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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) [5.12 pm]: I pick up from where I left my second reading contribution 
on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 before question time. For those who were not in 
the house before question time, the main point I had made was that by repealing the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act 2003 the government is passing the authority to make important decisions about the growing of 
genetically modified crops and other factors affecting GM crops from the Minister for Agriculture and Food—
who would seem to be the likely person to make those decisions—to an unknown person in Canberra. Hon Jim 
Chown did his research and found that that person is Dr Jane Cook at the Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator in Canberra. However, I made the point that it seems highly unusual for a responsible government to 
cede any authority for making important decisions about genetically modified crops, which is a very contentious 
issue in the community at large. It is a contentious issue in the farming community and it is certainly 
a contentious issue among consumers of food, because ultimately they are the consumers of all the food we 
produce. Consumers have the right to choose whatever food they wish to choose. If they wish to pay a premium 
for organic or conventionally produced food, they are entitled to make that choice. What we do not have enough 
of in Western Australia is information for consumers to be able to make an informed choice, and repealing the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act will only make that situation worse. 
I believe that the Western Australian general public do not like being told what to do by people in Canberra. This 
legislation will do that. It will cede all the rights of the Western Australian Parliament and the 
Western Australian Minister for Agriculture and Food to a government-appointed person—a bureaucrat, if you 
like. I refer to a person who I know means well and carries out a good and important role but who essentially is 
not a Western Australian and who, from the other side of the country, will make decisions that will affect 
Western Australians. That has been an issue for Western Australia since before Federation. We have been told 
what was good for us by others from the other side of the country, and I do not think that we should be doing that 
in 2016. We should be making those important decisions ourselves. Those decisions should be made by elected 
Western Australians. An appointed cabinet minister of the Crown is the designated person to make such 
decisions. By keeping the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, we enable that person to make those 
decisions. By repealing the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, we take that decision-making 
capacity from the Minister for Agriculture and Food. As I said earlier, it does not matter which side of the debate 
a person is on. Whether they are pro-GM, anti-GM or ambivalent about the technology, most sensible people 
would agree that those decisions should be made here. 

This government has had three agriculture ministers. I think that they have all had their flaws. We have a new 
one now. I am not sure how that will go because this minister has not had a great record in the finance or 
transport portfolios. However, we now have a new agriculture minister who is ceding those rights—I note that 
this repeal bill was introduced by the previous agriculture minister—and taking away those decision-making 
rights is a slap in the face for the new agriculture minister. If he wants to cede his responsibilities to a bureaucrat 
in Canberra, let him come out and say so. I look forward to his response. 

The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act was introduced in 2003—around about the time that gene 
technology became available in Australia. Of course, the community had reservations about that, as it has had in 
other parts of the world. Certainly in Europe there has been widespread resistance to the introduction of 
GM crops and many European countries have vowed not to grow GM crops. Thirty-three countries in Europe do 
not grow GM crops. One of those is Germany, and I make a point about Germany. Germany leads the world in 
increased productivity in agriculture. When I say increased productivity in agriculture, I mean that if the same 
cost inputs are put into agriculture, Germany is generally able to return annually about a seven per cent increase 
in investment than other nations. In other words, Germany is able to produce seven per cent more with the same 
amount of inputs. In Australia, we run between zero and one per cent. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I would suggest that Hon Peter Katsambanis has other important matters to focus on. 
I do not believe he has a great depth of knowledge about agriculture and genetically modified crops, and there 
are probably other things playing on his mind at the moment. I look forward to his learned contribution about 
agriculture and genetically modified crops. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: You might learn something, too! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Perhaps I might; but I would listen to Hon Peter Katsambanis’ contribution should he 
make one. Perhaps while I make my contribution, he could offer me the same courtesy. I run a farm, as he 
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knows, and I know a lot about genetically modified crops, agronomy and cropping, and perhaps it would pay for 
him to listen up for a while. I will be making a rather lengthy speech, so I urge him to pay attention because a lot 
of information will be coming across the chamber to him over the next little while. 

The point I am trying to make is that Germany and Brazil are the leaders in this area. Germany is the leader and 
Brazil runs fairly well in increased productivity. That means Germany can produce seven per cent more with the 
same inputs. By contrast, Western Australia runs at about zero to one per cent increase in productivity a year. 
I make the point that Germany is a long way ahead of us in producing more with the same inputs or producing 
the same with less input, however we would like to frame that, than is produced in Western Australia. Germany 
does without genetically modified crops. I make this important point: on both sides of this debate there is a lot of 
misinformation. I accept that the anti-GM lobby from time to time peddles a few things that are questionable and 
that may be proven to be untrue. The pro-GM lobby does similarly. For instance, when I had a briefing on this 
bill by the good people at the Department of Agriculture and Food, they told me that one of the reasons we could 
repeal the act is that farmers enjoyed a 27 per cent increase in yield and a 65 per cent increase in profit by 
growing genetically modified crops. I am a farmer and I know full well that that is not the case. That figure 
comes from a Belgian trial and has been peddled around as the case in Western Australia. When I challenged 
people from the Department of Agriculture and Food, I asked them to produce local trial and profitability data to 
back up that claim. They promised that they would send through that information over a month ago, yet I have 
received nothing. The reason I have received nothing is that in Western Australia it is simply not the case that 
genetically modified crops increase yield by 27 per cent and profit by 65 per cent. Genetically modified seed cost 
a grower in the order of $100 a hectare to plant. To give members a bit off a run-down on the economics of 
farming, generally speaking, most of the crops we grow cost in the order of $200 to $400 a hectare to produce. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to Hon Jim Chown’s contribution. 

Hon Jim Chown: Just a comment if you wouldn’t mind. Why have 260 000 hectares of genetically modified 
canola been put in the ground by farmers in this state if what you are stating is correct? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will get to that and I think we both know the answer. 
Hon Jim Chown: These farmers are highly professional people. They know their agronomy. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am one. 
Hon Jim Chown: They understand their environment and they are there to make money out of cropping. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
Hon Jim Chown: Will you answer that question? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will answer Hon Jim Chown’s question. It is contained further in my speech, but 
I believe that he and I know why many growers grow genetically modified crops. It is not because of 
profitability. It is because of weed management—and the term that I think the previous ag minister used was 
“a tool in the toolbox”. I accept that. I understand that it is important for some farmers — 
Hon Jim Chown: Are you saying good weed management isn’t a profitable enterprise? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown has asked his question. I have taken his interjection. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Members, one member has the call and that is Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
Hon Jim Chown, I will deal with all those issues. I took the parliamentary secretary’s interjection. He and I know 
farmers choose to grow genetically modified crops for many reasons and certainly in the northern agricultural 
regions there is widespread weed resistance to rye-grass and radish. Therefore, genetically modified or 
glyphosate-resistant canola offers some relief in that regard. The question I asked those groups is: what will they 
do when they have resistance to glyphosate as well? I often do not get answers to those questions, but it is not all 
about profitability and yield increase; it is also about other factors, and I will deal with those. I have a lot of 
detail in front of me and I will get to those in good time. I certainly look forward to Hon Jim Chown enlightening 
the house when it is his turn to respond. 
Yes, there has been a large increase in the planting of genetically modified canola in Western Australia, and that 
amount is generally agreed to be about the figure that Hon Jim Chown said. I put to the house that that is quite 
a small proportion of the state’s agricultural land. I also put to the house that the Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association of Western Australia—I take the figure in good faith—has told me that in the order of 1 000 growers 
are growing genetically modified canola. Out of the 4 900 farmers registered with CBH Group, that is around 
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a 20 per cent uptake of farmers right across the state. Anyone who suggests that this has been overwhelming 
adopted by the agricultural industry is incorrect. It says to me that about 80 per cent of farmers choose not to 
grow genetically modified crops and they all have reasons for that. I am one of those farmers who choose not to 
grow genetically modified crops. The reason for me is that yield and profitability do not increase—for one. Also, 
it is a contaminant of export oaten hay, which we grow on our property. There have been instances when 
shipments of oaten hay have been rejected from Japan because they contain traces of genetically modified canola 
material or residue. It is an issue in the industry and it needs to be managed. 
The point is that 20 per cent of farmers have seen fit to pick up this technology and introduce it on their farms. 
I am looking forward to the planning figures for this season that we are going through now. Most of the state has 
had an outstanding start to the season. It is the ideal environment, with good early rains, to plant canola. It is 
a long season crop. It is an open-pollinating and constant-flowering crop, so it will continue to flower late in the 
year. We do not have quite the same risks of frost with open-pollinating crops that flower over a long period as 
we do with closed-pollinating crops such as wheat and barley that have a very set development schedule through 
their growth. A whole wheat crop will generally flower over two or three days, and if we sow those crops too 
early, the flowering window earlier in the season makes us more prone to a frost event in August, September and 
sometimes early October. Lupins are open-pollinating crops that flower over a time. They will continue to flower 
until the season starts to wind up and the moisture runs out. The longer they flower, the more pods they will 
produce. Putting canola in early is a good move. Most people put their canola in first because it enables that job 
to be done. Whether you are using up Roundup Ready or other technologies, it can be sown dry before the break 
of the season and it allows farmers to get that small part of the program done and in the ground so that they can 
move on and be ready to sow their wheat and barley and other crops when the window is right. 
People use canola for a range of reasons. In the northern regions, we generally use canola as a break crop to 
control grass weeds and as a biofumigant, because naturally growing canola has a positive effect on some of the 
organisms living in the soil. Generally, it is a high input crop but we can grow quite good cereal crops, wheat, 
oat and barley after we grow canola or lupins. In the last few years, canola has been more profitable than lupins 
have been. So there has been a push from lupins as a break crop or legume crop to canola, but I believe that that 
trend will start to reverse. There is not quite the nitrogen fixation ability of canola as there is of legume crops and 
I think that growers are starting to move back. As the price of lupins has increased and they become more 
suitable for food, people are de-shelling those and using them as a gluten-free flour option as they are doing in 
places such as Mingenew. I think there is potential for lupins to have a renaissance and we are seeing that. 

On the economics, most of our crops cost about $200 to $400 a hectare to produce. In my part of the state, we 
can generally work on a budget of about a tonne to the hectare of canola. Today’s price is around $550 a tonne 
less charges, so that is about $30 in our instance. So we would have a growth return of about $500 a tonne for 
a hectare of canola gross return, less our costs, which in the case of canola are probably in the order of 
$300 a hectare. In a reasonable season we could expect a return of about $200 a hectare, which is not high. It 
does not compare well with some of the other crops that we can grow, but still a return nonetheless. 

In the higher rainfall areas in the south west, they have a cooler finish and a lot more moisture in the spring. 
Areas down around Gnowangerup and to the south are the southern grain-producing areas of the state and can 
work on yields of more like 1.8 to two tonnes to a hectare of canola. Their environment is more suitable and their 
profits are higher. Their inputs are higher but their yields and gross returns per hectare are higher. 

With the introduction of genetically modified canola, we increase our costs of seed by in the order of 
$100 a hectare. As members can calculate from those figures, it puts an enormous extra cost on the production of 
those crops. It is hoped that that cost would be picked up by increased weed control, which helps in subsequent 
seasons and creates the capacity to get in earlier and control weeds that have become resistant to other chemicals. 
In the 1970s, chemicals such as Hoegrass were introduced. Hoegrass was a rye-grass controller in wheat that was 
seen as a miracle chemical and was used extensively throughout the agricultural regions. Rye-grass is a very 
adaptive plant and the annual rye-grass in Western Australia was able to develop a resistance. Out of 
a population of 1 000 plants, one may survive and the seeds of that plant take with them the ability to withstand 
the Hoegrass herbicide or the early fop herbicides that we used to use. Those plants were able then to pass on 
that resistance to their seed and to their offspring, and that engineers a numbers game. Over the course of the 
next 10 years, it was a waste of time spraying chemicals such as Hoegrass onto rye-grass because it had 
developed a full-blown resistance to that chemical. So over the course of the next 20 years — 

Hon Rick Mazza interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: We are getting there. 

Then we developed new chemicals. We developed the fop group of chemicals. We developed what we call SU 
or sulfonylurea chemicals, which we were able to spray in front of crops. They would have a root-pruning effect 
on rye-grass. The rye-grass became resistant to the sulfonylureas. There were also other issues with those. They 
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tended to accumulate in the ground and made it difficult to grow canola and lupin in subsequent years because 
they had a root uptake. We then moved on to the dim group of chemicals—clethodim and other types of 
agricultural chemicals—which worked for a while, but once again the rye-grass was able to build up resistance 
to them. Select is a chemical product that we have all used a lot, with some having used it more extensively than 
others. Those who have used Select over a 10 to 15-year period now find that they have widespread rye-grass 
resistance to it. For that reason some farmers choose to be more circumspect with the use of those chemicals in 
an attempt to try to push the lifespan of those chemicals further and further. There are farms that have cropped 
continuously now for 15 or 20 years, such as several properties in the Wongan Hills area that I know of, that 
have quite serious chemical resistance in rye-grass populations. 

There is the ability to sow a crop, to let it come up with all the weeds, go back at about the four-leaf stage, about 
four weeks after emergence, and spray a dose of glyphosate on that crop, which will kill everything except the 
crop, and go back two weeks after that and put a second dose onto any later developing leaves. That is certainly 
an attractive option and that is the technology we have before us with genetically modified canola. There is the 
capacity for growers to put two doses of glyphosate on those weeds during the course of the year and generally if 
canola is swathed in the spring and laid into windrows for harvesting so it can dry evenly, often another dose of 
glyphosate is applied on a boon mounted behind the swather to kill any late-emerging rye-grass plants that still 
may be green underneath. All of this increases our use of glyphosate in the farming system, to the point at which 
it is of some level of concern, because if we lose glyphosate as a weed control measure in our farming system in 
Western Australia, we are all in serious trouble. 

Glyphosate is the cornerstone of our farming system. About 20 years ago the new technology of the day was 
zero or low tillage or no till, as it was called in those days, by which we replaced full-cut cultivation—traditional 
English farming–style cultivation—with a blade that worked vertically into the soil and cultivated only that row 
of soil in which the seed would be planted. Anyone who walks across a seeded paddock today in the wheatbelt 
will find that every eight to 12 inches—it is a farmer’s choice how far apart those rows are—there is a groove in 
the ground in which the emerging crop will be growing and the soil between those rows is largely undisturbed. 
We rely on those chemicals, given that we have no traditional cultivation. We have no ploughs, stump jump 
ploughs, scarifiers, chisel ploughs or any of the technologies that were used for many years to physically cut off 
the roots of those weeds. We rely solely on chemicals to kill those weeds. In a season like this in which we have 
had terrific opening rains across much of the state, growers in my area are able to let those weeds emerge from 
early April on. Many of those weeds are quite large, but we can now spray those with one dose of glyphosate—
one litre to 1.5 litres per hectare—and pretty much kill everything in that entire paddock. We then sow our crops 
and because all the competition has been removed, the crops can flourish. 

