
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 30 August 2006] 

 p5495b-5503a 
Mr Gary Snook; Deputy Speaker 

 [1] 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CANOLA - COMMERCIAL FIELD TRIALS 
Motion 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [6.08 pm]:  I move -  
That this house calls on the state government to support the commercial field trialling of genetically 
modified canola during 2007 with the aim of assessing its suitability for full commercial release in 
Western Australia. 

It is with great pleasure that I speak to this motion as the lead speaker for the opposition.  I suggest that in what 
may be termed our modern age - that is, in the past two centuries - there have been three major revolutions or 
eras that have had a lasting and significant impact on mankind and the environment in which we live.  The first 
major revolution was the industrial revolution.  History records the fear and uncertainty that gripped nations 
around the world when they were faced with the industrial revolution.  Many people resisted the changes that 
were brought about by the industrial revolution.  There was strong opposition to the changes as they were being 
introduced.  The industrialisation of the work force took many thousands of people, many of them children, out 
of their mundane, repetitive jobs.  That first revolution was met with opposition, rejection and fear.  

The second great revolution that the modern era had to deal with was the agricultural revolution, with its 
mechanisation of work in the fields.  That revolution brought the benefits of the mechanisation of food 
production in the fields to the kitchen tables of the people of the world.  However, there was a huge amount of 
opposition to that mechanisation.  Previously the horse was king, and many farmers resisted the move from the 
horse to the tractor and to steam and traction engines.  It caused a lot of fear and uncertainty.  It reflected the 
Chicken Little scenario - the sky was going to fall in and come crashing down on everyone.  How could crops be 
grown without the assistance of horses?  Nevertheless, the changes came.  The Dowerin Field Day, which I 
attended yesterday along with thousands of other people, is a showcase of amazing modern farming technology.  
Today, we do not even think about hitching up horses to assist with farming as people did more than 60 years 
ago.  

The third great revolution was the information technology revolution, which occurred only a few decades ago, a 
relatively short time in the span of time I am talking about.  Members of my vintage will remember when the 
first computers were mooted to become everyday workplace equipment, and the cries that they would never 
replace paper and how they would put many people out of work.  They caused fear and uncertainty.  However, 
goodness me, look at how the world has embraced information technology, particularly computers.  Even the old 
electronic typewriters are obsolete.  When I continually change my mind about the wording of reports or 
correspondence, my electoral and research officers say, “Thank God for word processors.”  After that fear about 
the cost of information technology and the jobs that would be lost because of it, we have found that, as was the 
case with the other two great revolutions, the new technology has been embraced, as can be evidenced in this 
very Parliament.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  You have a detailed policy, so why not talk about it?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  We can do this in two ways.  If the member for Bassendean gives me a fair go, I am happy to 
engage in repartee with him.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I want your thoughts on the actual policy.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  I have plenty of time for that, so the member should settle down, relax and enjoy himself; 
everything will be fine.  Although I have an hour in which to speak, I will not take it all.  I ask that the member 
for Bassendean give me the opportunity to proceed; we will reach the policy aspects.   

