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HUMAN REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGY AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 6 December 2007. 

HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [2.07 pm]: I understand that I have six minutes remaining for my 
contribution to the second reading debate on the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill 2007. One 
of the complications with this debate is that research in the area relevant to the debate is continuing at a rapid 
rate. I have a number of items of important information that I would like to share with members for their 
consideration during this debate. For this reason, I intend to seek an extension. I will require about 15 to 20 
minutes to conclude my comments. If the house is willing to grant that extension, I would be grateful, and if it is 
not, I would appreciate an early indication to enable me to go into an abstract debate for the next five minutes.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon ED DERMER: In addressing this bill last December members might remember I tabled two important 
peer-reviewed scientific papers and asked members to examine them. Both papers were particularly important 
because they described breakthroughs by different research teams whereby skin cells were induced to become 
pluripotent, or degenerate pluripotent stem cells. I remind members that a pluripotent stem cell is a stem cell 
from which any one of the various types of cells of the human body can be derived. Last December I put the 
view to the house that this bill had no ongoing justification because it was highly probable that the stem cells 
generated from skin cells would have every quality that might be attributed to an embryonic stem cell derived 
from cloning. The proposal to legalise cloning for the purpose of generating embryonic stem cells is at the heart 
of the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill.  

The research showed a new method that could generate induced pluripotent stem cells with the high probability 
of achieving every quality that has been attributed to clone-derived human embryonic stem cells. I acknowledge 
that I oppose the bill because I oppose the destruction of any human embryo and that other members might be 
reluctant to accept the objectivity of my assessment, which is that it is highly probable that the new method, 
which does not involve embryos but allows skin cells to be transformed into pluripotent stem cells, will achieve 
everything that can be claimed for a clone-produced stem cell. I am endeavouring to be as scientifically objective 
as I possibly can. I understand that members may think that I am biased and that they may not accept my 
assessment.  

When my contribution to this debate was interrupted by standing orders on 6 December 2007, I was about to 
share with members an article that gives the assessment by the scientist who is generally described as the father 
of cloning, Professor Ian Wilmut. He used the somatic cell nuclear transfer technique with sheep, and the bill 
proposes to legalise that technique for humans. Dolly the sheep was the product of that work. When it comes to 
looking at the potential of the new induced pluripotent stem cell method versus the proposal to clone human 
embryos to produce pluripotent stem cells, members should consider not only my assessment of the probability 
of the new induced system achieving everything that may be claimed for a cloned generated embryonic stem 
cell, but also the assessment by scientists such as Professor Wilmut, who has a long history of research in the 
field and a long history of supporting embryonic stem cell research and cloning.  

The article that best sums up Professor Wilmut’s views was published on 16 November last year by Roger 
Highfield, the science editor of the British publication, the Telegraph. It is entitled “Dolly creator Prof Ian 
Wilmut shuns cloning”. The article explains that Professor Wilmut has decided not to pursue a licence to clone 
human embryos. I understand that at the time he was the one scientist in the United Kingdom who had been 
granted a licence to clone human embryos. He makes it very clear that once the induced method for producing 
pluripotent stem cells without needing embryos and without cloning had been established by the papers 
published last November, he would definitely move away from the cloning method and towards the induced 
method.  

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]  

Hon ED DERMER: I thank the house for its indulgence.  
I would like to discuss that article, but time will not allow that. The key point of the article is Professor Wilmut’s 
belief that the rival method pioneered in Japan has better potential for making embryonic cells that can be used 
to grow a patient’s own cells and tissues for a vast range of treatments. I will seek leave to table the paper so that 
members can read Professor Wilmut’s assessment that the method that does not involve embryos and cloning has 
a greater potential for generating cells and tissues for a vast range of treatments. I seek leave to table the article 
entitled “Dolly creator Prof Wilmut shuns cloning”, which was written by Roger Highfield, the science editor of 
the Telegraph.  
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Leave granted. [See paper 3903.] 
Hon ED DERMER: It is important to remember that the induced method of generating stem cells needs further 
refinement. That has been acknowledged. I am encouraged by the rapid pace and progress in further research 
using the induced method of generating stem cells that followed the two breakthrough publications of November 
last year. It is important to remember that the refinement of this induced pluripotent stem cell method is a work 
in progress and that significant further research is required. I recommend members read the very readable article 
that was published in Time magazine entitled “A to Z Health Guide 2007, The Year in Medicine”. It reviewed 
the previous year’s breakthroughs in medical research. The article is very good. I wish I could talk about it more, 
but I am confined by the time available. The article quotes Professor Wilmut as saying that changing cells from a 
patient directly into stem cells has so much more potential. The article also quotes Dr John Gearhart, from Johns 
Hopkins University, who was the first scientist to isolate human foetal embryonic stem cells. He is quoted as 
saying that the induced method is the future of stem cell research. This method is in contrast to the cloning 
method proposed by the bill. The Time article also reviews the remaining challenges to the induced method that 
require further research. It quotes the Japanese pioneer of the induced method, Dr Yamanaka, as saying that it is 
his hope to avoid using human embryonic stem cells, but that he was not 100 per cent sure that that would be 
possible yet. He said that scientists had to continue their studies. Evidently, that research is continuing. I 
recommend the article to members and seek leave to table it.  
Leave granted. [See paper 3904.] 
Hon ED DERMER: I have so much to share with members about this remarkable scientific research and its 
progress. I have a list of publications that explains in chronological order, which is always a sensible way of 
presenting things, the progress towards developing this method of achieving induced pluripotent stem cells that 
requires neither embryos nor cloning. I will table that paper. I am sure that the Department of Health and 
members of Parliament would be interested in the papers, and the Parliamentary Library staff can assist in 
finding them. The list is available for anyone to study. Members who might be contemplating supporting this bill 
should first study the publications. I think they will draw the same conclusion that I have, that the bill is totally 
unnecessary. I seek leave to table a chronological list of induced pluripotent stem cell publications and timeline.  