Without glyphosate we are really short on for options. The best option is a chemical called paraquat. Paraquat is 
an S7 chemical and is very poisonous. It smells bad for a reason. Many of us, and I am one of those people, often 
get blood noses when we spray and use paraquat. It is quite a dangerous chemical indeed. That is really the only 
replacement for glyphosate. Paraquat is like pouring a deadly petrol on the ground and it will just kill everything 
instantly, and new plants can emerge. Glyphosate is a much safer mode of action. Glyphosate is absorbed by 
plants and translocated to new growth areas such as leaf and root tips. It prevents the production of new cells. 
Essentially, the old cells in the plant die and they are not replaced by new cells. That is essentially how Roundup 
works. We can drive back the next day and not notice any difference in the paddock that has been sprayed with 
a layer of glyphosate, but after four or five days we notice a browning of the leaves as the old cells in the plant 
die and are not replaced by new ones. Eventually every cell in that plant dies and it is killed. That is just a brief 
overview of why glyphosate is very important to our farming system. It is much more important to our farming 
system in Western Australia than it is to farming systems in other states. In many parts of Australia there is still 
broadscale cultivation in cropping. That is yet another reason that we need a good management strategy for 
glyphosate in Western Australia. It is important that we retain glyphosate as a chemical we can use in 
Western Australia and not build up widespread resistance. 

Hon Rick Mazza: Extended use of glyphosate kills the microbes on the ground, does it not? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will have to leave Hon Rick Mazza to explain that, because to be honest I have used 
glyphosate for many years and we are actually building up that microbial activity in our soils. I know that 
chemicals such as atrazine and simazine, which I will also touch on, are the alternatives to use in canola 
production, and they are not particularly pleasant chemicals either. 

The point I am trying to make here is that we need to be very careful about the way we manage glyphosate in our 
farming system. For me the most important reason for that is so that we do not develop widespread resistance to 
glyphosate and we do not lose it as the cornerstone of our farming system. There is no alternative that I know 
about anywhere in the pipeline—a chemical that is coming on—with a similar mode of action that is as effective 
and cost-effective as glyphosate. Glyphosate is quite an inexpensive chemical for us. If that is taken away from 
us by the development of widespread resistance, our industry as we know it is in trouble. There is a second 
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reason. I am not going to talk too long about this because it is very much in the early stages. The World Health 
Organization has concerns about glyphosate around the world. I think those concerns need to be explored some 
more and we need to find a way to use glyphosate safely. However, it is very important that we have a strategy 
that maintains use of glyphosate in the Western Australian farming system. The point I will make about all that 
is, as I said earlier, this chemical is the most important in Western Australia, so why would we take decisions 
about the use of glyphosate, the management of glyphosate and the introduction of genetically modified crops 
out of Western Australia? To me that makes absolutely no sense, and I am sure that people in the industry who 
are pro-GM would agree with me. Although there are concerns about what future ministers’ positions might be 
on the use of genetically modified crops, and I understand those concerns, I think it is important that those 
decisions are made in Western Australia, whether we like GM or not. I think the general public outside of this 
Parliament agrees with this position, whether they are food producers or consumers, or whether they do not 
really have a strong position either way on the production of genetically modified crops. I think that most people 
agree that this act should remain and these decisions should be made here. 

The government absolving its responsibility—throwing its hands in the air and washing its hands of the mess 
that has been made of this issue—is an unreasonable and irresponsible act. I think the government needs to take 
responsibility. I also think that future governments will have a mandate from the people. I know the opposition 
has put its position quite clearly on genetically modified crops. We will allow people, the voters of 
Western Australia, to go to an election and make an informed choice about whether it is an important enough 
issue for them to change their vote. I am not sure that it is a vote-winning policy. I do not think people lay awake 
at night concerned about the production of genetically modified crops in Western Australia, I really do not think 
they do, but the fact of the matter remains—the government might find this concept a bit foreign or unusual—
that if a political party goes to an election with an agreed and set out position that it portrays to voters before an 
election and the voters agree with that position and elect that party, it is incumbent upon that organisation to 
carry out those wishes. I know the government has a little bit of a problem with that, because it is guilty in many 
cases of breaking promises; I think there are over 66 promises listed on brokenpromises.org.au. It is important 
that people make an informed decision about these issues. If it is not an important issue for them and they think 
that hospitals, education and other issues are more important, so be it. Let us not try to rule beyond our term of 
government. That is what repealing this piece of legislation does—it tries to rule beyond the mandated term of 
government, which ends in 10 months’ time. The government can go back to the voters of Western Australia and 
say that it will repeal this act. This is something that came up during this tenure of government, not before the 
last election. At the very least, this repeal should be deferred and put to the voters of Western Australia to make 
an informed decision. At the very least it should be deferred so that Western Australian voters can choose which 
side of the debate they fall on on this issue. It is incumbent on the agriculture minister of the day to make 
decisions that he or she believes are in the best interests of Western Australia. It is not right to take those 
decisions away from the agriculture minister of the day and give them to a hardworking, but basically unknown, 
bureaucrat in Canberra. That is effectively what is being offering here today and is very much why I am opposed 
to that position. 

There is a lot more to the genetically modified crops debate. This has been bungled, predominantly by 
Minister Redman, who took a very populist view and threw out his party’s opposition to the production of 
genetically modified crops. I have an article here, which I will refer to later in more detail, by the then president 
of the Western Australian National Party in 2008, before the state election, saying that the National Party was 
opposed to the introduction of genetically modified crops in Western Australia. That immediately brought the ire 
of the Pastoralists and Graziers Association. It is not an issue that I agree with the Pastoralists and Graziers 
Association on, but I will give the Pastoralists and Graziers Association its dues—it has had a consistent position 
on the introduction of genetically modified crops. It has consistently been in favour of the production of 
genetically modified crops. I refer to an article published in the Farm Weekly’s “Agribusiness General News” on 
11 August 2008. This article drew attention to the Pastoralists and Graziers Association’s ire with the 
National Party’s position on genetically modified crops. The article is entitled “PGA targets Nats GM policy”. It 
states — 

The Pastoralists and Graziers Association says graingrowers in Western Australia should be asking if 
the National Party is tapping into Greenpeace sponsorship, following statements by State president 
Wendy Duncan this week that the Party supports the Labor Government’s ban on GM crops. 

Bear in mind that this date is important. This press release is dated 11 August 2008. It came out after the then 
party president Wendy Duncan quite publicly stated the National Party’s opposition to genetically modified 
crops. The article continues — 

PGA Western Graingrowers chairman Leon Bradley said the anti-GM policy decision by the Nationals 
was either the product of deals for sponsorship or political reward, but certainly not in the interests of 
progressing agriculture in WA. 
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“Only another preferences sellout deal with the Greens could have prompted the Nationals to side with 
the anti-GM lobby against the best interests of farmers in WA,” Mr Bradley said. 

“While Agriculture Minister Kim Chance, Wendy Duncan and the National Party demand more 
information about GM canola that is readily available from our own Department of Agriculture and 
Food, we are losing global markets to our pro-GM Canadian and American competitors.” 

That was on 11 August 2008. Members may remember that in early September 2008 there was a change of 
government. The National Party went to the 2008 election with a very clear view that it was opposed to the 
introduction of genetically modified crops. It supported Labor’s opposition to the introduction of genetically 
modified crops in Western Australia. Those two conservative coalition partners were at odds. It did not take long 
to sell out. It did not take long for the National Party to backflip. The National Party often backflips and sells 
out. It did not take long for that position to change. I look forward to hearing the contributions from 
National Party members. I wonder what actually changed the National Party’s position. I must have a chat to the 
member for Kalgoorlie one day soon and see what it was that persuaded the National Party to change its position 
on genetically modified crops. That sudden knee-jerk change of position and the decisions that were made in 
haste have not benefited us at all. The public of Western Australia still has concerns and doubts. We are still not 
convinced about the value of pulling the lid off the bowl or letting the genie out that is genetically modified 
crops. Members of the Labor Party, including me as a farmer, are not convinced about the benefits of allowing 
an open slather policy on genetically modified crops. Doing it without due diligence, without research work, 
without checking the effect on overseas markets and, more importantly, without consulting consumers, was 
reckless and irresponsible. 

I point out there has not always been a unified position from members of the government coalition. I sought 
information about labelling but was unable to get it at the time—that is, would consumers be informed; would 
GM food be labelled? The industry tells us it is safe, which is fine—we can accept that on face value. But if 
GM foods are so safe, why do we not write on the bottle in big, red letters so that everyone buying that food can 
see this product contains GM food? I know why we do not write that on the bottle. I think members opposite 
know why we do not write that on the jar or the tin or the container. I know why—because consumers do not 
really want to eat genetically modified food, which is their right as consumers. The customer is always right. 
That is the reason that we do not label products that contain genetically modified food. There are all kinds of 
ways around that labelling. If we are to have the production of genetically modified crops, a responsible 
government would have said, “That’s fine, we’ll allow the production of genetically modified crops but we will 
label the products so that consumers can choose.” 
Earlier in my remarks, before we broke for question time, I also pointed out to members that today on my phone 
I received a text message from Glencore Grain and Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd that I can make a decision, 
as a farmer, about when to market my grain in a deregulated grains industry. The grains industry was deregulated 
by the Labor federal government in 2008. In a deregulated market I can choose to sell my grain any day of the 
year. Today, the discount on GM canola over conventional canola is $50. In other words, as that product is 
processed downstream, consumers are happy to pay a premium for non-GM product. The most lucrative canola 
market in the world is Europe, which will only accept conventional, or non-GM, canola. I make that point to 
members. When the sums are done, as I said before, and $50 to $100 a hectare is taken off the bottom line of the 
production of genetically modified canola and added to that is the cost of seed at about $100 a hectare, and all 
things remain equal—I have no information to say that there have been any increases in yields and profit in 
Western Australia—that $200 that I spoke about is all gone. Although the discount was between zero and $20—
generally $10 to $15—farmers chose to grow more and more genetically modified crops because there was not 
a great discount for doing so. But as that premium and that penalty has increased for those farmers who grow 
GM canola, I expect that growth will start to slow over the next few years in the hectares planted to GM canola. 
I know this government is not very good with figures and economics, but farmers need to be. I point out to 
members opposite that generally most shipments are in the order of 40 000 to 50 000 tonnes per shipment. I will 
also point out that the premium and the penalty has been as high as $78 for non-GM canola. Working on $78, the 
highest point that that penalty has been this year, on a 50 000-tonne shipment—of which several leave 
Western Australia—if that shipment contains conventional canola, that has a premium for Western Australia of 
$3.9 million and about a $2.5 million premium at today’s premium or penalty for genetically modified canola, 
which is $50 a tonne. We do not have to be that good at maths to work out that every time a shipment leaves 
Western Australia, it brings considerably less money into the state. It is not produced at a lower cost, and it is not 
an increase in productivity. If anyone was listening before, I talked about the increase in the productivity of 
agriculture, which is vital. We run at between zero and one per cent. By selling shiploads of cheap grain, we are 
actually decreasing productivity, not increasing it. It can be argued that in subsequent seasons, better weed 
control will result in better wheat profitability. I understand and accept all those arguments, but producing 
shiploads of food at a discount of $3.9 million per shipload will not increase agricultural productivity. The 
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largest shipment that has left Western Australia was about 90 000 tonnes. At the $78 a tonne premium, over 
$7 million less has come into Western Australia. 
Everybody knows that farmers are primary producers—primary, because we get the money first, and we 
distribute it back through the community in wages, farm machinery purchases, fertilisers, chemicals and other 
farm inputs. Essentially, most of what we earn goes back through the community. Most farms run on less than 
five per cent gross return. That is okay, because we make it up on capital gains and we depreciate our machinery 
over time, but generally most farms do not make more than about a five per cent return. In other words, 
95 per cent of the money that we bring into the state is spent on inputs. If we reduce the amount of money 
coming in through the Esperance, Albany, Kwinana or even the Geraldton ports, there will be less of a flow-on 
effect down the line. I will talk a bit more about the agronomic benefits of canola and how it can be picked up in 
subsequent seasons, but I want to make that very important point. 
I will come back to the briefing that I had, which I mentioned before we broke for question time. These are the 
reasons given to me by the Department of Agriculture and Food staff, and staff from the minister’s office, who 
often come to these briefings, about a month or so ago when this bill was first brought forward. The department 
and the minister’s office are quite satisfied with the ability to segregate genetically modified and conventional 
canola. I know Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd does a terrific job in this area. The Metro Grain Centre has the 
capacity to store grain in 1 000-tonne and 5 000-tonne cells, and those smaller holding facilities enable greater 
segregation of grain. I know that CBH will often have sites that are designated only for GM canola so that no 
other products can be accepted onto those sites, and there can be no cross-contamination. I also know about sites 
such as Avon, where I quite famously found out that conventional and nonconventional grains are accepted on 
the same site. I learned that day that there was little more than a blackboard notice reminding growers, especially 
those of us who drove in for the first time, which side of the road we should have been be on. As members know, 
I went to the wrong side. It was my mistake, but it resulted in a whole load of conventional canola having to be 
poured on the genetically modified canola stack because of one bucket of someone else’s seed that contaminated 
that load. There will always be issues of segregation. I will bring it in at another time, but I have a picture of 
a large stack of wheat at Beacon. It is a stack of probably about 5 000 tonnes of grain, and over the top of that 
stack, like a cupcake, is a black layer that looks like icing, which is canola. There was serious contamination at 
that receival point in the last harvest, and that happens from time to time. People work long shifts at CBH, and 
they get tired. Every now and then someone can push the wrong button or pull the wrong lever and cause 
contamination. It happens from time to time. I know that CBH has many processes in place to limit that 
happening, and generally it does an outstanding job, but it cannot be guaranteed when humans make an error and 
cause contamination. There can also be contamination on farms. There has been a very famous case of 
contamination from one farm to another, and I will spend some time talking about that and other cases later in 
my contribution. The department is happy with the capacity of the system to segregate, but I would raise 
a question that the system is not 100 per cent capable of segregating at all times. However, the department is 
okay with it. 
The people who gave me the briefing also said that this legislation acts as a barrier to GM technology. I wonder 
how that can be, because even with the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, we have two 
GM crops growing in Western Australia. How could it possibly be claimed that this legislation acts as a barrier 
to the introduction of GM technology? 
Hon Martin Aldridge: It is because of your policies. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Because of my policies? 
Hon Martin Aldridge: We saw them published on your website—your so-called policies. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I find that a bit bemusing. Our policies on genetically modified crops have not stopped 
the introduction of genetically modified crops into Western Australia. I have just spent a good deal of time 
explaining how it came to be that genetically modified canola is grown in Western Australia, and I have asked 
questions and received answers about how cotton was grown in the Ord for only one season. 
Hon Martin Aldridge may know, and, if not, I will explain, that a lot of genetically modified crop trial work was 
done when Labor was last in government. Trial work was done in the Shire of Goomalling. I know where some 
of those trials were; I went and saw them. I know that at the time there was quite a lot of excitement around how 
these new crops might benefit agriculture. A feeding trial was also done on the effects of genetically modified 
material fed to pigs. A whole lot of trial work was done on the benefits or otherwise of genetically modified 
crops. To say that the repeal of this act will remove the barrier to GM technology is incorrect. No-one can make 
that claim, because we have the act and we have genetically modified crops growing in Western Australia. To 
say that this act is a barrier to GM technology is incorrect, and I do not accept that as a reason to repeal the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. 
If, for instance, a company came to the Minister for Agriculture and Food of the day and said that it had 
developed a strain of genetically modified wheat that had been proven beyond a doubt to cure bowel cancer—
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I have had this raised with me before—no agriculture minister anywhere would stand between that technology 
and that breakthrough and the removal or eradication of bowel cancer. Of course, we would adopt that 
technology and seek to eradicate bowel cancer, provided it was proven that that genetically modified crop was 
able to do that. The reason is that that is what the community would want the elected agriculture minister of the 
day to do. Of course the people would want the agriculture department and the minister to allow the production 
of that grain if a product was available that would absolutely eradicate bowel cancer. That product does not 
exist—I am speaking hypothetically—but if it did, the minister of the day in the state of Western Australia would 
make that decision with all the information available to him, with a public consultation process and consultation 
with the medical fraternity, and that decision would be made in the best interests of Western Australians. 
Hon Jim Chown: The decision would be made regardless of the interests of the farming community, the 
environment and industry at large. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I have just explained a hypothetical situation to Hon Jim Chown. 
Hon Jim Chown: Your example is quite extreme. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It is the example that I have had put to me. 
Hon Jim Chown: What about the example of a more water efficient crop or a frost resistant crop? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown talks about crops that are being researched to have more efficient water 
use, and that is certainly important. Hon Jim Chown is also talking about crops that might be resistant to frost. 
The research being done on both those things does not involve genetically modified crops; it involves the natural 
selection of existing crops. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to Hon Jim Chown’s contribution to refute that claim. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Let us keep it down to as few members as possible 
speaking, preferably only Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I have done a lot of research on this. I knew that Dr Jane Cook was the 
Gene Technology Regulator. Nobody else knew, but I did. I have done a lot of research on genetically modified 
crops. Members of the Labor Party, unlike members of the conservative parties, have an issue with this. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon DARREN WEST: I know members will be delighted to hear the remainder of my contribution, and I am 
sure members — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! We have barely got started. I know that the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 is a very interesting bill and that members are all interested in 
making contributions, but Hon Darren West has the call now. I will be happy to give other members the call 
following Hon Darren West’s contribution. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Members opposite must concede that I have a lot of information about genetically 
modified crops. As the only working farmer in the Parliament, it is of course a very important issue to me, so 
I urge members to listen and absorb the information — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Members surely must concede that those of us on this side of the house have infinitely 
more understanding and knowledge about genetically modified crops than do those on that side of the house, so 
I urge members to absorb some of this information. 
As I said earlier, my main objection to this piece of legislation is the fact that decisions are being taken away 
from the Western Australian Minister for Agriculture and Food and are being ceded to Dr Jane Cook, first 
assistant secretary of the federal Office of the Gene Technology Regulator. I am sure Dr Cook is a very 
outstanding and hardworking scientist, but she is essentially a government bureaucrat on the other side of 
Australia, and we do not think that is a very good policy position for the government to take. I spoke about that 
earlier. I noted that no-one on the other side of the house actually knew who the first assistant secretary of the 
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator was — 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, Hon Jim Chown did not. He did not know. I met him in the corridor earlier and 
asked him if he knew. He did not know and then went off and looked it up, like I did! 
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Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Only one person in the chamber has the call and that is Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The point I was trying to make is that it is not a name that is readily recognisable to 
anyone in this Parliament. Yes, I looked it up, quite some time ago. I notice that there have been some changes to 
the personnel in that body. I looked it up some time ago and I knew who it was, because to me it was very 
important to find out, if we are to cede those decisions, who we are ceding them to. That was the very first 
question I asked. Interestingly, not one member opposite knew. None of them knew exactly to whom we were 
ceding those important decisions about the future of agriculture and genetically modified crops in 
Western Australia; none of them knew, and I think that is the crux of the problem with repealing the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. No matter what members think, whether or not they are 
pro-GM, those decisions should be made here in Western Australia by an elected Western Australian 
representative. I have said that before and I will come back to that again during my contribution to the second 
reading debate. 
The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act was introduced in 2003 and, as I said before, enabled 
commercial trial work but not commercial production without permission or an exemption from the minister. As 
I indicated earlier, it has been claimed that this bill is a barrier to GM technology, and I made the point that it is 
not because we have GM technology and we have genetically modified crops growing in Western Australia; 
GM crops are being sown today. 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The point I am making is one that I think Hon Martin Aldridge is deliberately missing, 
because I think he is a little smarter than that. The point I am making is that this is not a — 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Okay, let us go back a step. I will inform Hon Martin Aldridge, because he clearly does 
not understand. As of today — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let me just remind members that we are dealing with the 
second reading debate on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015; we are not dealing with 
question time. If Hon Darren West could direct his remarks on the bill through the Chair, that might minimise 
the number of interjections we are getting. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will do that. I talked about misinformation, and there is a very high-profile discussion 
about this issue in the community. Often, when the stakes are high, as they are in this case, misinformation is 
peddled on both sides. Hon Martin Aldridge has done just that. He just made the statement that if the Labor Party 
gets into government, it will ban GM crops. That is peddling misinformation. I hear that also on Country Hour, 
and it is incorrect. As of today, this very day, the growing of genetically modified crops is already banned in 
Western Australia. 