We have now moved to what I call the fourth great revolution; namely, the biotechnology revolution.  It is often 
spoken about in this house.  The state Labor government says it endorses and funds biotechnology.  We are 
heading down the new age of biotechnology to new science in medicine and agriculture and all the benefits and 
advances that it offers us.  Naturally, as occurred during the last three great revolutions, the biotechnology 
revolution is causing uncertainty.  In some cases there is fear and in some cases strong opposition.  People are 
wary of new science and this revolution of biotechnology, which encompasses genetically modified organisms.  
It is interesting to note that this revolution has existed for a number of decades.  In fact, the therapeutic aids that 
flow from this new technology of genetic modification are amazing.  I have with me a list of 53 genetically 
altered organisms that produce therapeutic goods and medicinal bases for the benefit of mankind.  One of those 
medicinal benefits is insulin.  We all know that insulin in its raw form is derived from pigs.  However, with 
genetic modification and application, science has been able to produce synthetic insulin.  We all know that if 
diabetics did not inject with that synthetic, genetically modified insulin, they would suffer dire consequences - in 
some cases death.  It is quite interesting that we are happy to use insulin derived from a genetically modified 
base, while an enormous amount of uncertainty and fear surround other aspects of genetically modified foods.   
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Today, however, we are not talking about consuming genetically modified foods.  As this motion outlines, we 
are talking about the trialling of genetically modified crops to enable scientific assessment.  The assessment 
based on those trials will help build evidence based on good, factual information so that those in industry and in 
the community can feel safe enough to encompass the prospect of growing genetically modified canola.  As I 
said, the state government has said, appropriately so, that biotechnology as a science will be supported.  That is 
also the Liberal Party’s position.  We support the investment of taxpayers’ money into the research of 
biotechnology and science.  It must happen.  It is already happening, and it must be given as much support and 
resources as possible.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is happening in other parts of the world, isn’t it?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Absolutely.  Gene splicing, or the genetic transfer from one body to another, is not new.  It has 
been done for quite some time.  The capacity that new sciences have developed to do this has made it a very 
precise science.  In the past, seed breeding has been done in a number of ways; for example, by mutating seeds, 
and then gathering them after they have gone through the process and mutating them again.  As has been 
explained to me, one way of mutating seeds involves the application of radiation to destroy the genetics and alter 
the make-up of seeds.  The seeds that survive that process are picked and planted and the seeds from that crop 
are gathered.  Apparently, they are the strongest seeds, and they survive.  However, that is not a direct process; it 
is imprecise.  The scientific knowledge of the effects on the plant is not accurate.  The process of genetic 
modification and gene splicing is a precise science.  As we are all well aware, people are now able to read the 
DNA strands, look for the traits that are required, test those traits to see what they are capable of doing, insert 
them in plants and then test them in the laboratory over a number of years to ensure that they are safe.  To back 
up that scientific research, government agencies and authorities do the checks and balances once the scientists 
have said that they are satisfied that there are no health disadvantages and that consideration should be given to 
further trialling.  The organisation involved with this is the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator.  It is an 
independent group set up at the federal level that oversees the licensing of genetically modified crops.  On top of 
that, there is another separate body, Food Standards Australia New Zealand, which comprises eminent scientists 
and respectable and reputable people who do the analysis of the GM product for which people are seeking a 
licence and approval for commercial release.  Food Standards Australia New Zealand assesses the product and 
puts it through rigorous testing to ensure that it is safe. 

In the case of canola, that process has occurred in Australia, with two GM strains of canola that have been 
developed by two separate companies.  One of those strains is Roundup Ready canola, which has been 
developed by the Monsanto group, and the other strain is Liberty Link, which has been developed by the Bayer 
group of companies.  A licence has been issued for both those strains of genetically modified canola.  They have 
been through the testing process of the OGTR and Food Standards Australia New Zealand, and clearance has 
been given for them to be used.  Of course, that was all done prior to the introduction of the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Act, which is now law in this state.  In fact, all states, barring Queensland, have 
legislation of the same ilk; that is, they have legislation that bans the use of genetically modified crops, except 
for minor trials and trial work done in the laboratory.  Section 6 of that act is headed “Exemptions”, and it 
states -  

The Minister may, by order published in the Gazette, exempt a person, or a specified class of persons, 
from the application of section 5(1) -  

That outlines the penalties for the growing of genetically modified crops -  

to a specified extent in relation to a specified area or in any other specified way.  

I believe that there is the capacity under that act for an exemption to apply for the trialling of, for example, 
genetically modified canola, which, as I said, has already received approval and been licensed. 

Countries in the Americas, which includes the United States, Canada, Mexico, Central America, and Brazil and 
Argentina in South America, are embracing genetically modified crops at a rapid rate.  Canada is seen as the 
largest canola-producing nation in the world.  This year about five million hectares of canola will be grown. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Which, in tonnes, equates to between 10 and - 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes.  Because Canada uses genetically modified canola, its yields are 20, 30 or 40 per cent 
greater than those for conventional canola, which is used in Australia, and, to a minor extent, in Canada.  In 
Canada, five million hectares are planted annually.  Ninety per cent of that canola crop is GM.  By choice - there 
is no compulsion - 10 per cent of farmers in Canada still grow what is termed conventional canola, or triazine-
tolerant canola, which has been developed in a form other than genetic modification. 