Leave granted. [See paper 3905.]  

Hon ED DERMER: The last publication on that list is dated 16 February, so it is not the most up-to-date list. I 
know that further research has continued. I received that list in early March or late February, which was about 
the time I became ill myself. I do not have a more up-to-date list. However, I have now been made aware of 
another very encouraging paper in the field, which curiously enough will be officially published next week on 
15 April. Thanks to modern technology, the paper was published on 7 April in the online edition of the 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America. This paper is particularly 
interesting as it talks about induced pluripotent stem cells being efficiently differentiated into neural precursor 
cells. The title of the paper is “Neurons derived from reprogrammed fibroblasts functionally integrate into the 
fetal brain and improve symptoms of rats with Parkinson’s disease”. I remind members that fibroblasts are a type 
of skin cell. The article is about rats and not humans, but that is usually the precursor to what I am hoping will be 
a breakthrough for those who suffer from Parkinson’s disease, based on the use of induced pluripotent stem cells, 
which require neither cloning nor embryos. I seek leave to table the paper.  

Leave granted. [See paper 3906.] 

Hon ED DERMER: There are two methods of achieving pluripotent stem cells. One is the method using 
cloning, whereby embryos are created for the purpose of destroying those embryos and harvesting the 
pluripotent stem cells. The other method involves the insertion of genes into the genome of an ordinary cell, 
usually a skin cell, to induce it to become a pluripotent stem cell. The induced method needs further work, but it 
is showing potential as having enormous therapeutic value. The frequency and quality of the papers published 
since this breakthrough last November show that the momentum of research is behind the induced method of 
achieving pluripotent stem cells rather than the cloning method. On the other hand, there was also the 
publication, the first time in a peer-reviewed article, of a paper saying that the cloning method—that is, the 
somatic cell nuclear transfer method—has now been used to produce a human embryo. This happened in 
America. I do not have the paper with me, but its title is “Development of Human Cloned Blastocysts Following 
Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer with Adult Fibroblasts”. Members might like to get a copy of that paper with the 
assistance of the Parliamentary Library. The paper states that this study demonstrated, for the first time, that 
somatic cell nuclear transfer could be utilised to generate cloned human blastocysts by using differentiated adult 
donor nuclei remodelled and reprogrammed on human oocytes. A human oocyte is a human egg. A human 
blastocyst is the stage at which stem cells have been harvested from the embryos of other animals. Although the 
paper states that a human embryo has been generated by cloning, the researchers were not able to harvest the 
stem cells, so that has not yet been achieved.  
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I am trying to present, as objectively as I can, the progress in both directions. I am certainly left in no doubt that 
the potential for greater good comes from the induced method, which I remind members involves neither cloning 
nor human embryos. When the Californian paper demonstrating that cloning had been achieved in humans was 
published, I understand that Professor Wilmut said that he hoped the authors would have the opportunity to 
continue their work and derive stem cell lines. He may have said that in support of his colleagues in California, 
but I have not heard anything to suggest that Professor Wilmut has changed his mind since last November and 
now intends to resume using the cloning method as opposed to the induced method. As I have said, I am trying, 
in the confined time that I have, to make this point as clearly as I can. Further research would be needed for both 
methods, but momentum is clearly gathering behind, and progress is being made using, induced pluripotent stem 
cells derived from ordinary human cells. The same claim cannot be made for cloning. Clearly, the induced 
method is showing enormously more potential and the momentum of research is gathering behind that method. I 
believe that method will be the answer to many problems. For those reasons, I believe this bill to be entirely 
unnecessary.  

Claims will be made that, regardless of what progress is made with the induced pluripotent stem cell method, 
there is still a role for cloning. I cannot see it. I cannot see what cloning can achieve when we can essentially get 
the same cells—if not today then very soon given the rate of progress—from the induced method. If we were 
dealing with an insignificant matter, we could understand the logic of using both methods. I want to remind 
members of the enormity of what we are being asked to approve in this bill. We are being asked to approve the 
deliberate creation of human embryos for the purpose of destroying those embryos to derive these cells, when 
there is every indication that those cells can be derived with the same qualities through the induced pluripotent 
stem cell method, which does not involve either cloning or human embryos. It is an enormous proposition for us 
to be asked to approve the deliberate creation of embryos for a destructive purpose. Maybe I could have 
understood it before this research came out in November, to the extent that people were saying that we need 
these pluripotent stem cells and that the only way to get them is by cloning and destroying the embryos. That is 
no longer a valid proposition, because the induced pluripotent stem cell method has emerged and research on 
that method has gathered momentum. I ask members to consider that.  

The other thing that is important for members to consider is that if this bill is not carried, it will not stop research 
on human embryos. The last Parliament passed a bill—I certainly opposed it, but it was passed and is a law 
today—that allows research using so-called spare IVF embryos. That will continue to be the law if this bill is 
defeated. The defeat of this bill will not stop research on human embryos using pluripotent stem cells. The 
induced method is now emerging and gathering momentum. All things considered, when we remember that this 
bill is asking us to legalise the creation of human embryos for their destruction and that the reasons put forward 
to justify this extraordinary proposition are evaporating as the research progresses, logic must lead members to 
the conclusion that this bill should be defeated.  

HON BRIAN ELLIS (Agricultural) [2.28 pm]: Bills such as the one before us make us remember how 
important our decisions are in making good law and how inadequate we may feel at times, especially with such 
complicated legislation as the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill. I admit that I had little 
knowledge of stem cells, embryonic stem cells, adult stem cells, therapeutic cloning, the primitive streak and 
many other subjects that relate to this bill. I had to get advice and knowledge so that I could make an informed 
decision on this bill.  