Hon Jim Chown: Will you take an interjection on that particular statement? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes. 

Hon Jim Chown: Thank you. On ABC Rural your interviewer was Belinda Varischetti, it was 
Monday 30 March 2015, you’d finished the interview and the question was, from the interviewer: “So, under 
a Labor government you’re pretty confident that this state would be a GM-free state?” Your response was 
“Yes, it would. I’m confident of that. Yes.” I think you’re misinforming the house. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I stand by those comments. I am confident. Hon Martin Aldridge said we would ban 
GM crops. They are already banned in the state of Western Australia unless an exemption to grow a GM crop is 
granted by the Minister for Agriculture and Food. Does everybody have that clear? GM crops are already banned 
in the state of Western Australia. All GM crops — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, they are not weasel words; it is the truth. Genetically modified crops — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call, and he will make the 
contribution that he wishes to make to this debate. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will get back to that point. I intend to refer to Labor’s more sensible position on 
genetically modified crops later in my contribution, but the point I am making here is that to say that Labor will 
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ban genetically modified crops in Western Australia is incorrect because they are already banned under the 
Liberal–National government. Those crops are already banned in Western Australia today. The only way that 
genetically modified crops can be grown in Western Australia today is through an exemption for commercial 
production granted by the minister. To date, the former Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Terry Redman, 
has granted an exemption for two crops. One of those crops is cotton in the Ord — 

Hon Jim Chown: Will you take another interjection? 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, not until I finish this very important point, because I am still dealing with 
Hon Martin Aldridge’s interjection. I will then deal with Hon Jim Chown’s interjection. 

It is a very important point that all genetically modified crops are banned, and the only way they can be grown is 
through an exemption granted by the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Will you remove the exemption order? 

Hon DARREN WEST: The exemption has been removed on cotton and genetically modified canola. They are 
the only two crops that have exemptions from the ban. 

Hon Jim Chown: No, they aren’t. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, they are. There is an exemption on both those crops. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Okay, but the bill is not yet repealed today, as I speak. Do we have that clear? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I am finding it very difficult to follow the debate and I am 
confident that Hansard is also struggling to follow the debate. If Hon Darren West could be heard in silence, we 
might actually become a little bit more informed during the course of this debate.  

Hon DARREN WEST: The point I made, which members opposite in the corner have reiterated, is that a lot of 
misinformation and untruth gets thrown around and a lot of hypotheticals are thrown up. The fact is that here and 
now, genetically modified crops in Western Australia are all banned except in the instance that the minister 
grants an exemption. There is nothing at all wrong with that policy; it is not a barrier for genetically modified 
crops because two crops are able to be grown in Western Australia. It is incorrect and it is misinforming the 
public to say that it is a barrier. If the minister chose, he could create exemptions to other crops. The point is that 
the minister has not done that. In 2009 and 2010, only two crops gained an exemption. It is significant that in six 
years since 2010, no other crops have been granted an exemption by a pro-GM government. I will let members 
think about that for a little while. Genetically modified crops are all banned, except if an exemption is granted. 
Hon Martin Aldridge tried to muddy the waters with that point. Labor will not ban GM crops because they are 
already banned in Western Australia. If the act is repealed—it has not been repealed yet and I suggest that it will 
be a little while until it is repealed, if it is at all—we do not really know what the future will look like. With the 
mechanisms available, in six years this government has not allowed any further exemptions other than 
GM canola and cotton. 

Hon Jim Chown: That is because none have been requested from industry at this stage. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very important point, Hon Jim Chown. It seems that industry does not want 
new genetically modified crops. It is not so much that Labor will ban them; it is that industry does not want 
them. 

Hon Jim Chown: No, I didn’t say that. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is what I heard and I think that is what Hansard will reflect. Industry has not asked 
for any new crops in the last six years. Is that not an interesting addition to the debate? I thought that I would 
have to wait for Hon Jim Chown’s contribution to get that very important fact. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The very important point, which we cannot get away from — 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I know that everyone is a little bit excited. This is a very 
interesting bill and people have very strong views, but we will be able to understand everyone’s views if we do 
not speak over the top of each other and we give the member with the call the opportunity to be heard. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I am happy to take interjections from time to 
time, but I would ask for the courtesy of one at a time so that I can deal with one interjection and then we can 
move on and perhaps I can take another one. When I get three at the same time, it is really difficult. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, I am still dealing with Hon Martin Aldridge’s interjection. 

Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to the member’s contribution. He can enlighten the house as to all of 
these crops. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I suggest members direct their interjections through the Chair 
and let me give you some notice up-front; the Chair will be rejecting your interjections. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. In the time since dinner, we have established that 
the Labor Party, in fact, will not ban genetically modified crops if it wins government in March next year 
because genetically modified crops are already banned. That is what we have established so far. The exemption 
from that ban can be granted by the minister, which has not happened in the last six years. We have also 
established since dinner that industry has not asked for any new crops in the last six years. That is where we have 
got to so far since dinner, from that interjection. 

Hon Jim Chown: Would you allow another interjection from me on that final statement? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I still want to deal with the first interjection that the member made about four or five 
minutes ago, if that is all right. 

Hon Jim Chown: Don’t forget to come back to me. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Okay. This is a whole lot of fun; I will come back to Hon Jim Chown because I enjoy 
his interjections. They often do not make a lot of sense but I enjoy them. 

To get back to the first interjection, when I was asked by the interviewer at the end of that interview if I was 
confident that Western Australia could become GM free under a Labor government, I said, “Yes, I am”, because 
I believe that Western Australia will become a GM free state and enjoy the benefits—the market premiums—of 
producing clean, green food for right around the world, especially the more discerning and lucrative markets of 
Asia and Europe. I believe that Western Australia will become GM free because that is the way that industry will 
go. Our future in Western Australia, in a drying, changing climate with more and more difficult terms of trade, is 
not shipload after shipload of food at a $7 million discount. That is not our future. I think that members will find 
industry will move towards premium products and crops; I do believe that. I do not believe that it will be done 
by banning and regulation. I think it is naturally where industry will go. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Why can’t they make that decision? They are smart businesspeople. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am saying, Hon Martin Aldridge, that I believe they will make that decision. We will 
get to that position by producing clean, green, premium-priced produce. As anyone who has farmed knows—
I know some members have some experience with farming—our world is changing. Our terms of trade are 
diminishing. Our productivity is not increasing. Our climate is drying and becoming more variable. To get 
ahead, we need to think outside the box of producing more and more cheap food. The future for us will be in 
produce. That is why, at the end of the interview, I quite deliberately said that I believe, eventually, under 
a Labor government, we will provide the incentives needed and the trade opportunities required to produce clean 
and green food for throughout the western world. I still hold that view firmly. 

Hon Jim Chown: You didn’t say that; I’ve got the transcript here! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, I did; that is what I said. I have read that transcript. I did say those words, 
Hon Jim Chown. I know what the transcript says. There is another very interesting thing about that interview. 
I am not having a go at anyone because I respect all journalists. I will make the point that since I have been 
a member of Parliament for three years, and I am the only working farmer in Parliament—I see members’ eyes 
rolling—in all that time, I have never once been invited on the ABC Rural report in the mornings and I have 
once been asked for an interview on the ABC Country Hour. 

Hon Jim Chown: There’s a good reason for that! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Okay, I am just making the point. Hon Jim Chown may have his reasons for that, but 
I am just making the point. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: Do members not think it is a little bit odd that the only working farmer in Parliament 
and the person who knows the most in the whole Parliament about genetically modified crops has had only one 
opportunity? 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Did you read your transcript? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, I have read them. 

I will go back now. During my briefing, the other reason I was given why it is important to repeal this act was 
that this act is seen as a disincentive for researchers to invest in Western Australian agriculture. I cannot see how 
that could possibly be the case. I met with Daniel Kruithoff from Monsanto and with Matt Cossey from 
CropLife. They are investing in agriculture in Western Australia with the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act in place, so it is not a disincentive for researchers. Genetically modified canola and most genetically 
modified crops are off-the-shelf products, usually from North America. No genetic modification research is done 
here. Those products are adapted from existing American strains. To say that we are missing out on all these 
research opportunities is incorrect. The research is being done regardless of the GM crops free areas act and let 
us not change the debate to whether we are pro or anti GM because we have different views on that. This bill is 
about repealing the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act, which allows researchers to invest. I certainly 
hope that people understand it is not a disincentive or a barrier for GM technology and it does allow researchers 
to invest. I cannot stress that point firmly enough. Under the current arrangements that we have had since 2003, 
there has been investment in research and there has not been a barrier to GM technology. The Labor Party has 
not banned genetically modified crops. That is three very important pieces of information that members need to 
be aware of when they make their contributions to the debate. I urge members to write those three points down 
because it is incorrect to say otherwise. 

The other reason that we need to repeal the act, I am told by Department of Agriculture and Food ministerial 
staff, is that the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 creates a burden and administration as there is 
no need to monitor exemptions. My understanding is that there is no monitoring of genetically modified crops in 
Western Australia anyway. There was in the first year of commercial production, but it has not been monitored 
since. That might be of some level of concern. If there is no monitoring of GM crops and whether all the 
conditions of those crops are being met and whether the grower agreement is being adhered to in a situation in 
which we have a crops free areas act, it will become a free-for-all and just open slather, with no oversight of the 
growing of genetically modified crops at all. What will happen then? 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am telling Hon Jim Chown that it has become less and less economical as the 
premium, or the discount for GM, continues to spread. I think the honourable member can work that bit out. If it 
is $15 a tonne less, but there are benefits, a person may grow it. But when it gets to $50 and $70 a tonne less, 
I am quite sure that there will be growers all across the wheatbelt who will be reassessing those decisions to stick 
to GM crops. 