As a matter of interest, and as an aside, I was recently in Canada on a holiday that I funded privately.  I took the 
opportunity to look at some of the agricultural production there, because I have an agricultural background and 
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obviously, with my shadow portfolio responsibilities, it is of enormous interest to me.  I visited a farmer who 
was growing his second GM canola crop.  He had been a traditional conventional canola crop grower.  However, 
he had decided to change over.  I asked him specifically why he had done that.  He explained to me that there 
were two main reasons.  The first was the yield.  He had had a huge increase in yield.  It was up to 30 per cent 
higher than for conventional canola.  That equates to big money at $300-odd a tonne.  The second reason that he 
had changed over - he was into his second crop, and everything was looking good, was that he was doing his 
own trialling.  He was now into his second crop, and everything was looking good.  He had actually expanded 
his second-year crop of GM canola and was not growing any conventional canola.  The first year that he did it, it 
was good enough for him, so away he went.  Another reason that he had changed was weed control.  In the main 
grain belt of the prairies of Canada, the soil is much richer than the soil in WA, and in some places there is better 
and more reliable rainfall and snowfall.  He also changed over because the farmers there continually rotate their 
crops from canola to wheat and back to canola again.  They do that because they get fantastic weed kill with GM 
canola.  A GM crop is virtually free of weeds because of its genetic modification.  Another reason that he added 
was that it cost him a lot less money to grow it.  He does not need to spray as often, so he uses fewer herbicides 
and fewer chemicals.  He also does not need to do as many passes with his machinery; therefore, he uses less 
energy.  He claimed that, from his point of view, the environment was benefiting from those two factors; that is, 
less herbicide and less dieseline being burnt, therefore fewer greenhouse gases.  He said it was a win-win 
situation.  He, along with all the other farmers in Canada, is probably harvesting his crops right now. 

The issue of GM or non-GM is still the subject of a big debate in Australia.  We have legislation that prohibits us 
from trialling GM canola and going commercial with it.  We are not getting anywhere with it.  We are not 
proceeding down the track of determining whether the disadvantages that are claimed by some people and the 
advantages that are claimed by other people have any basis in fact.  Canada has been growing genetically 
modified canola for 10 years.  The percentage of growers has increased by 10 per cent annually in the past three 
years.  There has been a 30 per cent increase in the amount of GM canola being grown over the past three or four 
years.  Only 10 per cent of farmers now grow non-GM canola or conventional canola. 

I also asked this farmer about outcrossing and superweeds, which are other issues that have been raised by 
various opponents of genetically modified crops.  In the three weeks that I was driving around the prairies, I saw 
no roadside evidence of superweeds or weeds of any nature that could be attributed to canola.  The capacity to 
control weeds with GM canola is precise, and the Canadian farmers do it very well.  Herbicides cost a lot money, 
so the farmers make sure that they use them correctly, and there is no issue with weeds or superweeds.  
Outcrossing does occur.  It is acknowledged in our policy that there is an issue with outcrossing.  Outcrossing is 
a scientific, new era word, and cross-pollination does occur.  I asked the Canadian farmer how he handles the 
impact upon other farmers.  He said that the impact on them is the same as it would be if he was spraying crops.  
Some crops are intolerant to some herbicide sprays.  The farmer usually talks to his neighbour and they work it 
out.  A code of conduct is applied in a fair, practical and co-existent way.  The key is co-existence; farmers have 
to co-exist with each other, and they do in terms of herbicide and fungicide application.  There is no real drama 
about the issue from the point of view of the farmer to whom I spoke.   

While I was in Canada I attended the international conference of the canola council, which was on biodiesel.  It 
was attended by 450 delegates from across the Americas, and international scientific speakers spoke with great 
excitement about the prospects of biodiesel and biofuel production in Canada and globally.   