I learned about the therapeutic cloning process or somatic cell nuclear transfer, which involves the removal of 
the nucleus from the unfertilised egg. An egg is a sex cell; therefore, it has half the number of chromosomes that 
an adult cell has. An adult cell has 46 chromosomes—23 are provided by each parent. Once the nucleus is 
removed from the unfertilised egg, scientists then separately obtain an adult cell, which has 46 chromosomes, 
and implant the nucleus from that adult cell into the unfertilised egg. Chemical and/or electrical stimuli are 
applied to make the embryo created by this artificial means divide. The embryo divides into two, then four, then 
four into eight and so on. The division process continues until there are 16 cells, which takes about four days. 
This embryo begins to grow and divide as though it had been fertilised by sperm. After four to seven days, at the 
blastocyst stage—when there are about 100 cells—stem cells can be taken for medical research.  

A stem cell can become any type of cell in the body. Scientists hope that stem cell research will one day allow 
custom-made transplants to cure degenerative diseases. New cells implanted into a patient would be identical to 
his or her own cells, so they would not be rejected by the body. There are advantages and disadvantages for the 
use of both adult stem cells and embryonic stem cells, as explained in an article in The West Australian on 7 June 
2007 — 

Adult stemcells  

Advantage:  
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Avoid the ethical debate over the use of IVF embryos for research or the creation of embryos for 
therapeutic cloning. Found in the skin, brain and bone marrow.  

Disadvantage: 
Limited in their ability to turn into different cell types other than their tissue of origin and do not 
replicate as easily as embryonic stemcells.  

Embryonic stemcells  

Advantage:  
Can be turned into any type of the 220 cells in the body, from blood to organ tissue. 

Disadvantage:  
Scientific research on embryos is opposed on the grounds that embryos are human or at least potentially 
human.  

Embryos are destroyed in the process of therapeutic cloning.  

An argument is put that we do not need to use embryonic stem cells when adult stem cells are available. I 
attended a briefing provided by Professor Peter Klinken and Professor Barry Marshall and the clear scientific 
advice was that embryonic stem cells have a greater ability to differentiate into a wider range of other cells and 
tissues than adult stem cells. In other words, embryonic stem cells are described as pluripotent, whereas adult 
stem cells are described as multipotent. I do not think that scientific advice supports the argument that it is 
equally valid to use adult stem cells and therefore avoid the use of embryonic stem cells. The reality is that both 
forms of research should be pursued in an appropriately responsible way. 

The knowledge I gained from researching the Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill 2007 has given 
rise to some issues that give me reason for concern. One such concern is that although embryonic stem cell 
research has potential, it has not been successful to date anywhere in the world. There is a worrisome tendency 
for cloned embryonic stem cells injected into the skin of laboratory animals to form tumours; therefore, the use 
of stem cells might cure diabetes but give people cancer. 

Other concerns include the intrusive technology of egg harvesting for the host cells, which may put women at 
immediate and long-term risk because it raises the possibility of women being exploited for egg harvest. It is 
similar to the example of human trafficking, which is illegal. However, recently there has been another seizure of 
people who traffic women to Australia for prostitution. The traffickers sold the women to legal and illegal 
brothels in Victoria for $15 000 each. The women were debt bonded; therefore, the profits of their enslavement 
did not go to them. 

One of the major concerns of this bill is how mandatory disposal of embryos before day 15 will be policed. What 
will the consequences be for the inadvertent neglect to dispose of the embryos or deliberate continuation of 
research past the primitive streak stage, especially given animal-human hybrids? Are researchers to be trusted to 
dispose of the therapeutically cloned stem cells after day 14? The primitive streak appears at day 15 and the 
embryo starts to develop into a baby. 

I asked Professor Peter Klinken at an address he gave in Geraldton about my concern. He assured me that 
researchers would need to be licensed and would be strictly monitored by a governing body. Therefore, it would 
be highly unlikely that anyone would break the law. However, as in any profession, there could be unscrupulous 
researchers but they would have to leave the country to continue their research. 

On the other side of the argument, I am encouraged by the safeguards put in place by this bill, as mentioned by 
Mr Kobelke in his second reading contribution on 29 August 2007 — 

. . . “embryo” is used in this legislation to mean that it is created by the fertilisation of a human egg by 
human sperm and it is defined to commence at the first mitotic division, which is about two days. If the 
embryo is created by other means — that is, through the somatic nuclear cell transfer — it is allowed to 
develop to the primitive streak stage, or 14 days . . .  

Allowing development beyond that time will be prohibited. Mr Kobelke continued — 

Reproductive cloning will continue to be prohibited. The implantation into the reproductive tract of a 
woman of a human embryo created by any means other than fertilisation of an egg by sperm will 
continue to be prohibited. The development of a human embryo that is created by any means beyond 
14 days gestation in any external culture or device will continue to be prohibited. The implantation into 
the reproductive tract of a woman of a human-animal hybrid or chimeric embryo will continue to be 
prohibited. The development of a human-animal hybrid or chimeric embryo will continue to be 
prohibited. There is an exception to that prohibition, which is that certain interspecies fertilisation and 
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development is allowed up to, but not including, the first cell division. That is permitted for testing for 
gamete viability to assist with assisted reproduction technology training and practice. Placing a human 
embryo into an animal or into the body of a human, apart from into a woman’s reproductive tract, or 
placing an animal embryo into the body of a human for any period of gestation will remain prohibited. 
Implantation into the reproductive tract of a woman of an embryo created with genetic material 
provided by more than two people will continue to be prohibited. Implantation into the reproductive 
tract of a woman of an embryo created using precursor cells from a human embryo or a human foetus 
will continue to be prohibited. Implantation into the reproductive tract of a woman of an embryo 
carrying inheritable alterations of the genome will continue to be prohibited. The collection of viable 
human embryos from the body of a woman will continue to be prohibited. The creation of human 
embryos by fertilisation of human eggs by human sperm will remain restricted to ART — 

That is, assisted reproductive technology —  

treatment for the purposes of reproduction. The creation of human embryos by fertilisation of human 
eggs by human sperm to create embryos for the purpose of research will continue to be prohibited. . . . 
the use of excess ART embryos in research should continue to be permitted under licence, as it is under 
the current legislation. 