Hon Rick Mazza: There are lower input costs to the GM. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The biggest cost in producing any crop is fertiliser, unless a person takes below the line 
costs of interest to machinery repayments, and those are below the line and not direct costs. Other than that, the 
biggest above the line or direct costs are fertilisers. A person cannot use less fertiliser on GM or non-GM to 
produce more grain; it is all the same. One point I will make is that it is true that a person can use glyphosate 
three times instead of using four litres of atrazine. Atrazine is not a very pleasant chemical, it is banned in many 
parts of Europe, but there is not a great deal of difference in the costs. Atrazine is not expensive. 
Hon Brian Ellis interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: We do not put three litres, but if Hon Brian Ellis wants to put three litres of trifluralin, 
yes, he can add three litres. Even trifluralin has been around since the 1970s and is not expensive. It is about six 
or seven bucks a litre. It is not very expensive. To say a person will save all this money on chemical costs is not 
really correct. They may make some savings, certainly no difference in pesticide costs or insecticide costs, it is 
just in the herbicide. The point that is important is that we just use a different group of herbicides that are 
relatively cheap. To say that there is a lot of less input costs is not really correct, because if we use less fertiliser, 
we will receive a lower yield, especially in a bountiful season, and if we save money on fertiliser and use less 
fertiliser, we would need the same amount of fertiliser to grow the same tonnage of GM or non-GM canola. 
Agronomically, there are not going to be great, if any, savings. But of course, that is more than offset by 
$100 a hectare for the feed that one has to pay Monsanto to get access to that technology. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Don’t grow it! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Wow! All of a sudden, members opposite are all starting to start to come around to this 
logical position that I have been trying to outline to members. 
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Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon DARREN WEST: They are all of a sudden starting to come around to this logical position that in the long 
term I believe we will move away from GM crops because they are not as profitable and we will look to be 
marketing higher value, clean and green crops in Asia and Europe. I will stick by that. That is a better long-term 
outlook than trying to produce cheap food against countries that can produce it cheaper than we can—countries 
that have lower labour costs and input costs against countries that have higher levels of productivity per annum. 
If we are going to try to compete on that cheap food market, we will not make it. 
Hon Paul Brown: What about that comment you made on the ABC, that you would support the introduction of 
GM wheat meal? You made that comment on the ABC. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I know Hon Paul Brown was away on urgent parliamentary business before dinner, so 
I will just repeat it for him. The whole point of my debate here tonight is to try to outline to members opposite 
why they should not support the repeal of the act. The reason they should not support the repeal of the act is 
because, by repealing the act, we take away the decision-making process from the elected appointed Minister for 
Agriculture and Food in Western Australia and we cede that authority to a relatively unknown bureaucrat in 
Canberra. I am not sure if the member knows the regulator’s name. Does Hon Paul Brown know the regulator’s 
name? 
Hon Paul Brown: Dr Jane Cook. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Dr Jane Cook. Hon Paul Brown knows, so that is great. He is the first person who has 
known! That is really good—somebody knows. I do not know if he knew that this morning. The point of all of 
this, as I said earlier in my remarks, is it has been put to me by the Grain Industry Association of 
Western Australia that there is the potential to grow a wheat in Western Australia that will cure the population of 
bowel cancer. That is the hypothetical they have put to me. What I have put back to them is that the serving 
Minister for Agriculture and Food of the day would not, under any circumstances, stand in the way of that 
technology. They would not, because they would be accountable to the people who would want to see the 
introduction of that technology. This is hypothetical. There is no variety of wheat that will rid the population of 
bowel cancer; it has not been developed. There is no GM wheat commercially grown anywhere in the world. 
That may beg some questions as to why that may be the case. It is not because the Labor party wants to ban it, as 
members opposite say. It is not because of that, because even in the United States of America, where there is 
more of a genetically modified free-for-all, there is no GM wheat produced commercially anywhere. Nowhere in 
the world produces GM wheat commercially. 
Hon Paul Brown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is a fact. Hon Paul Brown might have his reasons, but it is a fact that nowhere in 
the world — 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is so a fact. Refute me in your remarks. There is no commercially grown 
genetically modified wheat anywhere in the world. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: There is some trial work and there is some research work. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hansard cannot pick up the constant bartering of interjections 
that is going on here. You are competing amongst yourselves and none of it is getting recorded in Hansard, so 
why do you not save your comments for the time when you get the call and you can then make your contribution 
and it can be properly recorded in Hansard. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. As I have said, right the way along, there are all 
these funny little arguments and these hypothetical little stories and all of this misinformation gets thrown 
around as to why people should take a position on this. Ultimately, the consumer is not convinced. Until the 
consumer is convinced, I will not be convinced, because consumers are our customers. Women are especially not 
in favour of genetically modified crops and this may shock members, but the social circles that I move in contain 
a lot of conservative voters and a lot of conservative voters have concerns about consuming GM foods. They are 
happy to grow it, but not happy to consume it. I think that is a very interesting point. 

The other reason for repealing this bill that I was given is that, and I quote the second reading speech, “it creates 
grower and industry uncertainty.” I take that there may be some level of uncertainty because the progressives 
and conservatives certainly have different views on this technology. The conservatives are happy to throw the 
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gate open and have an open slather approach but we remain unconvinced. I think that is the biggest comment 
I can make about it. Members opposite can quote snippets of a radio interview and they can talk about things that 
I may or may not have said. I think the biggest difference between Labor and the Liberal–National government 
on this issue is that Labor is not convinced. The government seems to be convinced. The government seems to 
be convinced enough about GM technology in Western Australia. Considering the small amount that is grown—
about 1.5 per cent of the crops delivered is GM—the government seem to be convinced on that information that 
we should throw away the GM Crops Free Areas Act and cede the authority to someone in Canberra, who may 
change. It is a government appointment. It may change; no-one elects that person. The government seems 
convinced enough to go to that extreme. I really find it quite strange and unusual that with the limited 
information and clearly some of the misinformation that the government has about this issue, it is prepared to go 
to that extreme to repeal the GM Crops Free Areas Act. Do members know what else? I reckon that this piece of 
legislation is before Parliament because of a letter signed by about 10 growers that was sent to the former 
Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Ken Baston, asking him to bring on this bill or resign. It was a very 
threatening letter that was leaked. I think the government blinked at that threat and chose to consult with nobody 
else. An organisation in Western Australia called GM-Free Farmers has more members than the number of 
people who signed that letter. It sent a letter to the Premier with 24 signatures on it. I do not know whether it got 
a response. Even among the farming community there is not 100 per cent support for what the government is 
proposing. Most farmers do not grow genetically modified crops. I accept that some farmers would like the 
opportunity should that need arise but the reality is that most farmers do not grow genetically modified crops. 

Since this rushed and abandoned commonsense policy by Minister Terry Redman, when he ripped the lid off the 
bottle and let the genie out against all the good warnings in 2008, we have had a very sad tale in the 
Kojonup district. Two men, who as boys travelled on the school bus together—they were good friends and knew 
each other for life—have been all the way to the High Court, arguing over the contamination of genetically 
modified canola over a fence onto one of their farms. The point I would like to make about that is that if, for 
instance, a fire travelled from one person’s property into their neighbour’s property, if some chemical such as 
2,4-D Ester drifted over the fence and curled up a bit of the neighbour’s crop or if sheep knocked a gate over, got 
out and trampled down a heap of crop, in all those instances, the neighbour would have to compensate the person 
who suffered a loss. We all have public liability insurance policies on our farms. Most of us have a $20 million 
policy and some people have a $10 million policy, which more than covers those events. We certainly have 
sought damages from neighbours for crop overspray. I certainly remember the instance when some sheep pushed 
over a gate, got into the neighbour’s crop and walked around that crop, having a merry old time eating all the 
heads off the wheat. The neighbours suffered a loss. We were able to calculate that loss and, in return for us 
paying the premium every year, our insurance company paid out that loss. 

I want to acknowledge Steve Marsh, whose father, William, passed away quite recently. It has been a very 
difficult year for the Marsh family. I would like to acknowledge Steve and the fact that William has passed 
away. I wish the Marsh family all the best during this sad time. He did nothing wrong at all. He had organic 
status on his farm. He chose to grow organic crops, as is his right. Whether we agree with that, that is what he 
chose to do on his own freehold land that his family farmed before him. He suffered significant loss through 
contamination of genetically modified canola on his farm. He sought compensation for that loss. That case went 
to the Supreme Court, and he was unsuccessful. He was also unsuccessful in claiming the costs of his opponent. 
The whole experience has left members of the Marsh family some $800 000 out of pocket. They were innocent 
victims who did nothing wrong. They just went about their organic farming business and suffered dramatically to 
the point that I would not be at all surprised if they continued to farm. That is the mess that the government has 
created with the hasty introduction of this bill. I note that only months earlier a National Party minister was 
opposed to GM crops. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: That’s not true. 

Hon DARREN WEST: In a minute I am going to whip out an article that suggests that Hon Martin Aldridge 
likes quoting articles. I will talk about Wendy Duncan’s article in The Geraldton Guardian in August 2008 in 
a moment if he wishes. In 2008 the National Party agreed with Labor that we should retain the ban on genetically 
modified crops. I will talk about that in some more detail soon. I am curious to know why the National Party has 
changed its position. I know that the member was away on urgent parliamentary business earlier, but I asked 
what caused the National Party to change its position so significantly and so quickly. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: I was here. You are misleading the house again. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will provide the member with a copy of that article later. I have kept it for a good 
reason. 

Steve Marsh went about his business. The National Party Minister for Agriculture and Food of the day, whom 
I note did not hang on to that job for all that long, allowed the exemption—a free-for-all—with no thought of 
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contamination of neighbours’ properties. It never even entered his head. It was not in the legislation. Nowhere is 
there consideration of contamination of neighbours’ paddocks, contamination of CBH sites, even contamination 
along road verges. Anyone who drives along the road verges in spring will see all these nice little yellow canola 
flowers. They are genetically modified canola plants that are growing up and down the sides of our highways 
and roads, even in the city. 

Hon Jim Chown: How would you know? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will tell Hon Jim Chown how I know. I know because all the councils spray the sides 
of the road with glyphosate. Guess what is resistant to glyphosate? I will give the member a clue. 

Hon Jim Chown: GM canola. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you. I was just about to say that it starts with “GM”. 

Hon Jim Chown: I don’t think you’re right. You’re making this up to pursue a point. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Jim Chown will get an opportunity to make his contribution. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I do not have the question in front of me—I will dig it out later if anyone is interested—
but I asked who is responsible for those plants. No-one is responsible for all those genetically modified canola 
plants growing along the side of roads, cross-pollinating with other wild brassica plants. It is an open pollinating 
species. No-one in the government thought of this before it enabled the production of genetically modified crops 
in Western Australia. That is a bit curious. Why did no-one think about possible contamination through the fence 
of a neighbour’s place? No-one really thought about who was responsible and who would bear the cost if a stack 
of conventional canola got contaminated and nobody thought about the wild GM canola plants growing up and 
down the sides of roads. After having made all those mistakes, we would think that the government would be 
much more circumspect in its approach to the production of genetically modified crops in Western Australia, but 
it is not. The government blindly went down this path, believing that it would all be okay tomorrow and if it 
made a meal of this, someone else would come in and fix it. That is what this government thinks. It does the 
same with financial management. The books are a mess. It will be someone else’s job to fix the financial 
management of the state. The same will happen with genetically modified crops. Things are going to go from 
bad to worse under the government’s watch. I just hope that there is a change of government so there can be 
a more orderly and circumspect approach to the production of genetically modified crops. 

Getting back to the Marsh family, it has been devastated by something that it had no control over. It has done 
nothing wrong at all. It is the innocent victim of a very poor planning policy, very poor legislation and a very 
uninformed and uneducated free-for-all with the introduction of GM technology crops in Western Australia. That 
is also a fact. I do not think anyone can deny that. If we start lining up all these facts and getting everything into 
some semblance of order and reality, the government will come around and see that what I am saying is correct. 

I am going to talk about the agronomic advantages of growing genetically modified canola over conventional 
canola. I have some very interesting followers on Twitter who from time to time make comments about Labor’s 
more measured and circumspect approach to GM crops. I cannot use most of those comments in Parliament 
because they are not very parliamentary words. However, I have come across some very informed and clever 
farmers. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Go on! 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am sure Hon Simon O’Brien would enjoy it. I will come over and show him later. 
I remember having a very long discussion with Matt Williamson from Yuna. His family grows GM canola. They 
were explaining to me in a very reasoned, structured and measured way why it is important to their crop 
rotations. I understand that in the northern agricultural regions over 50 per cent of growers are growing 
GM canola because they have run out of chemical options to control wild radish and rye-grass, more specifically 
wild radish. I understand that we have some work to do on that weed problem to try to make farming more 
profitable. However, I fear that if we continue to view glyphosate as the only saviour for growing crops, 
eventually there will be a resistance to glyphosate as well. Before the dinner break I spoke about what that would 
mean for farming in Western Australia. I think we need a broader and more measured strategy for the use of 
glyphosate in Western Australia, because Western Australia relies most heavily on that chemical. 
I accept that there are circumstances in which farmers will be severely disadvantaged, and we have given an 
assurance to the industry that, should there be a change of government, we will start working with farmers and 
farming groups, such as the Mingenew–Irwin Group, to try to find ways to transition away from genetically 
modified crops, to reduce the weed burden in other ways and to make their farms more profitable. Rather than 
them having to grow a cheaper and inferior food product, we will work with the regions to try to find other ways 
to get around that common problem. I think that although growers in that area are happy with the current 

 [15] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 10 May 2016] 

 p2452e-2484a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Michael Mischin; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers 

arrangements, they can see some level of sense in looking forward. Essentially, if we do not do anything and just 
allow the government’s free-for-all, in five to 10 years we will be staring down the barrel of widespread 
glyphosate resistance. No-one—not even the clever people on the conservative benches—has any answers to 
what the world might look like if glyphosate is no longer an option. We are putting all our eggs into that 
glyphosate basket. I have some more information here. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I have quite a lot of information. I do a lot of research for my speeches, as members 
know. I have a lot of information, much of which I will share with members because it certainly is important to 
this debate. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Your colleagues can’t even keep a straight face. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I’m very happy with the contribution you’re making, Hon Darren West. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: I’m really enjoying it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: My colleagues tell me that they are enjoying the contribution. Hon Martin Aldridge is 
listening — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! We are getting a bit rowdy again. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I was just about to make the point that Madam Deputy President has been listening 
intently and not interjecting all the time, as have members opposite. I am quite sure that 
Madam Deputy President is enjoying my contribution and is learning a lot about the genetically modified crops 
debate in Western Australia. I think it would do members opposite good to also listen and learn a little about our 
industry and the impacts that this has on the industry. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Can we worry about the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Repeal Bill that is currently before the chamber, not the numbers in the house. I assure members that we have 
a quorum. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I note that a lot of government members are listening intently and I think that most of 
them are enjoying my contribution. I note that most of them are nodding as I make my very valid points. Some 
are interjecting and some are shaking their heads, but, generally speaking, I think members have learnt a lot 
tonight from this debate. I do not think a lot of members had much knowledge about genetically modified foods 
and their impacts on the farming system in Western Australia before today. But wait; there is more! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown seems very keen to point out the views of Labor members and the 
Labor Party on genetically modified crops and the reasons that we should keep the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act in place. As I have pointed out, it has not been an impediment to the growth and production of 
genetically modified crops in Western Australia. It has not frightened away all the research dollars. The world 
has not caved in under the act. I think it provides a good mechanism for an elected member of Parliament, the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food, to do his job and make the relevant decisions about which crops to grow in 
Western Australia. 
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are far too many private conversations taking place in the 
chamber. Members who want to have a private conversation should leave the chamber to do so. It is making it 
very difficult for Hansard to record the contribution of Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I acknowledge the terrific work done by Hansard, especially with those of us who speak 
a little quickly, and when we get interjections, it must be quite difficult to hear. 
I think that the government does not have much idea about this policy at all. I do not think the government really 
knows exactly what it is doing with genetically modified crops. I think the government is finding it all a little too 
hard and just wants to throw its hands in the air and get someone else to make the decision. This might shock 
members opposite, but one day I would like to be the Minister for Agriculture and Food and I would like to have 
the capacity to make some of these important decisions rather than — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! For two seconds it was all going so well. 
Hon Michael Mischin: It’s when he tells jokes that it’s most amusing and encourages interjections. 

