
Western Australia. I can see perhaps they may consider that the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
2003 is an impediment. I think I established before that it is not an impediment even though they may consider 
that to be the case. I wished also to canvass the views of those who have serious concerns about and much 
stronger views against the introduction of genetically modified crops into the state of Western Australia. I will 
not spend too long on this but I think it is important to get on the record the strength of feeling of some members 
of the community around further introduction of genetically modified crops into Western Australia and about 
currently grown crops in Western Australia that can be grown under the existing legislation. I refer to a similar 
time, 25 February 2016 in the rural newspaper Farm Weekly—the farmers’ bible, so to speak—and the letter to 
the editor headed “GM debate”. The writer states — 

The blatant propaganda for genetically modified (GM) crops and GM technology by the farm lobby 
groups and the media over the past week is disgusting. 
Even more so with the increasing uncertainty around glysophate, the main chemical tied up with 
Roundup Ready GM crops. 
Our farm leaders should be calling for an immediate investigation into Monsanto and its product, and 
tighter regulatory protocols, rather than wining and dining the CEO and accepting sponsorship deals. 

I make the point that this letter is written by a farmer, no less. She continues — 
We, as farmers, continue to use Monsanto products, accept their money to run seminars and use their 
resources to fight court cases against organic growers. 

That is what the letter says — 
How low can we go? 
Steve Marsh losing his chance to appeal in the High Court does not mean he was not contaminated or 
that he did not lose his organic status and income. 

 [13] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 12 May 2016] 

 p2833b-2848a 
Hon Darren West; Hon James Chown; Acting President; Hon Michael Mischin 

It means the legal process for whatever reason did not provide justice, and that farmers and consumers 
are not protected from GM. 
This is all the more reason to keep the moratorium and, at least, for the State Government to have some 
control of what is grown. 

I say, hear, hear! It continues — 
Agriculture and Food Minister Ken Baston — 

The minister at the time this letter was written — 
has been made aware of the shortcomings of the federal regulatory system and the many food, health 
and environmental concerns. 

It points out very clearly their concerns. It continues — 
He should be aware of the issues surrounding glysophate. 
He would also be aware of the many contamination events—on farm and through the grain handling 
and transport systems and inadvertently through stubble grazing and other means of GM finding its way 
into the food chain. 
The GM-Free Farmers and the Williams GM-Free Farming Zone members hope that Mr Baston and our 
government are not further bullied by chemical and seed companies, and they listen and respond to the 
consumers and the markets, thereby protecting our industries. 
The GM Crops Free Areas Act needs to be kept in place. 
Mr Baston is the Minister for Food and Agriculture, not the Minister for Monsanto. 

That letter was written by Janette Liddelow from Williams. 
Another letter along a similar vein states — 

Steve Marsh lost his appeal to the High Court recently. 
Let this be a lesson to any farmer reckless enough to confront big agribusiness. 
In Australia, the universities support big ag, as do most State governments, most agriculture 
departments, the federal government and the federal Liberal and Labor parties. 

That is true. It continues — 
Can we expect our justice system to be any different? 
Baxter grew his genetically modified (GM) crop as close to Marsh’s farm boundary as physically 
possible. 
He grew his non-GM crop in the centre of his farm and harvested it with a header. 
His GM crop was swathed and left on the ground for the wind and rain to spread. 
Monsanto indemnified Baxter’s court costs. 
If the GM crop growing virtually on the border of the two farms didn’t contaminate Marsh’s crop where 
did it come from? 
Is this what justice looks like? 

That letter was written by Sally Wylie from Margaret River. I have more information along that vein, but I will 
refrain from reading out all of it. There is a lot of information about the Marsh v Baxter case and contamination. 
I have spoken about that, so I will move on. 
When genetically modified food is moved around on trucks, it invariably leaks. Canola is a very difficult seed to 
contain. It is small and round and can be flung around like water. It is very difficult to contain. Little dribbles of 
canola can often be seen down the sides of roads—it grows yellow flowers in spring. It is canola growing down 
the sides of roads. Some of that canola is genetically modified. 
An article was published on ABC Rural entitled “Study finds glyphosate-resistant canola unlikely to become 
invasive, escaped seeds easily controlled”. I am going back to January 2016. I will not go into the details of this, 
but there is the opportunity for GM canola to become an invasive weed. It is difficult to control. There is no 
responsibility on any organisation for these seeds, as I found out in questions to Parliament last year. The study 
states only that it is “unlikely” to become an invasive weed; it does not state that it is impossible. I think that is 
a pretty important point to make about that. Canola crops have been found growing in Beeliar wetlands. The 
ABC Rural article states — 
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On roadsides, where it is common for landowners and councils to use glyphosate to control weeds, the 
GM canola had a better chance of establishing because competition from other plants was eliminated. 