It appears that the majority of the population supports therapeutic cloning, as was reported in The West 
Australian on 24 November 2006. It states — 

Almost six in every 10 Australians support therapeutic cloning,. . .  

The survey showed almost three out of four people wanted the use of donated embryos to continue, 
with 51 per cent strongly supporting the practice. Only 8 per cent opposed it. 

The results also showed that two out of three people believed that adult stemcells — rarer and more 
difficult to work with — were just as valuable as embryonic stemcells and both should be pursued for 
the purpose of research. 

The Kalgoorlie Miner also did a poll on 11 April 2007, and that poll showed that 82 per cent of Australians 
approved of the extraction of stem cells from human embryos to be used in the treatment of diseases and injuries. 
Although there are procedural alternatives, such as human skin used to make stem cells, as reported in The West 
Australian, these are in the initial stages of experimentation, and the research needs to develop to a greater extent 
for them to be a serious alternative. However, there is a strong scientific view that this research should be 
continued in parallel. Also, if this research does not continue, Australia is in danger of losing its top stem cell 
scientists overseas, as it has already done in some cases. Australia is probably in the top half-dozen nations in the 
stem cell field, but the list is dominated by Americans, and we do not want to lose our scientists to other 
countries. 

After considerable thought and research into both sides of the argument, I have analysed the safeguards 
mentioned before and believe these cover most concerns. The requirement for the minister to cause a further 
independent review of the legislation to be undertaken in three years is also an important inclusion in this bill. 
Further developments might make future research on embryo stem cells unnecessary. This is unlikely in the 
foreseeable future. In the meantime, there is a strong scientific and medical case for continuing research on 
human embryo stem cells. Therefore, I will be giving qualified support to this bill. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [2.43 pm]: I want to briefly put on the record a few comments to outline 
my summation of this situation. The Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill 2007 is a very important 
piece of legislation, and this debate obviously involves very important scientific advances, which are impressive. 
It involves, of course, the legal, ethical and moral dimensions, which of course are also important and are more 
difficult to assess than the straight science on this question. It is not an easy situation for legislators, but that is 
what we are charged with and that is why we are in this place. 

As the opposition spokesman for science, innovation and biotechnology, I felt it was important that I make a few 
brief remarks and put my view on the record, although, of course, there will be a free vote on this legislation and 
I will exercise my free vote. On the ethical and moral dimensions, I would never countenance the specific 
creation of embryos for the purpose of research. I understand that that is not the case in this legislation; that there 
are sufficient safeguards. I want the minister to clarify for me, when she sums up, that that is not the case and 
that only embryos that are surplus to requirements—that is a pretty crude way of putting it—will be used for this 
research. I see a head shaking, so let us get it clarified. If the legislation does not preclude that, I may well 
reassess my view. 

I am very much aware of the work being done at the Western Australian Institute of Medical Research. I have 
spoken to Professor Peter Klinken and some of his team. They are involved in some very impressive research 
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and impressive developments and breakthroughs. Therefore, it is obvious that the Western Australian community 
will be influenced by the views of people like Professor Peter Klinken and Nobel Prize winner Barry Marshall. 
As an aside, in a lateral sense, to this debate, I find it rather bemusing and mystifying that the Western Australian 
government has freely embraced the use of gene technology in medical research and in other areas such as 
marine science, water issues and the environment, but has a closed mind when it comes to agriculture. That 
remains a mystery to me, and it remains an anomaly that the government cannot explain away. The 
government’s retaining a moratorium on gene technology research into agricultural crops such as canola and 
cotton does not have any consistency whatsoever and does not have any logic. We were all forced to reassess the 
situation and reassess our views on this difficult dilemma when we were informed via the media, and via our 
own inquiries, that there was news of new breakthroughs using ordinary human skin cells, and even using hybrid 
human-animal stem cells — 

Hon Kate Doust: They are called cybrids. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Yes, cybrids; I will use that term. Those developments and those possibilities are very 
exciting. Therefore, I can understand people adopting the view that, okay, those scientific breakthroughs have 
been made; this legislation is now no longer required. That seems like a very logical view to take. For some 
guidance, I posed a question to Professor Lyn Beazley, who is Western Australia’s Chief Scientist, at a recent 
science forum at Scitech to get her observations on this matter. Although she agreed that she certainly would not 
countenance the creation of embryos, and hence embryonic stem cells, specifically for the purpose of research, 
her point was that exciting and encouraging new developments were available. People have referred to some of 
them, but for a snapshot of what is perhaps in the offing, we need only read a few newspaper articles. From a 
random sample I have picked out, I refer to the following — 

Parkinson’s hope after mice trials 

A cure for Parkinson’s may be a step closer after mice with a form of the disease were cured when 
treated with cloned embryonic stemcells.  

Another article reads — 

Stemcells used to mend skull defects  

Broken skulls can be repaired using cells from human embryos, scientists have shown. Researchers 
were able to plug holes in the skulls of mice by transplanting the stemcells, which grew into new bone 
tissue.  

Another one reads — 

Stemcells used to speed fracture repair  

A revolutionary way to mend damaged cartilage and bones by using a patient’s own stemcells is being 
developed by scientists in an effort to speed up the repair process.  