 [16] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 10 May 2016] 

 p2452e-2484a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Michael Mischin; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: To be honest, Hon Michael Mischin, I do not find the government finding this too hard 
and ceding its decision-making capacity to somebody else on such an important issue all that funny. I think it is 
a very serious matter. I do not think that any of the members opposite have any real comprehension of exactly 
what they are doing; it is just that 10 farmers want them to do it, and to placate those 10 farmers and avoid 
criticism, they are rushing down this path, a little akin to running outside into the dark and not really knowing 
where they are going or exactly what they are doing. That is a pretty good analysis of the Barnett Liberal–
National government. It really has no plan for how things will end up or where it is going. The finances are out 
of control and it has made a total mess of this issue as well. 
Hon Peter Collier: You love interjections, don’t you? You invite them constantly. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That’s because he’s got nothing to say. He just goes on and on. He’s the best the ALP 
can do! 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Seriously, can members give Hon Darren West an opportunity to make his 
contribution. If you think he is inviting interjections, you do not need to take the bait. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I made exactly the same assessment myself. 
Hon Ken Travers: You should be Minister for Fisheries as well as agriculture with that ability! Reel them in, 
Westy! 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very good point, Hon Ken Travers. You do not always need bait. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The call to order applies to both sides of the chamber. 
Hon DARREN WEST: As I was saying, I will outline a more sensible and reasonable way forward for 
members, and I would like them to listen. We at WA Labor remain unconvinced, and that is the key word in this 
debate, but government members are totally convinced—it has no other view—that it is GM or nothing, and that 
is the wrong view. I do not know how they can possibly be convinced of that, especially when they did not know 
who the Gene Technology Regulator was. Hon Paul Brown knew and Hon Jim Chown looked it up, but nobody 
else knew. 
Hon Jim Chown: So did you. 
Hon DARREN WEST: So did I. The point is that members opposite are absolutely convinced that this person, 
who very few of us knew, is the right person to be making these decisions; otherwise, they would not be seeking 
to repeal this legislation to cede that authority — 
Hon Jim Chown: The same person makes the decisions on GM pharmaceuticals, including insulin. So you are 
saying that they are unsafe. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Here we go! No, I am not saying that. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: For the benefit of Hansard, Hon Jim Chown has tried to cloud the debate yet again by 
bringing in the use of insulin, which is derived from genetically modified material. This debate is not about 
insulin. It is not about pharmaceuticals. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is no hope that Hansard can record what is happening in 
this chamber when people are talking over the top of each other.  

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I will make it very, very clear because I expected 
that this would come up at some point. This debate today is to repeal the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act. There is no reference in this legislation to insulin or any other pharmaceuticals whatsoever. There is no 
difference of opinion about that. I am trying to convince the chamber why we should not support the repeal — 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Darren West will not be taking any interjections, 
Hon Jim Chown. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President for that good advice. Hon Jim Chown, I will not 
be taking interjections. 
I want to make our position very clear. First we heard from the government bench that Labor would ban 
GM crops. We have refuted that because they are already banned. We have heard claims that productivity will 
increase, but it will not. We have heard claims that yields will increase by 27 per cent. They will not. We have 
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heard claims that profits will increase by 65 per cent. They will not. All the claims and misinformation that have 
been made are muddying the waters and eventually, as I predicted, Hon Jim Chown has piped up about insulin, 
saying that we would ban insulin and are against its production. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am making it very, very clear that this debate is not about insulin and it is not about 
pharmaceuticals. As the paper in front of us states, it is the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal 
Bill 2015. Can we all be very clear that that is what we are talking about today? Hon Jim Chown is deliberately 
trying to muddy the waters with his comments. Of course the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator works in 
that space, but we are not talking about pharmaceuticals or insulin; we are talking about genetically modified 
crops of which two are grown in Western Australia and there has not been a request from industry for a new crop 
for six years—since 2010. We are making all that very clear. This debate is not about pharmaceuticals or insulin; 
it is about crops of which two are grown in Western Australia by exemption. They are all banned. 
Hon Michael Mischin: You’ve already said that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown does not seem to understand. 

Point of Order 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Hon Darren West does a marvellous job of filibustering but he is repeating 
himself. He has repeated this argument already four or five times, including going through the parameters of this 
debate. If he has a point, and I doubt it, he ought to get to it rather than simply filling time. It is just a disgrace. 
Hon Ken Travers: That is a disgraceful abuse of points of order. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is no point of order. If members ceased making 
interjections and repeating the same interjection again and again, the member might have an opportunity to move 
on with his contribution. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. It is difficult with constant interjections to 
remember exactly where I was in my contribution. Every time I try to make a point, an interjection is made that 
is totally wrong and I think it is important we clarify it so that it is in Hansard and on the record forever. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Just get on with it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown will be very pleased to know that I am moving on, until the next 
interjection, of course! 
I will read some notes about the position we think is more sensible. We think we should retain the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 because it has served the state well. It has enabled the 
GM experiment in Western Australia. It has enabled farmers to grow genetically modified commercial crops 
because members opposite decided that was important and some farmers have taken up that option—not a lot; 
about 20 per cent in my estimation, representing between one and 1.5 per cent of grain production in 
Western Australia. This act has not been an impediment to that. Let us be clear about that. I think we should 
keep that act because it gives both philosophies a point of view from which to move forward. 
We remain unconvinced, as I have said before—that is when the interjections began—about the commercial 
production of genetically modified crops in Western Australia for the following reasons. These are points that 
members opposite as legislators need to consider. If they are totally convinced about all these issues—I do not 
see how they can be—they should support the repeal of this act. If they think like the opposition, they should not 
repeal it because of the impacts on export markets. It is commonly known that there is zero tolerance of 
GM imports into Europe. We will risk those markets if we send a contaminated load to Europe. There are a lot of 
checks and balances in place, paid for by genetically modified growers. Every 500 tonnes of canola loaded onto 
a ship is tested and a mechanism is used to try to detect contamination. Should some contaminated seed slip 
through that mechanism and we send a shipload of genetically modified food to a market that insists on clean 
and green conventionally produced canola, we risk that market. We will risk not only that market, but also the 
insurance claims and the comeback on that contamination. An increasing number of markets around the world 
are making it very, very clear that they do not want to import genetically modified food. I believe that at last 
count, 33 countries—there may be a couple more—have said that they will not be producing genetically 
modified food because their consumers do not want it. As I pointed out earlier, that includes countries such as 
Germany, which is leading the world in increased productivity of agricultural produce at about seven per cent 
per annum, whereas we are running at between zero and one per cent. We can learn a lot from Germany; it has 
stopped the production of GM crops, and that is significant. That is one of the most telling factors for me.  
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It was about that point I thought we should look at how we can better increase our productivity in agriculture 
without the use of GM technology. We have to hand it to the Germans; they produce very good products in an 
environment of high wages. They still have a very buoyant and strong car industry. Look at what we have done 
with our car industry. Their wages are as high as ours. How can Germany keep a manufacturing industry and 
increase productivity in agriculture by seven per cent without going down the GM path? Perhaps we should be 
looking at the impact of GM crops on some of our potential export markets. There will always be a market for 
the cheapest product. Parts of the world, especially the developing world, have no choice other than to buy the 
cheapest product. As I said earlier and on quite a few other occasions, I do not believe our future in 
Western Australia is to try to supply large tonnes of grain to the cheapest market. Our future in 
Western Australia is to supply less tonnage for a premium price because we will struggle in the changing climate 
with our changing rainfall patterns. 

Hon Jim Chown: What will you do with 11 million tonnes of grain per annum, for example, if you’re going to 
try to make it a specialist market under the points you are trying to make here? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown, we managed just fine before 2009. We have managed just fine for 
over 100 years. 

Hon Jim Chown: Really? 

Hon DARREN WEST: GM canola has been grown in reasonable quantities for only the last two or three years. 
We have built an agricultural industry on some of the driest, least fertile land on the planet. 

Hon Jim Chown: Nobody is arguing that. 

Hon DARREN WEST: We have been just fine until now. Hon Jim Chown is saying to me that we cannot go on 
without a couple of hundred thousand tonnes of GM canola. 

Hon Jim Chown: Read Hansard when you’ve finished your address. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will read it. I have the information here. I find it very interesting that Hon Jim Chown 
made that interjection, given farming started in York in about 1831, I think, or 1834. 

Hon Jim Chown: We don’t need a history lesson. 

Point of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I cannot hear Hon Jim Chown over Hon Darren West’s interjections! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There is no point of order. I might just remind members that Hon Darren West 
has the call and should be heard in silence. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. 

I make that point, and I think people need to appreciate it, that it is all right to produce food. We have to sell it, 
and we have to sell it profitably. I think Hon Jim Chown made a really ill-informed comment when he asked 
what we will do with 11 million tonnes of grain. We will do with it what we have always done. We will produce 
a good quality product and we will sell it to the markets around the world that require it. We are advantaged by 
our ability to ship product into markets when a lot of other countries are out of season or do not have the 
capacity. We have reasonably good supply chain logistics in Australia and we have good port facilities in 
Western Australia. We had a really good rail network. It is not quite what it was, but we will get it back again 
one day soon. Generally speaking, we are pretty well geared up to supply flour mills in Asia, canola into Europe 
and grains into Japan and the Middle East, as we have done successfully for well over 100 years. The world is 
changing. 

Hon Brian Ellis interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I heard the word “competition”; competition is a good thing. But our competition is 
mostly—Hon Brian Ellis will agree with me on this, I am quite sure—the lower value end. A lot of countries in 
the world produce lower value, cheaper products and can do it more efficiently. Our future is in higher value, 
more niche markets; we do not produce a lot of grain on the world stage. Grain production in the world is more 
than 600 million tonnes and Western Australia produces about 11 or 12 million tonnes of wheat. We are not big 
players on the world stage, but we can target those high-quality discerning markets that will pay a premium for 
quality grain. If it is clean and green, those customers will come to us looking for it because we will be one of 
the few jurisdictions in the world to remain clean and green. Western Australia also has the advantage of the 
desert between it and the other agricultural production areas of Australia. That enables us to be free from many 
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diseases—we never seem to have a good debate about wheat—such as karnal bunt that is detected in the eastern 
states from time to time. We have not had reports of that disease in Western Australia. Our isolation gives us an 
advantage that farmers in other parts of the world would really like to have. We do not have the threat of disease 
and pests from neighbouring areas. I think that is a very important point to consider. Clearly, Hon Jim Chown 
had not really thought through what we were going to do with 11 million tonnes of wheat. We will do with it 
what we have always done: we will sell it to our markets with which we have built good relationships. 
Sometimes we even own flour mills in Indonesia. I am a shareholder in Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, and as 
growers we have our own mills in Asia and are able to put product into Asia and mill it ourselves. We are able to 
take advantage of those premium markets. 
The Middle East is a very high-value destination for Australian grain and high-protein wheats for the pan breads 
and flatbreads they like to eat there. We have supplied those markets for many, many years. They are premium 
markets and those customers keep coming back to Australia because of our good reputation, our ability to deliver 
and our good supply chain logistics. Australian farmers are good to trade with because we always do what we 
say we will. We produce those products and gain those premiums. As I said before, there is more money in 
producing half for double the price. There will always be more money in that, and I think that is where the future 
lies for Western Australia. 
It is possible to impact—somewhat insidiously and significantly—on export markets that we produce to, 
especially if there is a threat of contamination of genetically modified foods into markets that are specifically 
against their consumption. I think that point is really worth considering. If we throw open the door to GM and 
have an open-slather approach in which anything goes, that will have implications for our export markets. We 
will be competing to sell lower value products against countries that produce it more cheaply and better than us. 
Those countries have lower wage structures and their farmers do not have the level of debt our farmers carry, 
which is over $60 billion. We buy the neighbour’s farm—that is what we do; our economy of scale is shrinking 
and we need bigger farms that make less per hectare. We cannot compete with countries if we are trying to sell 
the cheapest food in the world. We will not make it. 
Another group of people who are very important in this are also unconvinced. Members opposite seem to be 
convinced; we are unconvinced. I will just make a point about being convinced. The Labor Party’s policy 
position is determined by the members of the Labor Party. One advantage of being a member of the Labor Party 
is that we have the capacity to determine the policy positions of the party, unlike the conservative parties in 
which there is no direct link between the parliamentary wing and the membership. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The members of the Labor Party have determined this policy. To be honest, I think they 
made the right choice on this policy because they remain unconvinced. That is not to say — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Every one of them? 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, not every one of them, Hon Michael Mischin. That is a very good point; it is 
a democratic political party, so the majority remains unconvinced. 
Hon Michael Mischin: You took a vote on it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Should that change, and the members of the Labor Party and those in the agricultural 
industry become convinced, then of course political parties can change their position. It happens quite often. But 
that comes following the lead of the public, the membership of the Labor Party and consumers. If consumers 
became convinced tomorrow that GM was safe and good to eat and good value and they wanted to buy it and 
feed it to their kids, of course we would review that policy position. But the fact remains that they are not. That 
is why the Labor Party holds the position on genetically modified crops that it does. It is not totally anti-all 
GM technology, but it remains unconvinced on genetically modified crops. Consumers have concerns. I come 
back to the point: why is it that we do not put “This product contains GM material” on every bottle, every can 
and every jar? We all know the reason is that consumers are unconvinced. We should have better labelling laws 
in Australia. Maybe the catalyst for change in the viewpoint of the membership of the Labor Party would be if 
there was good branding that was easy to identify and understand. If consumers wished to choose a cheaper 
product and were happy to consume that food because they thought it was safe, they would have that option. At 
the moment our branding laws are all over the shop, and no-one can really tell. It is very difficult to tell the 
country of origin on a lot of labels. I have spent ages trying to find Australian-made peas. There are Australian 
and New Zealand peas, and I have to look on the packet to see which is which. It is difficult for consumers to 
find that information because our labelling laws are inept. 

I have talked about the $50 discount before, but I do want to add a little more from a farmer’s perspective about 
the business of farming. As I said before, the discount has been up to $78 over the past 12 months. Before the 
dinner break I spoke about the difference the discount makes to a shipload of canola. I have been told that 
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something in the order of 300 000 tonnes of GM canola goes out of Western Australia, so we will call that about 
six shiploads. As I said before, that is an average difference of about $2.5 million a shipload. That 
300 000 tonnes of canola goes out of Australia at a net discount of $15 million. That $15 million comes right off 
the top of our agricultural industry. If that had been conventional canola, in today’s numbers it would have had 
a price of around about $15 million, and possibly as high as $20 million, due to fluctuations in the price of 
GM canola. My point is that $15 million spread across the regions of Western Australia adds up to quite a lot of 
money that is not circulating through our communities. I make the point that the average shipment is about 
50 000 tonnes. Western Australia is producing six shiploads of this stuff a year. To put that into perspective, last 
year that was 300 000 tonnes of GM canola out of approximately 13 million tonnes and up to 17 million tonnes 
of canola produced—300 000 tonnes of GM canola was the peak last year. I am interested to see what will 
happen next year, because farmers must surely be getting out the calculators and factoring in that ever-growing 
discount of GM canola over non-GM canola. I expect that that discount will be in the order of $100 next year. 
My tip is that that discount will continue to grow as more and more discerning markets say no to Canadian, US 
and South American genetically modified foods and seek out foods from Europe and Australia. I am quite sure 
that will continue. 