We do not remove these genetically modified plants from the sides of roads and we are making their life a lot 
easier because, by spraying the sides of the road with glyphosate, we are taking out all the plant competition. 
That allows the plants to grow even bigger and healthier, and spreads more genetically modified canola seed 
down the sides of the roads. It is an important point that this government has failed to act on all these volunteer 
canola plants spilling out of trucks and spreading, by whatever means, down the sides of roads. I will leave all 
those media accounts there. There is a lot of information for members to read. 
The next thing I want to talk about is the science and research that has been done into the effects of genetically 
modified crops. When WA Labor was last in government, before 2008, it was receptive to trial work and further 
research and testing into trials of genetically modified crops. Members would know that back in those times 
several trial sites were set up, both on agricultural research stations and on farmers’ properties, to investigate the 
traits to do some trial work. The trial work means that strips of different varieties were grown side by side, or the 
same varieties were grown with different treatments, such as chemicals and fertilisers, and some scientific data 
was recorded. Those trials were done over a lot of different regions, allowing for different soil types. These trials 
go on all over the wheatbelt every day. They might be trialling different varieties and different chemicals. All 
kinds of data is collected. It is a very research-oriented industry. I can remember the then Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, Kim Chance, was quite excited about the prospects of research into genetically modified 
crops in Western Australia. That research was able to be done via this legislation, which this government now 
seeks to repeal. It was all actively encouraged by the then Labor government in Western Australia. I never hear 
anybody talk about that. It is all “Labor wants to ban GM crops” but it was in fact a Labor government that 
allowed the early research in Western Australia that gave the capacity to the incoming government to grant an 
exemption to GM canola and cotton, and allow the commercial production of these crops. It is erroneous for 
government members to say that Labor is against GM and totally wants to ban GM crops when it was in fact 
a Labor government that took the very first steps down that GM pathway in Western Australia. Labor sought to 
do some trial work and introduced legislation that allowed the minister of the day to grant an exemption to crops 
should they be proven worthwhile and worthy of production in Western Australia. 
It is true that up until 2008 the then Minister for Agriculture and Food, Kim Chance—who I regard as somewhat 
of a mentor to me—granted no exemptions. A lot of smaller based commercial trial work was done but certainly 
no exemptions were granted. The act that Minister Chance brought in enabled the exemption of GM crops and 
the commercial production of them in Western Australia. We see no reason at all to repeal that legislation. As 
I pointed out earlier in the debate, we can grow those crops despite that legislation. The parliamentary secretary 
does not quite have his story straight when it comes to that. 
Labor also commissioned a study into the effects of feeding GM crops versus non-GM crops to livestock. The 
government funded a study by an eminent specialist, Dr Judy Carman, involving the feeding of different diets to 
pigs. One control group was fed a conventional diet and the other group were fed genetically modified food. 
I understand that it was genetically modified corn and soybean. The other lot of pigs were fed conventional 
foods. I will talk in more detail about that later. I am reiterating a point that I made earlier: to say that Labor was 
totally against genetically modified food and crops, and advances in that technology, is factually incorrect. 
Members by now will be getting a sense of that. Labor not only allowed the trial work and the research and 
introduced legislation that allowed the commercial production, but also allowed commercial trial work. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order, member! Please resume your seat. I am going to 
refer to standing order 48. This is the umpteenth time that we have heard almost identical words. Within the 
standing orders, that is repetitive debate, which standing order 48 requires me to restrain when I hear it. I know 
Hon Darren West wants to move on to other things, but I think the remarks that the member is offering again, 
two or three times, in addition to the numerous other times he has said them, is being repetitive. Furthermore, 
I am sure the member is well aware of his requirements: even though the subject of genetically modified crops is 
complex and multi-dimensional, the bill itself is brief. In order for the member’s speech to remain relevant, it 
does have to be centred on the prospect that the contents of the bill alone be agreed to. I know the member is 
keen to move on to his concluding remarks. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I certainly appreciate your advice and guidance on that, Mr Acting President. 
I will move on to some scientific data from that study. This is very important for members to take into account 
