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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS ACT — REINSTATEMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.06 pm] — in reply: During this debate we often heard about genetically 
modified crops being grown in Western Australia. I put on the record that as per the Department of Agriculture 
and Food website, currently only 20 per cent of our canola crop is GM—a drop from the 30 per cent it had been 
for a number of years. 
We have to remember that most farmers do not farm GM crops; canola is the only crop, and only 20 per cent of 
that is GM. If GM crops are so profitable, why is everyone not growing them? The answer may be that there are 
agronomic risks, and the market for GM-free crops is lucrative. In 2014 Tony May, Monsanto’s technology 
development manager, said that Australia’s slow uptake was because there was a greater herbicide resistance 
problem, particularly in Western Australia, and growers made decisions based on agronomic factors. Things have 
not changed much. Hon Colin Tincknell raised the issue of herbicide resistance, without acknowledging that 
herbicide resistance is most often resistance to glyphosate—the chemical used on Roundup Ready canola. It is 
sprayed on afterwards. By growing GM we are increasing the likelihood of herbicide resistance, which is a big 
problem for the state and the country. It will not be solved by spraying GM crops with more chemicals. 
During the debate it has been noted that farmers have a right to grow their crops, and it is not our job to tell them 
what to do. But we should remember that it is our obligation to protect the rights of farmers who choose to grow 
GM-free conventional canola. If they choose to grow conventional canola on a fence line with their neighbour who 
is growing GM canola, they are exposed to a risk. The comments of Hon Darren West were that this could maybe 
be addressed through an insurance scheme, but at this point we do not know whether it could. 
A 2015 report of the Department of Agriculture and Food stated that it is possible to have processes in place to 
minimise contamination events, but it is not possible to eliminate them. That is why we all accepted the 0.9 per cent 
adventitious tolerance. Members have said that Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd is doing a great job keeping them 
separate, that it is fine and that there is no trouble in doing that, but that still allows for that 0.9 per cent adventitious 
tolerance. I earlier explained that the problem is that if we buy seed with 0.9 per cent GM in it, through the 
processes of adventitious tolerance it gains more GM content, taking it over the limit of 0.9. That will then be 
onsold to the GM market, rather than the GM-free market. 
I would like to bring into it that there are also ethical considerations here, and these cannot be answered by the 
scientists or experts alone. That is where we would need to bring in people in Western Australia who have 
a democratic right to be involved in it, and that is something that the regulator does not look at. In fact, the 
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator’s own Gene Technology Ethics and Community Consultative 
Committee has noted that since the 1970s, environmental laws have operated without a precise or consistent 
articulation or statement of either the values embedded in those laws or the motivation behind their enactment. 
That is, again, something that is not covered by the regulator and should be addressed within the state law. 
There was some comment made about farmers in other countries who choose to grow GM-free crops, but there 
could be instances in which a body such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation offers them free seed, or it 
could come from developers of the seed: “You’re having difficulty planting? We will give you those GM seeds. 
You can grow our crop and everything’s fine, you can make lots of money off it; everything’s good.” But with 
that also comes the lack of the right to save their seed, which means they need to find seed again the following 
year. In most developing countries it is common practice to save seed from one year to the next. If that is taken 
away because they have been given seed for a couple of years and then all of a sudden they have to pay for it, they 
will no longer have saved seed to plant. It is not an all-good situation when those things happen. 
Seed production is another issue. If people who are growing canola for seed in Western Australia want to sell it to 
South Australia or to a farmer who wants to purchase GM-free seed, the buyer has a right to expect it to be 
GM-free, meaning not even 0.9 per cent adventitious tolerance, but that is no longer possible. In fact, I have heard 
of cases in which GM-free seed sold in WA might be up to five per cent GM. Is it up to the farmer to have to check 
that in each bag of seed he purchases? Surely not. We need to have something in place for that to happen. 
Another point that was raised was that we need GM crops to feed the world, and that is just a furphy from the last 
20 years. We do have a problem with feeding people in many countries, but it is not a production problem, it is 
a distribution problem. Just growing more GM crops is not going to feed those people; it is completely unrelated. 
I may have mentioned this earlier, but when GM rice was first tested, it was brought to Africa, where people do 
not normally eat or grow rice because they do not have the water for it. It turned out that the vitamin A being 
provided to children through golden rice could have been distributed much more cheaply and easily by giving 
them a vitamin A supplement. It is lovely that science can produce this, but if it is more expensive and not tested 
with independent scientific rigour, why would we go with it? 
As I have said, I am not against the science behind genetic engineering to see if we maybe can find something that 
works. But just because we have the science does not mean we should be implementing it, nor allowing anyone to 
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implement it in this state, without our rigorous testing of the system to find out from the economic side whether it 
is going to have an impact. 
It is up to us. We are the ones who are responsible. We are the ones who make the decisions, only now we have 
handed this decision back to a regulator that is not even interested in our markets. It makes no sense and I hope 
this is not the last time that we debate this issue in this chamber. Thank you. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (3) 

Hon Tim Clifford Hon Alison Xamon Hon Diane Evers (Teller)  

Noes (29) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Adele Farina Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Laurie Graham Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Colin Holt Hon Robin Scott Hon Darren West 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith  
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Aaron Stonehouse  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Michael Mischin Hon Matthew Swinbourn  

            

Pair 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Martin Aldridge 

Question thus negatived. 
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