The other reason I have touched on is the potential widespread resistance to glyphosate. As I pointed out, we 
need to retain glyphosate as the cornerstone of our farming system in Western Australia. We also need to work 
with organisations such as the World Health Organization, which is beginning to show some level of concern 
around the possible carcinogenic effects of glyphosate. That is very important, because we have changed the 
game when it comes to how we use glyphosate to produce GM crops. Once upon a time—this is what we are 
doing right now on our farm—farmers would spray with glyphosate before they plant their crops and kill the 
existing weed burden, and once the seeders had gone through, no more glyphosate was sprayed onto the crops. 
That meant that no more glyphosate was stored in those plants that we were growing as crops, and generally the 
glyphosate would deposit in the seed material of the plant. When that is tested, there is potential for GM material 
that is used for human consumption to be brought into the human body. The World Health Organization has 
some problems with that. Under conventional farming systems, the crop is not sprayed with glyphosate. 
Therefore, there is no potential for that glyphosate to find its way into the seed component of the crop and be in 
the residue. It is sometimes the case with canola that glyphosate finds its way into the residue or stalks of the old 
crop, and if that finds its way into export oaten hay, for instance, that is enough to cause the shipment to be 
rejected. Glyphosate is now sprayed onto crops that people may eat. That is a game changer from a human health 
perspective, and the World Health Organization has picked up on that. 

Despite those concerns, which I think are reasons to be unconvinced about the production of GM crops, 
GM canola is currently being grown in Western Australia. GM cotton has been tried, but it has been 
discontinued. We can only presume that was done for reasons of profitability and economics; maybe there were 
some agronomic reasons as well. The fact is that in one year, a small amount of GM cotton was grown in the 
Ord, and that was discontinued. It has probably left a few people disappointed that the potential great white hope 
of the Ord remains sandalwood, and that the most grown crop in the Ord remains sandalwood, despite attempts 
to grow conventional cotton, sugarcane, chickpeas and a lot of other crops. The majority of the existing 
Ord River irrigation scheme was for the growing of sandalwood. The Ord will hardly be the food bowl of Asia if 
all it produces is sandalwood. 

Despite these concerns, we understand that GM canola is being grown commercially. Labor Party members have 
said that they are happy to work, with the resources of government, with farmers and industry to enable them to 
transition to non-GM crops in a suitable time frame. I have already had quite a lot of discussions with people in 
industry. As a matter of fact, this very day I met with some representatives from the Grains Research and 
Development Corporation about how we might transition from that and about the research that is being done in 
that space. Of course the Grains Research and Development Corporation would like to see the continuation of 
genetically modified crops. I note that genetically modified crops have never been grown in South Australia. 
South Australia has resisted the temptation to grow those crops and remains the only GM-free state in Australia, 
and good on it. South Australia has been a bit brave and has chosen not to produce — 

Hon Jim Chown: And Tasmania. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown is quite right. 

Hon Jim Chown: Get your facts right. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown is quite right. I do not mind having my argument enhanced. Thank 
you. Of course I should also say Tasmania. 
Hon Jim Chown: You are so factually incorrect most of the time that I could not help myself. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: In mainland Australia, South Australia, certainly, and of course Tasmania as well. 
Tasmania has been in the news this week because it is 10 years since the Beaconsfield mine disaster. 
Hon Jim Chown is quite right, and thank you for that correction. That is a good contribution. 
Hon Ken Travers: There’s a first time for everything! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown does know a bit about some things. I will give him that. However, on 
this one, he has got it a bit wrong. We disagree. However, that is the purpose of this debate. I am sure that by the 
time I finish my contribution, he will have come around and will agree with much more of what I have to say. 
The Labor Party also believes that during the transition period, we need to review the contamination laws. At the 
moment, nobody is responsible for contamination. That seems to be this government’s mantra. I would hope that 
if a farmer’s GM crop were to contaminate an organic crop on a neighbour’s farm, they would get together and 
sort it out, or try to prevent it from happening in the first place, and that is generally what farmers do. Issues of 
spray drift or overspray are not good for relations between neighbours. Similarly, we try to keep our sheep on 
our own side of the fence, although that is not always possible. We try to do all the right things. However, from 
time to time issues arise. We should have a talk to the insurance industry and see whether we can cover 
contamination and provide compensation for that loss, as we do in other capacities, as I have pointed out. We 
need to be able to hold someone accountable for supply chain spills and contaminations so that if a clean-up is 
required, there is potential for the relevant insurance to be in place, just as is the case now if there is a spill of 
any other product that could cause damage to a localised environment. 
Similarly, we need to know who is responsible for spraying roadside verges. If councils were to use 
commonsense and add a small amount of sulfonylurea or MCPA or a chemical such as that that would kill 
genetically modified canola as well, rather than spray glyphosate along the side of the roads, that would be 
a worthwhile thing to do. It would take out the volunteer plants and stop them from cross-pollinating with wild 
brassica and with radish, cauliflower, broccoli and turnips and all the other brassica plants that grow freely in the 
wild. I do not think we should provide the opportunity for those plants to cross-pollinate with genetically 
modified canola, and perhaps produce genetically modified wild radish, because the damn stuff is difficult 
enough to control now in farming systems without making it resistant to glyphosate as well. 
The Labor Party resolved at our conference to oppose the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act so that future decisions about GM crops can be made in Western Australia by Western Australians. I hope 
that when this debate is reported, that point is noted, because I cannot stress it enough in my contribution. Our 
issue with the repeal of this act is that these decisions are made in Canberra. There has been a long debate in 
Western Australia about how we are locked out from Canberra. We only need to look at the GST distribution, 
about which much has been said, to see how we are treated by Canberra. That is not always in the best interests 
of Western Australia. From time to time during a federal election I have stood at a polling booth late in the day 
and have already known the result of that election. I am sure the same thing has happened to members opposite. 
That is because very rarely are the election results in Western Australia critical to the formation of a government 
in Canberra. This federal election may be a first time for that; it may change a few things. However, 
Western Australia is not highly regarded in Canberra. I know that some hardworking members on both sides 
represent us in Canberra. However, I note that one of the reasons that Alannah MacTiernan left the federal 
Parliament was that she is a passionate Western Australian, and she did not feel that Western Australia was 
getting a good enough hearing in the federal Parliament. 
Hon Michael Mischin: She just did not see a future over there. It was self-interest. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Those were her reasons. That is what she told me. If the Attorney General wants to 
speculate — 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I am sure we are dealing with genetically modified crops. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. Yes, I take your point of view. I have digressed. 
The point is that if we cede rights to Canberra, we know what will become of those decisions. We know that we 
get done over on the GST and other taxation measures. The decisions that are made in Canberra are all about 
Melbourne and Sydney, because that is where the electors are. I do not think it is wise to cede to bureaucrats in 
Canberra decisions about the production of GM crops. I have held that point consistently and I will hold that 
point throughout my contribution. I hope that members opposite will go forth in this debate and vote in the 
knowledge that that is exactly what they are doing. They will take away the capacity of their own Minister for 
Agriculture and Food, Minister Nalder, to make decisions. Let us hope he makes a good fist of that portfolio. 
I do not think the government is showing a lot of confidence in Minister Nalder by taking away his capacity to 
make informed decisions about the future of GM crops in Western Australia.  

I can understand why members opposite might feel like that, because he made a total meal of finance and has not 
set the world alight as transport minister either. He wants to put tunnels everywhere. Maybe we could grow 
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GM crops underground, in tunnels; maybe that might be an idea for the new Minister for Agriculture and Food. 
The point is that the government is taking that decision-making capacity away from its own minister, and I think 
that says a bit about the government’s attitude to that minister. 
I will just go through a couple of statements that reiterate that position, which I think is a much more sensible 
and sustainable position. I just want to highlight the consistency of Labor’s position and how the National Party 
flip-flopped all over the place. I will grant that the Liberal Party has had a consistent position since right back in 
2008. On 4 December 2008 the then shadow Minister for Agriculture; Forestry; Racing and Gaming, 
Mick Murray—he is still the shadow Minister for Agriculture—put out a press release headed — 

Consumers deserve choice on GM crops 
I think this is a very important point that has not been made. It states — 

Foods containing genetically modified crops should be clearly labelled so consumers can make 
informed choices about what they are purchasing, the Shadow Minister for Agriculture Mick Murray 
said today. 
Mr Murray said there are still many issues that need to be addressed before consumers can be confident 
they are purchasing food that is free of GM crops. 

That was in December 2008. Here we are, seven and a half years on, and that statement is still true today. 
Through all the time of the Liberal government, that statement is still true today. It continues — 

“It is my understanding that oil from cotton is currently being blended with other vegetable oils and 
sold to unwary consumers who assume they are making a non-GM crop food choice at the 
supermarket,” Mr Murray said. 

How do consumers really know, unless they buy certified organic produce? There are two organic certification 
bodies that will come out, inspect a property and make the assessment that that food is organic, and there is 
a zero tolerance approach to non-organic. We do not have that with conventional versus GM; we do not have 
that definitive line, and we should, so that consumers can purchase organic food, conventionally produced food, 
and, if they so choose and are comfortable that GM food is safe, the cheaper food that has genetically modified 
content. That should be the consumers’ choice. 
I am quite sure that sales of genetically modified products will not go particularly well, no matter the price 
difference. I am quite sure that if we brought in a clearly identified labelling system, we would find that sales of 
GM food would not go particularly well. I can guarantee that that would be the case and I think, deep down, 
members would probably all agree with that. The reason that we do not have a labelling system is that people 
really do not want this stuff; people do not want to eat genetically modified crops. Whether or not that aversion 
is unfounded, the fact is that consumers, who have the right to choose whatever they can afford, really do not 
want to eat GM foods. That is the case in not only affluent places like Western Australia, but also many other 
parts of the world. 
Hon Mark Lewis: I don’t think I’ve heard you say that before. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The member must not have been listening, because it is actually very integral to the 
point I am trying to make. The press release continues — 

Mr Murray said the minority Liberal Government should introduce legislation to ensure the clear 
labelling of all foods which contain genetically modified crops. 

Hear, hear! So it should. That was seven and a half years ago. It continues — 
“I call on the minority Liberal Government to protect consumers by getting a bill through parliament 
before the first WA genetically modified cotton crop is harvested and the oil is sold into the 
marketplace,” he said. 

It continues, further along — 
Mr Murray said legislation should be extended to include the correct labelling of all imported foods that 
contained GM crops. 
“This is a contentious issue and it is essential that consumers are empowered to make genuinely 
informed choices,” he said. 

He is a visionary who was seven and a half years ahead of the game; we are still talking about the lack of 
labelling. The government has done nothing about labelling and giving consumers clear choices. Instead, rather 
than making those hard decisions and working through a process with industry, it has thrown its hands in the air 
and has ceded responsibility to Dr Jane Cook of the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, who is not elected 
but is a federal government appointee. Of course, that is the easy way out. 
I note that time is starting to tick away, so I will move through a few of these. 
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Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! We were doing so well! 
Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, we were doing so well. There was some really good, intent listening. I always 
make the point that politicians do their best work when they listen, and I had some of them listening. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Yes, but you’ve got to shut up to listen! 
Hon DARREN WEST: I have the call, Hon Michael Mischin. I will sit intently when he makes his informed 
comments about the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. I look forward to his 
informed and eloquent-as-usual comments, and I will listen while he speaks. I look forward to those comments 
in due course—probably tomorrow now, given the time of the day, but I do look forward to it. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: Are you going to speak on this again tomorrow? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am starting to work through the information I have, but I am sure members will all 
agree that I have been trying to engage in an informed debate and involve others in the debate. I do not mind 
doing that, but it does mean that from time to time we stray off topic and become engaged in other matters, and 
that takes me away from my point from time to time. I welcome interjections. Hon Jim Chown made a very good 
interjection earlier to remind me that Tasmania has also kept its clean and green image in the rest of the world, 
and that was very useful, so I thank the honourable member for that. Some of the interjections have not been 
quite as useful and I have needed to deal with those. 
Hon Mark Lewis: Move on. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Move on, thank you. That is also a worthwhile interjection, Hon Mark Lewis. 
I turn now to a 2009 press release, again from Mick Murray, the then shadow Minister for Agriculture; Forestry; 
Racing and Gaming, which states — 

GM canola farmers to face costly court battles 
Farmers who trial genetically modified canola can expect to face huge legal costs if their GM canola 
seed contaminates the seed of their non-SGM canola neighbours, Shadow Agriculture Minister 
Mick Murray said. 

Hon Michael Mischin: He was wrong about that! 
Hon DARREN WEST: He was wrong about that, was he? If someone heard that comment, they would 
probably think it was fair enough. They would probably think that people who produce a genetically modified 
crop need to be a bit careful about whether they plant it right up against the neighbour’s fence or near a creek or 
waterway where it might get washed downstream. They might want to think a bit about how they might try to 
stop that. Of course, the opposite is true under this government. The person on the other side of the fence who 
has done absolutely nothing wrong at all and has gone about their business trying to become a high-value 
organic producer has become the victim of the government’s genetically modified crops experiment, and they 
could lose their farms as a result of this inadequate legislation. They are the ones who are suffering. 
Shadow minister Mick Murray was absolutely wrong on that, and I think it is a very good point. The 
Attorney General has noticed it too. We would expect that what Mick Murray said should be right, and I will 
repeat it — 

Farmers who trial genetically modified canola can expect to face huge legal costs if their GM canola 
seed contaminates the seed of their non-GM canola neighbours, Shadow Agriculture Minister 
Mick Murray said. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I think it is something that Mick Murray said that everybody else might think is fair and 
reasonable. Hon Michael Mischin is the one with the legal background and I am the one with the agricultural 
background, so I am sure we can talk about that later. The next paragraph is also important. It states — 

In his response to a question on notice, Agriculture Minister Terry Redman said — 
Terry Redman is now Leader of the National Party, not the Minister for Agriculture and Food — 

GM canola farmers could be the subject of expensive legal action undertaken by neighbours whose 
crops have been affected. 

It was not Mick Murray, the member for Collie–Preston and shadow Minister for Agriculture who was saying 
that. It was the Minister for Agriculture who allowed the exemption on genetically modified crops. That is what 
he said. 
Hon Michael Mischin: He was wrong too. 
Hon DARREN WEST: He was, yes. Why did he suddenly change his position? The then Minister for 
Agriculture said that GM canola farmers could be the subject of expensive legal action. That is what the minister 
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of the day said after he allowed growers an exemption to grow genetically modified crops. Clearly, he did not 
really know what he was talking about either. The Attorney General just said that Mick Murray did not know 
what he was talking about and, clearly, the minister did not know what he was talking about either. This has been 
a chaotic mess and nobody really knows the implications of allowing the production of genetically modified 
crops in Western Australia. No-one thought about the implications and when they did, they got it 180 degrees 
wrong. That is what this press release tells us. It continues — 

“Minister Redman has passed the buck to individual farmers suggesting that a person who alleges to 
have suffered damage could pursue redress against the person they believe responsible,” Mr Murray 
said. 