Hon Kate Doust: They are adult stem cells.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Sure. I could have done with that myself a couple of weeks ago when I had to have a 
knee arthroscopy to fix some cartilage, but a knife was used instead.  
Another article reads — 

Gene find offers hope for allergy sufferers 

Scientists say a new gene discovery which shows how the immune system reacts to allergens could be 
used to develop more effective drugs to stop people from developing allergies and hay fever.  

Another article is headed — 

Diabetes cure first target for stem cell research  
We know that it is widely hoped that replacement tissue can be grown for people with various diseases, 
including bone marrow for cancer patients, neurons for people with Alzheimer’s disease and pancreatic cells for 
people with diabetes. Researchers have used stem cells already to grow blood cells, blood vessel cells, bone, 
cartilage, neurons and skeletal muscle. Other possibilities for research are spinal cord injuries, stroke, burns, 
heart disease, diabetes, osteoarthritis and rheumatoid arthritis. All of that is very encouraging, and I am 
encouraged that adult stem cells can do the job. I certainly hope that is the case. Another article from a 
newspaper is headed “Sporting elite ponder stemcell storage to speed injury healing”. That is fine for injury 
recovery. I will embrace that every time for athletes and the general population. However, if it goes the extra 
step to cloning an Australian Football League player who is a mixture of Leigh Matthews, Polly Farmer and 
Barry Cable or a cricketer with the talents of Sir Donald Bradman, Gary Sobers, Dennis Lillee and Shane Warne, 
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that would be impressive, but we would have a major problem with our ethical boundaries. Obviously, a lot of 
good and encouraging work is being done in this field in Australia and right here in Western Australia.  
Professor Lyn Beazley gave what I thought was a very sensible answer about boundaries. The question I posed 
was: because of the new developments, why do we need this legislation; why does research still need access to 
embryonic stem cells? As I said before, she qualified it by saying that she would never countenance—nor would 
I—the specific creation of embryos for research. However, she made the point that embryonic stem cells provide 
the yardstick; they provide the basis for scientific measuring, if we like. Embryonic stem cells provide the most 
growth potential. In a scientific sense, the research using embryonic stem cells will be more valid and more 
useful in the future if it has a “pure” scientific base to work from. The best scientific yardstick that can be 
obtained is from young embryonic stem cells. At the end of the day, I was persuaded by that argument; that is, 
we need a scientific approach to this area, as in every other area; we need a proper yardstick on which to base 
our developments, whether they be in disease prevention, disease treatment, health remedies or whatever else. 
On the weight of that in particular, and on the reassurances and clarifications I hope to receive from the Minister 
for Child Protection when she sums up, I am prepared to support the second reading.  
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.55 pm]: I rise to oppose the 
Human Reproductive Technology Amendment Bill 2007. I have noted the very learned comments of my 
colleague Hon Ed Dermer. It took him quite some time to be able to provide us with such a detailed and science-
based explanation for why this legislation should not be passed. I thank him for that because I do not claim to 
understand all the detail of the science behind this. However, I have worked my way through the reasons I 
cannot support this legislation. I suppose the bottom line is that, consistent with the position I have taken in the 
past, I cannot deal with the concept that a human life can be created purely for the purpose of destruction in the 
name of science. However, the advances being made in this area of science are very interesting. I fully support 
the use of adult stem cells in this area of science. I think if Hon Barry House does further reading, he will learn 
that the most prominent advances and successes in this area of science have been through the use of adult stem 
cells. Hon Brian Ellis alluded to the fact that there has not yet been a single positive outcome anywhere in the 
world through the use of embryonic stem cells. As Hon Barry House indicated from his newspaper articles, new 
announcements are being made about a variety of changes and advances in a range of disease areas that, 
hopefully, will bring about positive outcomes. Those advances have come only through the use of adult stem 
cells.  
When we debated similar legislation in 2004, I went through a long list of the types of positive advances that had 
occurred to that point of time with the use of adult stem cells. I hope that, in due course, appropriate funding will 
be provided to ensure that that particular branch of the science is given equal importance and support for using 
adult stem cells, because it is not being given the same degree of relevance or receiving the same amount of 
funding as embryonic stem cell research. It is quite deficient. However, this legislation is important because it 
gives members in this place an opportunity to think about a very complex social, ethical and legal issue and to 
ask themselves where we draw the line in the sand. Did we draw the line in the sand in 2004, when I think 
almost every single person in this place at the time opposed cloning of any type? That also occurred in 2002 at 
the federal level, when every single member of Parliament opposed cloning. The question we must think about 
is: why is it, in 2006 at the federal level, and in 2008 at the state level, suddenly acceptable to clone an embryo 
for the purpose of scientific experimentation? Why are we prepared to say that it is acceptable to create a 
substandard of human life—essentially a standard of spare part if we like—that we can use in the name of 
science?  
This legislation was put out into the public arena as the great white hope of providing cures for all sorts of 
dreadful ailments and diseases that people have to cope with. We talked about this matter at great length in 2004. 
It is tragic that people have to suffer from diabetes, Parkinson’s disease, Alzheimer’s disease and a range of 
other diseases. As we move forward with our knowledge, a range of measures are being put in place to either 
alleviate the level of pain people are dealing with or moving forward to find successful cures. I do not believe 
that supporting this legislation will overcome that suffering. This legislation will provide researchers with 
another avenue to access embryos and stem cells to create embryonic stem cell lines. Whether or not this 
legislation is passed will not take anything away from the legislation that was passed in this place in 2004 — 