when making a valued judgement about this legislation. There is not much more left in my speech. I want to talk 
a bit about the Carman study because I think that is very important and has some important data. I also want to 
refer to the stewardship agreement that is in place between growers and Monsanto. I will keep my remarks to 
those and a couple of other related matters. 
I want to spend a bit of time today talking about the work and the study that was engaged.  
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I note that this is the only known feeding trial study of the effects of feeding genetically modified food to 
animals for human consumption that has been done. It is the only one in Australia that I can find. It was done by 
Dr Judy Carman from the University of Adelaide. Dr Judy Carman has a Bachelor of Science, an honours degree 
in organic chemistry, a PhD in medicine in the field of nutritional biochemistry and metabolic regulation, and 
a Master of Public Health specialising in epidemiology and biostatistics. I think that is a fairly strong 
background. Dr Carman has taught chemistry, biochemistry, epidemiology, research methods and biostatistics 
over many years at various tertiary institutions, including an agricultural college, the University of Adelaide and 
Flinders University. 
She has worked in the fields of human nutrition, nutritional biochemistry, including at the CSIRO, HIV–AIDS in 
Sydney, national injury surveillance and data analysis from divisions of general practice. She was the senior 
epidemiologist at the communicable disease control branch in the South Australian Department of Health, 
investigating outbreaks of disease in the state, including food-borne, mosquito-borne and zoonotic and 
pneumonia for legionella species. She led a multi-state study into whether rabbit calicivirus could infect people. 
She has been the Adjunct Associate Professor in Health and the Environment, School of the Environment, 
Flinders University, South Australia, and she is the director of the Institute of Health and Environmental 
Research, based in South Australia. 
She has advised parliamentarians, government and non-government organisations and industry bodies on various 
matters. She has also held senior positions in the Public Health Association of Australia and convened two 
national food conferences. She is recognised by the United Nations as an expert in the risk assessment of 
genetically modified organisms. She has conducted one of the few long-term independent animal feeding studies 
into the safety of GM crops. 
I bring that to members’ attention because based on that CV I do not think that anyone here could discredit the 
knowledge and ability of Dr Judy Carman in this area. For that reason Dr Carman was engaged to take on a very 
important study on the effects of feeding genetically modified food to livestock. I will try to skim through this 
bit. I know that study was done in 2006 and I will get to the outcomes in a minute. It is important to note that the 
government of the day was concerned enough to undertake such a study and get some hard statistical data. We 
have to remember we are going back many years and the public were uncertain about the safety or otherwise of 
genetically modified food. It was incumbent on the government and the responsibility of the government, 
especially the minister of the day, Minister Chance, to engage such an eminent specialist in genetically modified 
organisms to do a feeding study on pigs. As anyone who has worked in that field would know, it is useful to do 
a study on pigs because the digestive system of pigs is the most similar to the digestive system of humans. 
That study was very extensive. There were a large number of control animals and test animals and quite 
a relative trial was done over a long period. Most of the trial work that has been done on the consumption of 
genetically modified food by animals is generally done on mice and lab rats. These experiments are obviously 
done over a very short time because those animals do not have a long life span. In July 2013, Dr Judy Carman 
and co-authors published a paper in the Journal of Organic Systems on a feeding study on pigs. The pigs were 
fed either a mixture of GM corn and GM soy or an equivalent non-GM diet for nearly 23 weeks. To add weight 
to that, it was almost a six-month trial of these diets. The GM diet was derived from plant lines approved for 
food use in Australia, New Zealand and other countries. There were no differences between the pigs fed the 
GM and the non-GM diets for feed intake, weight gain, mortality and blood biochemistry parameters, but the 
authors attributed severe stomach inflammation and enlarged uteri to the GM diet. As a consequence of that 
study, severe stomach inflammation was found in animals fed the GM diet and extremely enlarged uteri were 
found in the female pigs fed that diet. That should set off alarm bells for other scientists in this area that perhaps 
Dr Carman was on to something. Food Standards Australia New Zealand responded to this study. I am not 
suggesting that that study was the last word on this. However, I think the minister at the time and much of the 
scientific community thought that we need to do further investigation. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  
[Continued on page 2859.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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