In fact, the opposite is true. The person who contaminated their neighbour’s farm won the case and got their 
costs reimbursed. The farmer whose crops were contaminated lost his farm and his livelihood, and lost his 
organic status. It is a mess; it is all wrong. If we went onto the street and asked people who should be liable in 
the case of contamination, it would be — 

Point of Order 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I think the member is delving into a legal issue that was settled in the Supreme Court. I do 
not think it is appropriate that he address such matters in this chamber. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not think there is a point of order. If the matter has been settled in the 
Supreme Court, we do not have an issue of sub judice to contend with. The member is free to speak about that 
case if it is relevant to the legislation being considered by the chamber, as we have all done from time to time, 
particularly on legal bills. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I have another point of order. The Supreme Court and the subsequent appeal made 
a decision regarding the court case. The member is offering his opinion on whether that decision was correct. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: What is the point of order? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: It is a question. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The member is entitled to make comments on the outcome of 
a court matter. I do not know whether the judges or the courts particularly like it when we comment on their 
decision-making but there is certainly nothing under the standing orders that prevents the member from making 
comments. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President; I take your comments on board. I will not talk in 
depth about the outcome of that case. The case has concluded and it was a very sad outcome for all affected 
parties. There were no winners in the case. What the minister said at the time was 180 degrees opposite to what 
actually happened. The Minister for Agriculture and Food of the day had no clue what he was talking about. He 
just ran into it. He was convinced, somehow, that the introduction of genetically modified crops would be 
Western Australia’s saviour. He had not done his homework and he had not thought about the implications of his 
decisions. He went on the record and was proven totally wrong. I do not know how, in the subsequent years 
since that case, members opposite could be totally convinced that it is a good idea to repeal the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act and allow an open-slather approach from Canberra. I will make 
a final point and then I will move on from this press release because I think it is a very significant point and 
I think it will be reported. I think members, at some level, are surprised by what I read earlier. The minister of 
the day went on to say — 

“This could prove incredibly costly for farmers involved and the Barnett Government has wiped its 
hands of any responsibility. 

That bit is right; the Barnett government has wiped its hands of any responsibility to both the Baxter and the 
Marsh families. Government members are now throwing their hands in the air and saying, “This is all too hard! 
We want Dr Jane Cook from the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator to make the decisions that we are 
unable to make ourselves.” That is exactly what members opposite are saying when they put up a bill to repeal 
the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. A media statement I have states — 

“The Minister’s answer said there was no necessity for State Government intervention and it would not 
compensate farmers who detected contamination.” 

These comments were made before the contamination case, Hon Jim Chown, so we have it very clear. The 
comments I am reading came out on Wednesday, 8 April 2009, before the case that Hon Jim Chown referred to, 
which I will not go on about any more during my contribution. I agree that it is a very sad tale and it is probably 
best left down at the Supreme Court. 
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“Mr Redman has failed to explain how contamination will be avoided and has instead shifted all 
responsibility to the farmers involved,” … 

Hon Michael Mischin: What is the document you are reading from? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am reading from a media statement. I am quite happy to furnish it and table it when 
I have finished reading it. It is from the member in response to questions on notice in Parliament. It quotes the 
questions on notice. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Hang on—a media statement from who and when? 
Hon DARREN WEST: It is a media statement from Mick Murray, MLA, shadow Minister for Agriculture; 
Forestry; Racing and Gaming, dated Wednesday, 8 April 2009. It is in response and it quotes the answers to 
questions on notice answered in Parliament. The point is what the minister of the day thought when he made his 
decision — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Hang on. That is not right, is it? You are saying that this is Mick Murray’s version — 
Hon DARREN WEST: There are some quotes. I am happy to table this. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Mick Murray is quoting — 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, there are some quotes from the minister’s answer to the question. I am happy to 
table it or the member can have a look at it. I am about finished with it so I could just bring it over to the member 
afterwards if he wishes to go through it. We can debate the non-issue of who said what when, but the minister 
granted the exemption to genetically modify canola with an understanding of one version of events when, in fact, 
the total opposite proved to be the case. It just goes to show that the minister of the day put no real thought into 
the potential outcomes of the decision to grant the exemption to allow the commercial production of genetically 
modified canola. I do not think members opposite have learned a single thing from those mistakes. We need to 
be a bit fairer about this by providing responsibility and introducing contamination laws, and making people 
responsible when they contaminate neighbours’ properties, stacks, shipments, and the sides of the road. We need 
a mechanism to make people responsible for the contamination. Rather than deal with this in legislation or make 
a formal government position, members opposite have left it to common law. 
Hon Jim Chown: Isn’t the mechanism the legal system and that has already been tested? 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is exactly what I am saying. Members opposite have left this to common law, 
which, of course, goes back to the days before genetically modified crop contamination. Members opposite, as 
a government, had no clue about the potential ramifications and they still do not have any clue of the potential 
ramifications, yet they are happy to be led along by 10 growers who sent a threatening letter that stated that the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act needed to be repealed for whatever reason. Members opposite are 
going, “Okay. That sounds good enough to me.” Members opposite need to think about it a bit more and if it is 
too difficult for them, they can just put it off until after the election. Let us see what falls out of the election and 
whether it is an issue for voters. Then, should members opposite be successful in that election, there will be 
a mandate to repeal this legislation. I would hope that, rather than do that, members opposite would sit down and 
work out a good policy position that is fair for both farmers who wish to grow genetically modified crops—in 
the case that that is allowed to continue—and to everyone else who chooses not to grow genetically modified 
crops. There are more farmers who do not grow genetically modified crops than those who do. There are more 
people whose crops may be contaminated than there are people who contaminate crops. The government has 
given no thought at all to the livelihoods of and the consequences for the vast majority of farmers who choose 
not to grow genetically modified crops. By repealing this legislation, the government is never going to give those 
people who have done nothing wrong, such as Steve Marsh, any capacity. They just chose to be organic farmers. 
Members may or may not agree with what he does on his freehold land. He has done nothing wrong and he will 
lose his farm, quite contrary to the answers to questions given by the Minister for Agriculture and Food in 2009. 
I think I have made my point about that. 
Hon Paul Brown: He will lose his farm because he took on an unnecessary action and was led along by the nose 
by the safe food organisation, or whatever it is called, and that is going to cost him his farm, not the 
contamination. It is the lawsuit that is going to cost him his farm. He’s losing his farm over an argument over 
$80 000. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! Hon Darren West has the call. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The reason I stood here in silence quite dumbfounded was to let the honourable member 
continue so Hansard could capture everything that the member just said. Hon Paul Brown just made that quite 
astounding statement that somehow it is all Steve Marsh’s fault. That is just bizarre. The very first incident 
involved two farmers—neighbours who had gone to school together and had known each other their entire 
lives—when swathed canola stalks blew over the fence into the Marsh farm. That is what started all this. 
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Hon Paul Brown can speculate all he likes about whose fault it was but that is where this started. This started 
because the government had no mechanism — 
Hon Paul Brown: You won’t recognise it. You won’t recognise that a court has made a determination about 
this. 
Hon Ken Travers: So it proves the legal system fails farmers! 
Hon DARREN WEST: It proves that one can be a victim for doing nothing wrong because of legislation or 
a decision made by the Minister for Agriculture and Food in 2009. That is what it proves. We can speculate on 
whose fault it is but this proves the government’s ineptitude with its open slather approach and going into this 
without all the information and really having thought it through, as good legislators would. We spend a lot of 
time trying to debate legislation in this place and trying to make it fair for everybody. Hon Paul Brown has just 
said that despite that very first incident occurring, it is still Steve Marsh’s fault. That is quite bizarre. If someone 
causes an action that costs someone money, they need to be compensated for that. If someone backs into my car 
and it is their fault, I have to be compensated for that through their insurance company. If someone physically 
assaults me and it costs me money, I can be compensated for that. Why is it that all of a sudden when 
Steve Marsh goes about his business as an organic farmer — 
Hon Paul Brown interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Darren West has the call. I know it is tempting for some members to 
interject but we will all have an opportunity to speak on this bill at some time. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very good point you make, Mr Acting President. I look forward to 
Hon Paul Brown’s contribution later in the debate. I am sure it will be enlightening and I am sure he will point 
out to the house why an organic farmer can lose his livelihood and lose his farm through no fault of his own yet 
it is somehow his fault. I look forward to that argument being put forward. I certainly do not believe that that is 
right. I think Steve Marsh has been a very unfortunate victim. He had every right to seek compensation for the 
contamination of his farm, which had organic status. If chemicals had been sprayed or sheep came onto the farm 
or a fire came through — 
Hon Michael Mischin: You’ve already said this. Don’t repeat yourself again. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Paul Brown brought this up. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Get on with it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will get on with it. 
Hon Paul Brown interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon DARREN WEST: The next media release from Mick Murray came out about a week later. Members may 
remember that at that stage most of the Western Australian community was not in favour of genetically modified 
crops. Many shires in my electorate sought to declare themselves GM canola–free shires. Mick Murray put out 
a press release on 15 April 2009, stating — 

Agriculture Minister Terry Redman has broken his own commitment by placing at least three 
GM canola trial sites within areas that had declared themselves GM crop free, Shadow Agriculture 
Minister Mick Murray said today. 
“Minister Redman told Parliament less than two weeks ago that it was not his “intention” to put 
GM canola trials in those areas that do not want them,” ... 

A commitment was given to shires, shown by what the minister said to Parliament, that should they wish to 
remain GM-free shires, they would have that opportunity but straightaway the government turned around and 
reneged on that commitment. 
Hon Ken Travers: But the GM bill, the original bill that we are trying to repeal, would allow you to do that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It would. What changed the mind of the National Party and the Minister for Agriculture 
and Food so suddenly on these many issues? There was a litany of inconsistency, a change of position from 
August 2008 until after the election in 2008 and a total backflip from the National Party. Then the minister went 
on and said that it will do it but under a certain set of circumstances, which I have outlined, and completely 
changed his position after the event. 
Hon Ken Travers: I think Hon Jim Chown wants to agree with you on this point. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It is quite a strange set of circumstances. We are debating the Genetically Modified 
Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 and Hon Jim Chown and I are agreeing on multiple occasions. 
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Hon Ken Travers: The Nationals are flip-floppers. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, they are. The press release went on to state — 

“Today he has backtracked on that commitment and has announced three sites for the trials at 
Woogenellup, Kendenup and Takaralup within the Shire of Plantagenet, a Shire that determined it 
wants to remain GM crop free. 

No consideration was given to local governments that said they were not sure about this, their ratepayers were 
not sure about it and they would rather stay out of that space and grow the crops somewhere else. Then the 
government flip-flopped again. The press release continued — 

“Not only has the Minister ignored a disallowance motion passed by the Legislative Council but he has 
also ignored the pleas of the Shires and their farmers who are opposed to GM canola.” 

Most farmers in those shires are still not growing GM canola. Most of the residents of those shires are still not all 
that interested in eating GM foods and would probably be just as happy if their shires were GM free, but they do 
not have that capacity because the Minister for Agriculture and Food overruled them. Not only that, we are going 
to tear up any potential that the Minister for Agriculture and Food had to do something about these situations that 
I am outlining by repealing the act that enabled that to happen. The press release went on to state — 

Mr Murray said a trial in South Stirling, three near Cunderdin and one at an Agriculture Department 
Research Station at Lake Ninan were close to the self-declared GM crop free Shires of Plantagenet, 
Tammin and Goomalling. 

At one stage Goomalling was a GM-free shire. I am not sure whether it still holds that status. I will find out. It 
will be interesting to know. I might write to the shires and see whether any of them hold that GM-free status. 
There have been protests at Parliament House. In May 2009 there was wide community discontent with the 
backflip. A media statement on 7 June from Mick Murray, headed “Japan Rejects GM crops”, states — 

Explosive emails from the State Government’s Japanese Trade Office have revealed the extraordinary 
threat posed to the State’s agri-business with Japan if the introduction of genetically modified crops 
proceeds. 
Shadow Trade Minister Mark McGowan said the emails—obtained following a Freedom of Information 
request—reinforced fears the Barnett Government is recklessly endangering the future of the State’s 
agri-business. 

I spoke about this earlier in my contribution, for those who were in the house, but we do risk our clean and green 
image and we risk markets, especially in Europe. By the look of this media statement, in 2009 there were 
certainly concerns in Japan. It continues — 

The emails, from Commissioner Craig Peacock in the State’s Trade Office in Tokyo, warned in January 
that “options for damage control” would need to be considered. 
Mr Peacock states in his email to the Department of Agriculture and Foods: 

“I must stress how strongly the Japanese feel about this and the impression is that the new 
government is ignoring or taking lightly the concerns of a major customer base. This is not the 
voice of a crank group of zealots; it is in the press and on TV. If this continues it will 
eventually have a negative impact on all facets of Japan–WA agribusiness. It is that serious.” 

It goes on to quote some more emails. There certainly was a level of concern at the time in the trade office in 
Japan that this was not a progressive move and there was more than a passing concern in Japan about the 
free-for-all that was created with the introduction of genetically modified crops. 
There was also lobbying in 2009 from organic growers, who stated that Western Australia’s organic food 
farmers may lose their organic accreditation as a result of the Barnett government’s decision to trial genetically 
modified canola in the state. What a prophetic statement that was, as Steve Marsh lost his organic status, was 
unable to get compensation and may well lose his whole farm as a consequence. 
Hon Jim Chown: Didn’t he get his organic status back? 
Hon DARREN WEST: He did get it back eventually. Hon Jim Chown has made the point; that is right. 
Hon Jim Chown: No; it didn’t take that long, and that was because the Australian standard has zero tolerance 
and that’s not the international standard. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! There is only one speaker—Hon Darren West. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Jim Chown makes a small level of sense. It is true. I have spent a lot of time with 
Steve Marsh. I feel really sorry for the Marsh family, and I feel really sorry for the Baxter family, because both 

 [28] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 10 May 2016] 

 p2452e-2484a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Michael Mischin; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers 

families have been through a very difficult time just going about the business of farming. It was an extraordinary 
set of circumstances and a very public debate. They were friends from a very young age and travelled together 
on the school bus. Those who live in regional communities will understand the social relationships. This was 
most straining on both families and I believe there have been long-term effects on both families as 
a consequence of this issue. But it all could have been avoided if a regime, some regulations and a set of 
guidelines had been in place and a bit of thought had been given to potential issues arising when the lid comes 
off the bottle and the genie is let out. Members opposite, as legislators, are responsible for that. The Minister for 
Agriculture and Food of the day certainly has a lot to answer for to the Marsh and Baxter families. There were 
no winners in that case; everyone lost.  

It is true that Steve Marsh regained his organic accreditation status after a period of, I believe, three years and he 
was eventually able to grow organic produce on those hectares of land. However, in the meantime, he was out of 
pocket. He had to sell his product for about half the price. As I have pointed out, there is a $50 to $70 discount 
for GM food over conventional food. There is in the order of a 200 to 300 per cent premium for some organic 
grains, which is the next level up. It is a very high value product. The reason for that is that the yields from 
organic farming are generally a lot lower. Weeds have to be controlled without chemicals and time is needed to 
do that; weeds need to be controlled mechanically or by other methods. There is a real premium for organic 
foods over conventional foods and there is a premium for conventional foods over genetically modified foods. 
I know that organic oats sell for around $900 a tonne, whereas standard oats sell for about $300 a tonne, and 
there are no genetically modified oats. The point is that there is a 300 per cent premium for organic oats, which 
are used in porridge and organic health foods throughout the world. The Marsh family chose to capitalise on that. 
They knew that they would produce lower tonnages of food but would get a premium price and that that would 
be a more sustainable and long-term future for them. They also liked the idea of farming without chemicals. 