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): Members, you will recall that earlier today the President 
advised of a demonstration of the emergency evacuation alarm system at 3.00 pm. I do not have to leave the 
chair, but we may have to wait a couple of minutes.  
[Emergency evacuation alarm system tested.] 
Hon KATE DOUST: I should ask someone to remind me of what I was saying before the sirens started. I think 
I was saying that while this legislation has been put out into the public arena to provide researchers with an 
avenue to develop cures and provide relief from pain, the reality is that in 2004 we passed legislation that 
allowed access to excess frozen embryos for the purpose of research. From memory, about 13 000 frozen 
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embryos were available for that purpose in Western Australia. That figure may have altered slightly since then; I 
imagine it would have decreased over time. Given that researchers are already able to access 13 000 embryos 
now that may not be wanted for another purpose—we have had that argument and the legislation went through 
so we know there is a capacity to do that—and that no licences have been applied for or granted in Western 
Australia since 2004 for that purpose, why has Parliament been asked again, only four years later, to move the 
boundaries and say, “We want to be able to create a human embryo for therapeutic research purposes”? 
Researchers already have a large number of embryos. They are saying, “We need to have enough embryos to 
improve our technique, our research methodology and our testing”, but they already have the capacity to access 
13 000 embryos under the previous legislation that we have already passed. Why do we need to have this great 
ethical dilemma about accessing human embryos for the purpose of destruction through experimentation? That is 
why I cannot support this legislation. We crossed that ethical threshold in the first instance, and we know what 
happened.  

As Hon Ed Dermer explained very clearly, there was a fantastic discovery by Dr Yamanaka and Professor 
Thomson in Japan in November—they were able to create stem cells out of skin cells. We do not have that 
ethical dilemma any more. We can be successful in research. Dr Yamanaka and Professor Thomson 
demonstrated that, and other scientists are still demonstrating that. I understand that as of February this year, 46 
stem cell lines were created—this was reported in a range of medical journals—using the system that Yamanaka 
and Thomson developed. When we think of what occurred through that process, we realise that thousands of 
embryos were not destroyed, as has happened in the past to create a single stem cell line. A total of 46 stem cell 
lines were involved. When we discussed this legislation in 2004, there were probably fewer than 12 stem cell 
lines available across Australia because a vast number of embryos are used to create them. Once a stem cell line 
is developed, that is the essential element that scientists need to do their research, not necessarily the embryo 
stem cells themselves. The line is infinite; it just keeps going and going. With this new development, we now 
have the capacity to make further advances with a greater number of stem cell lines in a range of different areas 
so we have the potential to deal with Parkinson’s. An article appeared today—I will read it later—about a new 
development in Parkinson’s disease using this technique that Dr Yamanaka developed.  
We no longer have to deal with the ethical problem because it has been taken away from us through the 
development of this new technology. We do not have to think about the ethical dilemma of destroying a human 
embryo or a potential human life. Since November this bill has become passé. Whilst this fantastic development 
has been reported all around the world and there has been commentary on it from a vast array of scientists, 
doctors and members of the community, not a single word has been uttered by our own Minister for Health, Hon 
Jim McGinty, about how he would deal with that discovery in relation to this legislation. I was quite surprised 
that he did not comment on or even seek to withdraw this legislation in light of this great advance. That has been 
disappointing.  
The advance that has been made in Japan is a very positive change for this area of science, and it is obviously 
one that has reverberated around the world. I refer members to a document that was given to a number of 
members about six weeks ago when we were visited by Dr David van Gend and Professor Jack Martin. Dr van 
Gend is the national director of Australians for Ethical Stem Cell Research and Professor Martin is the Emeritus 
Professor of Medicine at the University of Melbourne. I will table these two documents later. The first document 
from Dr van Gend is a summary of articles from around the world celebrating this fantastic advance and 
outlining that we no longer have to deal with the ethical dilemma of destroying human embryos. We can now 
make great changes and deliver, hopefully, on the great hope of people who are suffering without having to go 
down the path of destroying human embryos.  
Members need to keep that in mind and keep asking: where do we draw the line in the sand? Do we wait for a 
couple of years? Consider what is happening in the United Kingdom currently. The British Parliament is now 
debating the issue of human-animal cloning—that is that reference I made to Hon Barry House about cybrids. 
That Parliament has been through everything that we are currently going through. It drew a line in the sand and it 
is now being asked to take it a step further. If we pass this legislation, in another three or four years will more 
legislation come before us from scientists saying that they want to not just deal with human embryos but also 
start combining them with animals? Where do we draw the line in the sand and say that enough is enough? 
Hon Brian Ellis talked about embryos being sustained in a Petri dish for up to 14 days, and on the fifteenth day 
other changes start to happen. There is a need to make sure that mechanisms and protections are in place to 
ensure that scientists do not go off and do their own thing. Father Frank Brennan, a renowned bioethicist from 
the eastern states, gave a paper on this matter. He referred to scientists working in this field in Singapore. 
Singapore has a long history of working with genetics and stem cell research, going back long before Australia 
got heavily involved with it. He raised the issue of what would happen if all of a sudden the scientists in 
Singapore discovered that they could get great results in their research if they were using an eight-week-old 
foetus or embryo? What would happen then? Would they say that 14 days was simply not long enough and that 
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they could achieve other outcomes if we extended the time in which they had use of the embryos? Would we 
come back to Parliament and fight among ourselves about what was then acceptable? Where do we draw the 
line?  

We have to stop and ask ourselves whether it is acceptable to create a human being, a human embryo, for the 
purpose of scientific destruction or in the name of medical advance, or whether we should simply say no, we 
should take the precautionary approach, as we do with genetically modified organisms. I have some sympathy 
for the comments that were made because I have often wondered that myself. Do we take the precautionary 
approach with this area of science? Do we wait and see what sort of outcomes scientists get with their research 
through their current access to those frozen embryos? Do we wait and see how many stem cell lines they create 
and what sort of outcomes they get from those, or do we wait and see whether the scientists in our state start to 
pick up on the changes that have occurred in Japan and develop the capacity to design or develop stem cell lines 
from other types of cells, such as adult stem cells? 