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Before you go into the implications of biodiesel, of the 10 per cent of Canadian farmers who 
grow non-GM canola, is there a premium for the non-GM canola?  With the issue of outcrossing, are there 
instances in Canada in which a non-GM crop is planted next to a GM crop?  What are the implications for that?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  There is a premium for non-Canadian canola.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  A premium for non-Canadian canola?   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  Look at the return out of Vancouver on Canadian canola as opposed to that from the various 
states of Australia.  There is a $50 premium.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Is that across 100 per cent of the Canadian crop and 100 per cent of the Australian crop?  Is 
that premium across the whole crop?  
Mr M.P. Whitely:  In Vancouver it is about $350 a tonne and in all the various Australian states it is about $410 
a tonne.  We get a $50 premium.  Why give it away?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will explain that we are not giving anything away.  It is offset by a yield that is between 20 
and 40 per cent higher, depending upon seasonal conditions.  Does the member acknowledge that there is a yield 
increase from a GM crop - sometimes up to 40 per cent more?   
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected   
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Mr G. SNOOK:  I just related the story of a traditional canola grower, a man of my age, who has been farming 
all his life.   
Mr M.P. Whitely:  He cannot sell it on the European market.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Does the member know how much canola Canada is exporting into Europe?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I do if your policy is correct, but it is for biodiesel, is it not?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Exactly.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is at a lower price. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Does the member know that only 10 per cent of the Australian canola crop attracts a premium 
in Europe?  We do not send all our canola to Europe.  The fact is that only 10 per cent of our canola goes to 
Europe and attracts that premium price.  I am not denying that it does.  The point is that it is not across the whole 
of the crop.   
Between 1996 and 1998 a breed of canola known as Coorow was released.  It was a huge flop and it crashed the 
price of canola.  It was a disaster.  Canola plantings dropped off because the price of canola went through the 
floor.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  What did you say?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  Coorow was a new variety of canola.  It was high in erucic acid, which is a poison to humans, 
and low in oil.  It was a disaster, and it impacted badly upon the price of canola.  The markets reacted to that and 
the exports from Canada took over.  Canadian canola cost between $70 and $80 per tonne more than Australian 
canola.  Drought and the demand for feedstock for biodiesel impacts upon our price variance.  I have some 
figures that I would like to read out.  They are quite interesting.  They indicate what Germany is doing with its 
biofuel production.  I cannot find the figures, but I will come back to that.   

The demand for biodiesel feedstock is another aspect that is driving the price of canola.  With regard to the price 
differences, Japan does not mind importing Canadian canola for food use because it has the advantage of being 
able to admix five per cent or less GM canola with non-GM canola, and still describe it as non-GM canola.  That 
has an impact on the market.   

The other interesting news, and this information was given to me today, is that Europe has just approved the 
import of GM canola - Roundup Ready canola.  The point I am making is that the mood of change and the 
uncertainty and acceptance of GM canola for usage generally for biodiesel - that is fine and I accept that - and 
food production is changing.  It is also looking at the other second GM variety, Liberty Link, and it is giving 
serious consideration to importing that into Europe.   