Food production is growing faster in the organic market than it is in those two other markets. I will give 
members another statistic. Would anyone like to guess which jurisdiction in the world has the highest number of 
organically accredited hectares? I will give members a clue: we are in it. It is Western Australia. 
Western Australia has the highest number of organically classified hectares anywhere in the world. I think that 
our future lies in producing more and more organic products, whether it is organic beef from pastoral areas, 
organic grains or organic cheese and dairy products. The market for organic foods throughout the world is 
growing as people become more and more conscious of their health. People also suffer other afflictions, such as 
coeliac disease and lactose intolerance, that will enable opportunities for niche markets and the profitable 
production of other crops. 

I do not think we should rule anyone out as a bit of a crackpot or because their tolerance is zero. That is an issue 
for the organic accreditation people. I think they have a zero tolerance for good reason, and I think they take that 
very seriously. Either it is organic or it is not—you cannot be half pregnant in this space. There can be a blend 
of, I think, 0.9 per cent of GM food in conventional food, but that is not labelled and there is a bit of a blurring of 
the waters. However, the lines are very clear for organic food, conventional food or otherwise. The accreditation 
is very clear—there is a zero tolerance. 

Hon Jim Chown: Only in Australia, not internationally. 

Hon DARREN WEST: In Australia. I think that is driven by consumer demand. It should not be up to farmers 
to determine the percentage of organic material in food; it should be up to consumers to determine whether they 
want totally organic food or otherwise. Anyone who has been shopping will have seen the price of organic 
Weet-Bix versus the price of normal Weet-Bix. There is a premium to be paid and consumers will make that 
choice. I have done this on a couple of occasions. 

Hon Jim Chown: Do you believe in choice? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I do believe in choice, but I believe in informed choice, and the way to inform that 
choice is to write very clearly on the label of that product whether it is organic, conventional or genetically 
modified. 

Hon Jim Chown: So you believe in choice. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I do believe in choice for consumers, certainly, because they are the customers. 

Hon Jim Chown: What about choice in industry? 

Hon DARREN WEST: There is a saying in business, especially in retail—essentially, we have to sell our 
product—that the customer is always right. It is a very true statement. Successful businesses adopt the mantra 
and live by the mantra that the customer is always right. They provide good customer service and good products 
and they do it at a time when the customer wants them. That is how to be successful in retail. Essentially, we 
have to sell all our products. The customer is often a lady with young children who is conscious of the food they 
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are eating. She pushes the trolley down the supermarket aisle, at the markets or wherever she chooses to buy 
those products. She is our customer and her views are important. I think consumers should have a choice and 
they should be able to make an informed choice, and producers will adapt to that choice. Producers will produce 
the products that make them the most money, and whether that is organic, conventional or GM is a choice for the 
farmer, but it is a reaction to the choice made by the consumer. Producers will always seek out the most 
profitable markets and the consumers who are prepared to pay the highest premium for the products that they 
produce. That is business; that is how the market works, and so it should. It should be competitive and there 
should be choice driven by consumers. That is the market that we need to respond to. 

I went to a presentation recently at which it was suggested by a Canadian—he was not called an agronomist; 
they have another word for them—that all these people who choose to eat gluten-free foods do not know what 
they are talking about because most of them are not a coeliac anyway. I thought to myself, “Mate, you’re 
missing the whole point here.” Some people who are not a coeliac choose to eat gluten-free foods. I am married 
to a person who fits into that category; my wife chooses to eat gluten-free bread for her own reasons. She thinks 
it makes her feel better. She is not a coeliac, but she chooses to eat breads without gluten. That is her choice. 
I can tell members that a loaf of gluten-free bread is over twice the price of a loaf of conventional bread, but that 
is the choice that she has made. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, it is. I buy both when I go to the shop and it is a lot smaller. The point is that she 
has made an informed choice and she does what she thinks is best for her. That is what consumers everywhere 
have the right to do, and not just with GM, conventional or organic bread, but also with a range of other foods. 
Let them make that choice and let us as producers respond to what the market wants because that is what we 
have done in Western Australia for well over 100 years. All other primary industries are doing it. The mining 
industry does it; it sells its product for the highest price it can in the market and tries to seek out markets that 
most want mining products. The fishing and forestry and horticultural industries do the same. We all operate in 
that environment. Why should grain markets be any different, but we should have the capacity for consumers to 
choose? 

I will go back to what my organic growers said in 2009. Mick Murray said, and I quote — 

… representatives from the organic food industry and the Consumers for GM Free Food Group will 
hold a silent protest on the front steps of Parliament House … 

“Organic farmers are deeply worried about the implications of the GM canola trial which would mean 
organic farmers lose their organic certification,” 

I have repeated that. That proved to be the case. To continue — 

“Modern organic farming is a whole farm management system where produce is grown without the use 
of chemicals or forced growth and relies on strict adherence to the guiding principles of the organic 
philosophy. 

“In order for farmers to gain organic accreditation a large number of strict guidelines must be met 
including buffer zones to provide protection from herbicides, chemical fertilisers and GM organisms. 

“Organic farmers have not been consulted on trial locations and through no fault of their own are now 
confronted with the possibility that the Liberal–National trial will jeopardise their accreditation.” 

Are they not words of prophesy, because that is exactly what happened? To continue — 

Mr Murray said WA’s organic honey, oilseeds, noodle premix, beef and a range of processed products 
currently exported to a number of Asian and European countries could be threatened by the trials. 

He was right. Certainly that farm has lost its accreditation and the consequent loss of income. I point out to 
Hon Jim Chown that within that three years, Steve Marsh still produced the lower yields because he was farming 
organically, but he was unable to command the premium on his products. He calculated that the loss of that 
premium was in the order of $85 000 and he thought it was right and fair to go to court and seek compensation 
for that $85 000. I agree; I think it was right and fair. Mick Murray’s statement continues — 

“The Barnett Government has consistently ignored the voices of farmers, organic producers and 
consumers fighting against the GM canola trials. 

“This Government will be accountable for any damage done to the organic farming industry by its 
obsession with growing GM crops.” 

That was partly right; the government has an obsession with growing GM crops, but it is not accountable when 
everything goes wrong in the production of those GM crops. That was proved to be the case for Steve Marsh, 
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and I made that point. I certainly cannot argue that the organic industry was right and the government was 
wrong. Even in 2009 Labor put its position against the open slather approach to the introduction of genetically 
modified crops. I am reading from statements that I have found since 2009. Here is an interesting press statement 
put out once again by the shadow Minister for Agriculture and Food headed “Redman Offers no help to clean up 
GM contamination”. Has that not proved to be the case? It states — 

Local shires will be responsible for cleaning up any roadside contamination along the GM crop trial 
transport route, Shadow Agriculture Minister Mick Murray, said. 

It was partly right because we found out from questions without notice, I think late last year, that no-one is 
responsible for the clean-up of contamination along roadsides. No-one thought about that when they rushed into 
this decision to recklessly allow the introduction of GM crops. To this day, they recklessly hand over that 
authority. Because the government has been incapable of implementing the introduction of genetically modified 
crops, there is no reason to cede those rights from the state to the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator. 
Mick Murray’s press statement continues — 

Mr Murray said it was revealed that the State Government would not take any financial responsibility 
for testing or managing GM crops that contaminate roadsides along the transport route. 
“The Barnett Government is happy to let local shires foot the bill for any problems because of its 
pursuit of GM canola trials,” he said.  

It goes on to say that it was a reckless and irresponsible action, and the local shires agreed. For example, 
Mr Murray said that the Shire of Williams passed a resolution in March this year requesting that it be declared 
a GM-free zone. His statement reads further on — 

“If GM canola from the southern trials is transported along Albany Highway and seeds escape onto the 
roadside or in adjacent paddocks, the Shire’s status as a GM free zone will be violated. 

Very soon after that press release, a truck bringing a load of genetically modified canola through the 
Shire of Williams to Perth had a problem with the bearing in the drive and the truck’s diff got hot and caught 
fire. Because it was an aluminium tipper, the heat of the fire melted the aluminium in the tipping trailer and all 
the canola fell out through the hole in the aluminium. It caused major contamination along the side of the road. 
The wind got hold of it and blew it along the sides of the road. The Shire of Williams, which had tried to 
maintain a clean, green image and keep itself GM free, suffered major contamination, which was foreshadowed 
by the then shadow agriculture minister, Mick Murray in 2009. There are a lot of cases of “We told you so”. 
Everyone who has seen these crops introduced in other parts of the world should have learnt from what 
happened in Williams. It was obvious that there would be issues in rolling out the production of GM crops in 
Western Australia. Rather than look sensibly at them and try to figure out ways to deal with the potential issues, 
the government ploughed on regardless. It thought it knew everything but did not know very much at all. It was 
180 degrees from being correct in some instances that I pointed out before. It would not listen and even refused 
to accept any responsibility for the Marsh–Baxter case and refused to help mediate a resolution between the two 
parties. Having made that decision, the government irresponsibly washed its hands and kept out of the way. Now 
that it has all got way too hard, the government wants to absolve any responsibility by the state and pass it all to 
the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator based in Canberra. 
There was some talk in late 2009 about new organic food standards in Western Australia. The government 
refused to acknowledge those standards and ploughed on regardless with its GM obsession. Mick Murray’s press 
statement of Friday, 16 October 2009—which was my wedding anniversary, for the benefit of my wife, who will 
be listening to this—reads — 

The Irish Government has become the latest in a growing list of governments to ban GM crops across 
the country. 

A government member interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I think Hon Jim Chown would be quite surprised at how many people are listening to 
this debate. 
Hon Jim Chown: That wasn’t me; I’m innocent. Another false accusation. Wrong again. Unbelievable! 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am terribly sorry, Hon Jim Chown; I am used to interjections coming from that corner, 
whoever it was. Ireland is the latest to become GM free. The press statement reads — 

The Irish Government has become the latest in a growing list of governments to ban the growth of 
GM crops across the country. 

That was in 2009. I said earlier in my contribution that I believed as many as 33 or 36 countries in the world 
have declared themselves—I include Germany—as countries that have chosen not to go down the GM path. 
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Most of Europe has fallen into that category. Here is a press release from Thursday, 19 November 2009 with the 
headline “GM crops now Redman’s curse”. What a prophetic headline that is because that is about what they 
have become to some people in Western Australia—not to everyone; some growers do not think they are 
Redman’s curse. But many people around the state do think GM crops are Redman’s curse. Mr Murray’s 
statement reads — 

Almost 90 per cent of the public submissions put forward to a review of the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act 2003 have opposed the introduction of GM crops in WA. 

The 90 per cent of submissions were ignored. It continues — 
Shadow Agriculture Minister Mick Murray said of the 424 submissions, 376 of them were in favour of 
the act being retained. 

That was way back in 2009. A review of the act is probably not a bad suggestion. Perhaps we should refer this 
repeal bill to a committee and have another look at what the public really wants to do. We might think about that 
a little bit more. 
At that time, 424 submissions were received, 376 of which were in favour of retaining the act. I think members 
would find that that number would be about the same today. I do not think much would have changed. I think 
Western Australia has an aversion to being directed on what to do by Canberra. We always have, right back to 
the days before Federation when it looked for a while as though Western Australia might not join the Federation, 
and then it looked like Kalgoorlie might not be part of the Federation. There has always been an aversion to the 
wise men of the east dictating what Western Australia should do. 
The press release continues — 

“Once again, the public has said loud and clear that they are opposed to GM crops being grown in 
WA,” he said. 
“340 individuals, including four from overseas, have called for GM crops to be banned. 

Under this bill, they will be banned except by exemption. It will not be Labor that bans GM crops, because they 
are already banned, except by exemption. The press release continues — 

“Five overseas markets and organisations have outlined their concerns, including the Consumer Union 
of Japan who represent 2.9 million Japanese customers.” 
Mr Murray said 26 Australian organisations had made submissions in opposition to the Government’s 
plan. 
“WA Local Government Association, York Ratepayers Association, The Wilderness Society, Doctors 
for the Environment and Natural Health Society are among that group who are asking the Government 
to consider their opinion and stop the spread of GM crops throughout the State,” he said. 
“The Barnett Government cannot ignore this overwhelming amount of opposition.” 
Mr Murray said the shires of Serpentine–Jarrahdale, Manjimup, Williams, Subiaco and Northam made 
submissions outlining their concerns that they do not have any power to declare themselves GM crop 
free. 

The minister ignored all the quite legitimate concerns raised by legitimate organisations that remained 
unconvinced about the benefits of GM crops. Again, it comes back to the key line: these organisations, the 
Labor Party, I think most of the Western Australian community, and I, remain unconvinced about the benefits of 
GM crops. The Liberal Party, on the other hand, is totally convinced of their benefits, to the point of being 
prepared to leave organic farmers high and dry, to ignore local governments’ wishes and to cede any further 
debate and decision-making on this process to Canberra. The Liberal Party is saying to the people of 
Western Australia that it is totally, 100 per cent, without a shadow of a doubt convinced of the benefits of the 
GM crop industry to Western Australia. That puts the Liberal Party in the minority, and I think that is 
a dangerous place for any government to be. 
The press release continues — 

“Agriculture Minister Terry Redman told Parliament today that the issue of GM crops were not a local 
government issue, yet he is also passing on all responsibility to those shires for contamination 
issues,” — 

He wants it both ways. The press release continues — 
“The Minister is turning his back on shires in his own electorate. 

In 2010 a press release headed “WA’s green, GM free image lost forever” was released. It reads — 
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The Barnett Government decision to allow Genetically Modified (GM) canola crops to be grown in 
Western Australia will have negative long term economic and social impacts that cannot be reversed, 
Shadow Agriculture Minister Mick Murray said today. 

He was right in saying they cannot be reversed; I am actually not sure about that, though, because I think we may 
be able to transition into higher value crops that will be more profitable for farmers. I know we will need to work 
through issues around weed control, but I do not think the continual reliance on chemicals is good. Now that we 
are down to what is probably the last chemical available to us and the most important chemical available to us as 
our only option, we need a different course of action. I made that point earlier in my contribution. I think it will 
be difficult to get back the clean, green image. Given that the amount of GM grain grown in Western Australia is 
still so small after six years, I think it will be possible to move to higher value crops that are more in market 
demand, and we can use crops and agronomic practices that will help control weeds and make farming more 
profitable. 

I think Mick Murray, the shadow minister of the day, was right when he stated that the decision to grow 
GM crops in Western Australia was “ill-conceived, reckless and unjustified”. I think that has proven to be the 
case to this day. It was ill-conceived, reckless and unjustified that the Liberal Party was able to be so totally 
convinced about the future of GM crops, although most of the state is yet to be convinced. 

The press release states that almost 90 per cent of submissions made to a review of the Genetically Modified 
Crops Free Areas Act 2003 thought the legislation should be retained. There were more press releases along the 
same lines. There was also talk at the time that all GM crops grown in Western Australia would be on 
a GM crops register. There was also talk that farmers who grew GM crops must comply with a strict set of 
protocols on a grower agreement. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
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