Where do we draw the line? I have drawn the line fairly clearly. I cannot accept or support this legislation. A 
number of people have already thought about this. When the federal legislation was passed, a number of federal 
members of Parliament indicated after the vote that they were not really sure whether they had done the right 
thing. They said that if they had had more information and more time, they might have reconsidered their 
positions. Democrat Senator Bartlett, who had one of the key votes in that legislation, said that he regretted his 
decision. I think that legislation went through the Senate by one vote, so it was a very tight vote.  

I want to go through a number of things to further outline why this change should not be made. I have already 
referred to Dr van Gend and his excellent document on why we should not proceed with this legislation. I will 
quote from an email that was sent on to me about this matter. Dr van Gend refers to the Yamanaka and Thomson 
discoveries of November — 

This is the human evidence for what Yamanaka & subsequently others showed with mice earlier this 
year. It is an entirely ethical method to get embryonic stem cells, as they do not need to create and 
destroy human embryos. This bypasses other ethical concerns also, as there is no need to obtain 
women’s eggs, which would have been required in vast numbers for cloning experiments. 

This is very good news for science, and also for society—since we can proceed with this line of 
research without violating ethical principles that prohibit the creation of cloned human embryos solely 
for research. 

He raised the issue of extracting eggs, which Hon Brian Ellis mentioned and which Hon Barbara Scott referred 
to in her earlier speech. That is the question: where do we get the eggs? If we do not want to use the frozen 
embryos to which we already have access, where do we get the eggs from? Extracting human eggs is quite a 
difficult process; it is extremely painful and potentially fatal in some cases. I refer to an article from Britain, 
where there have been a couple of fatalities as a result of extreme extractions. Women have passed away. 
Another issue is how we get the eggs. Do we pay for them? I note Hon Brian Ellis’s comments about trafficking, 
and he linked it to other things. There are some countries in which it is not illegal to traffic in organs, such as the 
United States. Obviously it is also not illegal in the United Kingdom, because women can sell their eggs there. 
At the time of this article, in February 2007, women could get approximately £250 and travel expenses if they 
were happy to have their eggs harvested. There is great concern that that is opening the door to the barter or sale 
of eggs. 

Professor Dickenson from England, who is one of the leading experts on this issue, is quoted in The West 
Australian of 19 February 2007 as saying — 

. . . women in Britain and abroad could be tempted, even though the Government insists “that women 
doing this would do so for purely altruistic reasons”. 

She said that £250 would be enough to encourage women from eastern Europe to go to Britain to 
undergo the procedure. 

“That’s clearly turning eggs into an object of trade and that’s disturbing,” . . .  

Those are questions we need to ask ourselves: where will the eggs come from? Who will donate them? Will they 
be paid for? Is this another way of commodifying human life? What happens if they cannot get eggs? Will they 
simply start to put pressure on those women who are easily accessible; that is, those women who may be 
undergoing an IVF procedure and who might be encouraged to make a donation of eggs for the purpose of 
research? Those are all questions we need to deal with. 

Alan Trounson, who was very active in the area of stem cell research and a great advocate for the initial 
legislation that went through the federal Parliament in 2002, now has left Australia and heads up the stem cell 
research in California. That state has pumped in many millions of dollars to embryonic stem cell research. Even 
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Alan Trounson, when commenting on the Yamanaka development in The Sydney Morning Herald, described the 
development as a breakthrough in genetic research. The article states — 

“It also displays the growing trend away from therapeutic cloning research,” he said.  

“Because of the difficulties both ethically but accessing these large numbers of human eggs,” . . .  

“In the long term this offers us so many opportunities to study individual patients if it would work.  

“I am very confident in our own work and clearly the work of others that this is going to be a very 
important development.”  

Trounson actually acknowledged that this significant advance in November will change the way that scientists 
work. It does remove the ethical dilemmas that they deal with.  
At a local level, Professor Alan Harvey in an article in The West Australian on 9 January 2007 put his position 
on the new development. I met with the professor in 2004 and he said that his views on this area of research were 
changing. He said he was becoming much more conservative about the life of the embryo. He was very 
concerned that there would be the creation of embryo farming for the purpose of science. Professor Alan Harvey 
is from the School of Anatomy and Human Biology at the University of Western Australia and the article states 
that he said — 

. . . there was a lot more to be discovered about stemcells before scientists could realistically label one 
as the best source.  

Therefore, it was important to fund research involving other sources.  
By that, he would be alluding to adult stem cell research — 

Australian Medical Association ethics spokeswoman, Rosanna Capolingua — 
I think she is now the president of the AMA — 

said sources such as amniotic fluid, foetal cord blood and bone marrow could negate concerns about 
therapeutic cloning and the use of embryonic stemcells.  

Two very well-known people in Western Australia, both with serious credentials in this area, are saying publicly 
that there are other options and that these new discoveries are very positive and should be taken seriously in the 
area of science.  
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: There is and we are seeing advertisements on the television suggesting to people that they 
think about accessing the cord blood bank, which is a fantastic Rotary initiative. It is very good.  
I come back to the potential use and abuse of women in accessing eggs. Loane Skene is the acting chairwoman 
of the Lockhart committee, which conducted an extensive review into stem cell research. That review formed the 
basis of both the federal and state legislation. Members need to bear in mind that the legislation that was 
introduced into the federal Parliament did not come about as a result of a Council of Australian Governments’ 
decision, which is how the earlier legislation came about; it came about through a private member’s bill from 
Senator Kay Patterson. As soon as the bill passed through the federal Parliament, there was knock-on effect and 
it went through the other state Parliaments. I think Western Australia is the last state Parliament to deal with this 
legislation. 
An article by Monique Baldwin published in The Australian on 28 November 2006 states — 

. . . Loane Skene, the acting chairwoman of the Lockhart committee, has suggested that eggs could be 
removed from women after their death and used to produce cloned embryos for research. Dead women 
would be raw material for cloning research and become mothers to embryos, to be exploited in turn, in 
the name of research, scientific kudos and corporate profit.  