On top of that, countries in the European Union, such as Spain, Portugal, Poland, Romania and Germany, are 
trialling GM canola.  They are doing what I am advocating in this motion.  The Liberal Party and I are not 
advocating that we throw the book away, open the floodgates and embrace GM technology, no holds barred. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  We have trials now.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  They are not of a scale to determine their suitability in a broad commercial sense.  I saw the 
field trials being undertaken by the Department of Agriculture and Food in South Perth.  The small field trials 
are well managed.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  They are well managed.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  They are, but they do not replicate the vagaries of broad commercial production.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  How is a broad commercial trial structured? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  We have the scientific capacity to do it in the department and in the biotechnology areas of the 
science faculties of our universities - at the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University - and other 
institutions.  We have the people who know how to do this.  The Department of Agriculture and Food has 
fantastic experience and is capable of running a large field trial. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  What is the benefit in a large-scale field trial as opposed to a small-scale trial? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member has obviously never experienced farming.  Small trial plots can be run in a 
controlled, virtually artificial, situation.  Even though it is in an open field, it is treated differently, and the 
vagaries -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Why not plant GM and non-GM alongside each other and get a true comparison under 
controlled conditions? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  We can do that, too.   
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Mr M.P. Whitely:  That is all you need to do. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It does not work.  If GM is going to be released commercially into the broader community, it 
must be done on a commercial basis.  We have to be able to say, “Yes, this is how far the pollen out-crossed; this 
is what happened.”  It must be done on a broader scale.  The two varieties in Western Australia may not even be 
suitable.  More research and breeding may have to be done to develop new varieties.  At present we are not 
doing anything; we are at a standstill.  The rest of the world is flying ahead. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  How can you be sure of the integrity -  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Europe has demonstrated that.  The change is on.  We are saying -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It could be done with a small trial, but how would you do it with a large-scale 
commercialised trial which eventually gets on-sold?  How would you stop cross-contamination? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  There is a chance there will be cross-contamination.  I have already said out-crossing occurs.  
It is not a question to be debated.  It happens in Canada now.  The point is, if we do not have a go and take the 
step - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is nothing to be feared. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  There goes our $60 premium. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member did not hear what I said.  The premium is disappearing.  The premium has not 
always been there and it will disappear. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  The premium has grown in the past two years.  I do not know where the member gets the 
evidence that it is disappearing. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member could not answer my question when I asked him.  He has all the figures there; I 
do not.  He has the Department of Agriculture and Food figures.  Is he referring to 100 per cent of Australian 
canola? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I am happy for you to have a look at them.  I would love to ask you questions about the 
sources of information in that document.  It is not even referenced. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The point is -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Who wrote that stuff?  What was the source of the information? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The Liberal Party produced that document.  That is all the member needs to know.  What is the 
member’s answer to how we progress this debate?  Are we going to come back in 2008 and have him say, “No, 
it’s too risky.” 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  We have opportunities for small-scale trials with scientific controls that can ensure the 
integrity of the supply chain.  It protects our price premium and allows us to build towards any future changes in 
the marketplace. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Is that going to guarantee a pathway to market? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  You are gambling. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The horse has bolted; it has gone over the hill! 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  How come we are getting $50 more a tonne? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member is on the bandwagon.  I asked him before to give me the figures.  If a farmer can 
get a 30 per cent better yield with GM canola, I suggest that at another tonne per hectare yield, which the 
Canadians are proving -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Do you mind if I ask a question? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Hang on!  Let me get one question out of the way and then I will answer one of the member’s 
questions.  Can the member for Bassendean tell me the difference between his $50 a tonne premium and the GM 
crop that my Canadian farmer friend is growing and getting 30 per cent more yield than is the case with his 
conventional crop?  He tells me there is no premium for him to grow the TT canola that all the Australian 
farmers are growing.  Another tonne from each hectare adds up to about $300 a tonne, even taking off a non-
discounted price for a non-GM product, for which the member says there is a premium.  Can he answer that? 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I will. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  Take away the price that has to be paid for the seed, because that is the next thing the member 
will put forward.  On top of that, a farmer will use fewer chemicals and less fuel.  Input costs are lower.  There 
are added savings.  To me that makes sense.  If the rest of the world is saying, “Hello, we thought we wouldn’t 
want to change our policy of having non-GM”, which is what Europe is doing now, the bastion of non-GM, the 