If that doesn’t already take the yuk factor to a new level, it’s now emerging that senator Kay Patterson, 
the sponsor of the cloning bill, wants researchers to be able to help themselves to eggs from dead 
female fetuses as well.  

Members must think about that, because it comes down to where we get the eggs from. It appears there are some 
extreme places—dead women and aborted embryos. I know that sounds a bit extreme. I have a question in 
relation to clause 35 of the bill. I understand Hon Helen Morton has an amendment to that clause on the 
supplementary notice paper. Does this bill allow for the extraction of eggs from female aborted foetuses? If that 
is the case, it is very yuck and it indicates to me that we, as a society, are going down a strange path if we want 
to provide positive outcomes in the area of medicine for the community. It is a strange tack to take. I hope the 
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minister will be able to tell me whether that is the case. If it is not, that is fine; if it is, I have some real worries 
about it.  
Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I imagine that it would be.  
There is always a lot of information in the media about stem cell cures and advances. For a long time there was a 
lot of news coming to us about what was happening in Korea through Dr Hwang Woo Suk. He received a lot of 
public recognition for his work. He claimed that he was able to produce vast numbers of stem cell lines and 
make all sorts of interesting changes. As it turned out this scientist was a fraud. I think he is now residing in jail. 
It turned out that the basis of his research was false and he had been using the eggs of his female laboratory 
assistants and other colleagues for the purpose of his research. The details of his findings were found to be false 
as well. Unfortunately, at the time, because that information had not come to light when the Lockhart review was 
being undertaken, a number of the Lockhart review recommendations were based upon the reports on his 
research. We have to ask whether, given what we know about his area of research and the methods he used and 
that his findings have been found to be false, we should question the reasoning behind the decisions and 
recommendations that are in the Lockhart report. Members need to think about that.  

It is really important that members separate legislation that has been in place since 2004 and already provides the 
capacity for scientists and researchers to access a large number of embryos—frozen embryos and seemingly 
unwanted embryos. Researchers can apply for licenses through the Human Reproductive Technology Council, 
but they must specify the purpose of their research. If the licence is granted for a certain number of embryos, 
they can do their research and report on it. The capacity is already there. I note in last year’s report of the Human 
Reproductive Technology Council that in 2006-07 licence applications were made for embryo storage, and two 
research projects were approved. The report also includes a section, which I encourage members to read, about 
innovative practice applications. This bill is about innovative practice applications—that is, refining 
methodology, testing, research and having the capacity to have access to creating large numbers of this raw 
material to develop human embryos.  

I do not believe that passing this bill will deliver the great hope to the community of scientists developing cures. 
I do not think any of us will see that in our lifetime. The same can be said of adult stem cells. Advances have 
been made, but these types of changes are a long way off. This is about the hope and dream of finding 
mechanisms to develop those sorts of changes. This capacity already exists with our access to frozen embryos or, 
alternatively, with our access through adult stem cell lines—these were delivered successfully even prior to the 
Yamanaka discovery, but they are more successful now that we have this new technology in place to create 
ongoing and vast numbers of stem cell lines without the ethical, social and legal problems that go with it.  
I disagree with Hon Brian Ellis; I do not think that the community fully understands this issue. I say that because 
I think it has taken members a lot of hard work to understand this issue. The community is pitched with the 
promise that if they support this proposition, scientists will be able to find a cure for Alzheimer’s and diabetes. I 
do not accept that that will automatically happen. As people are so desperate to alleviate the pain of loved ones, 
they back it. If people really knew what would happen, they would wait to see what is achieved with what is 
already available. I think they would draw a line in the sand. When we deal with these types of bills, it is very 
important that we do not rush the gate. We must think about the long-term impact in terms of not only the 
research, but also how the community deals with such issues. The minister will probably rise to her feet in due 
course and say that people approach these matters with different philosophical attitudes. I am sure that is right. 
However, each member has taken the opportunity to read the volumes of information that is available about the 
different types of research and the outcomes of that research, and they have made a very valid decision as to why 
they will support or oppose the bill. On this occasion, I will draw a line in the sand. This is not good enough. The 
government should be encouraged to provide more support for scientific research using adult stem cells. It 
should encourage those scientists who want to conduct embryonic stem cell research to apply for licences and to 
use the materials to which they already have access. I firmly believe that the demand for this legislation is 
coming from the research area only—it is not coming from the community. Constituents are not coming through 
my electorate office door in droves or sending me thousand of emails suggesting that I should support the bill 
because it important for whatever reason. That has not happened. I do not think that the demand in the 
community is as great as has been purported. I question the validity of a Westpoll survey on the issue. I think 
those who conduct the poll get the outcome that they want by framing the question in a certain way and by 
surveying certain people. It could go either way. Members in this chamber have an important opportunity to say 
that this bill is not good enough for the state of Western Australia. They should draw a line in the sand and wait 
to see what happens because we already have the capacity to deliver the outcomes in this field of science, which 
is an important field, without having to cross that ethical Rubicon and without having to deal with those great 
matters of conscience and morality.  
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I will oppose this bill vigorously. I encourage other members, if they have not already made up their mind, to 
have a serious think about drawing a line in the sand. I encourage them to read the two documents to which I 
referred that were written by Dr van Gend and Professor Jack Martin, which were written in plain English and 
which set out the changes that have occurred in a positive light. Before making a decision, members should also 
avail themselves of the opportunity to read the articles tabled by Hon Ed Dermer. This area of science is 
changing on a daily basis. When the federal legislation was passed in 2006, no-one in their right mind would 
have thought that in 2008 we would be able to develop stem cells lines from skin cells. The legislation that was 
passed in 2006 and the bill we are dealing with now are passé, because science has simply moved on, as it will 
continue to do. On this occasion, I will quite happily oppose the bill.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local Government). 
 