stalwart -  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  The organic home. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Everybody else is saying, “Don’t worry about GM, we’ll have it, thanks.” 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Your argument is consistent with the policy document, right?  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Because it is well researched. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I want to ask a simple question.  I am happy to give you this information from the Western 
Australian Department of Agriculture and Food.  On page 9 there is a graph that shows potential grain yield 
improvements in Western Australia if we adopt GM canola, but it does not source where the graph comes from.  
I would love to know where it comes from so we can verify it.  Who provided the information? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Read the top - Canadian canola yields, 2005, Manitoba. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  What is the source of the information? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is the department of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada.  Look on the web site.  The 
Canadian government does not have a problem.  I will tell the member what the Canadian government is doing.  
It is saying, “We are going to reduce our carbon emissions.  We are going to have a more friendly approach to 
energy use.”  In fact, the Canadian government - and I do not necessarily agree with its view - is looking at 
mandating a percentage of biodiesel in its fuel system.  The United States is already doing that.  There are some 
problems, but that is a debate for another time. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Can you give me an undertaking about the source of that graph? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will research that for the member and find out where the information in the graph comes 
from. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  In reading this document I have had a problem sourcing the information.  It is difficult to 
verify it.  That occurs the whole way through the policy. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  There are web site addresses and all the member has to do is look them up.  It sounds as 
though the member has a set position on this.  We are saying we should step forward steadily.  Let us take the 
next step and see what happens with a commercial trial.  If it all goes wrong and Chicken Little’s sky falls in, 
heaven forbid -  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  How big is the wheatbelt, for God’s sake?  We are talking about one little spot, an area that 
can be determined by people with better brains and more experience than the member and I have.  We can 
adequately and scientifically test this on a commercial scale in a controlled environment.  That is not a hard ask. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Your job is to convince us that a commercial-scale trial is superior to a small-scale 
controlled trial. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  If the member had ever grown anything commercially, as I have, he would understand.  One 
can grow a garden plot size patch of wheat or canola and look after it.  There are different circumstances. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  How many hectares would be needed? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am not going to get into that.  That is for people who are much more able than the member 
and I to determine.  I am saying it needs to be on a controlled commercial basis. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Maybe you could touch on a region in Western Australia that believes in the concept of 
commercial trials, if the member for Bassendean is concerned about the concept of commercial trials. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is interesting, is it not?  We all have reservations.  Farming communities have reservations.  
Since I released this policy yesterday, a policy which says step forward carefully and let us do a commercial trial 
in real time, exposed to the real risks of the vagaries of our natural environment, the Western Australian Farmers 
Federation and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association have supported it.  They said that is a fair way to go 
because we need to take steps forward to determine it.  We will not put GM food on plates on members’ kitchen 
tables.  It is not about that.  The motion says that we should not miss another season, because the following 
season will be in 2008.  If the mood of this government and the minister allows this issue to take a step forward 
and do a reasonable commercial trial over the next two years, it will give us a good vision of what it is all about.  
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I will be the first to stand and agree with the scientific assessment.  We have to believe in science.  The member 
for Bassendean is trying hard. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Today The West Australian quotes Trevor de Landgrafft as saying that the moratorium, 
which restricts trials to crops of less than one hectare, should be relaxed to allow trials on up to 40 hectares, but 
commercial trials were not yet supported.  He is not saying that he supports commercial trials, unless The West 
Australian has got it wrong. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I know what Trevor de Landgrafft said on ABC radio this morning, which was that he 
supported the policy and the thrust of it. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  He said commercial trials were not yet supported. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Hang on!  The member has had his go.  He said on radio this morning - we can all find out for 
sure by pressing a button on our computers - that he supported the concept of what the policy, which is for trials 
of a commercial size.  Are we going to start an argument by suggesting that 40 hectares is commercial, 50 is not 
or 100 is or we need 1 000 hectares or we need 5 000 hectares.  That is a nonsense.  It is a nonsense for us to sit 
here and determine - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member for Bassendean would have been a hard schoolteacher. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I am asking you a question.  The Farmers Federation president did not have trouble with 
40 hectares.  He said that commercial trials were not yet supported.  Has he changed his position between when 
he spoke to The West Australian and this morning? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member can tell me, because it is all hearsay. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  No, unless The West has got it wrong, and I would not put that beyond the bounds of 
possibility, but it reports the Farmers Federation president as saying that commercial trials would not be 
supported. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am not going to go down that track.  If the member is going to take a stupid, dogmatic 
approach to this and play stupid politics, woe is he because we will never move on to scientifically appraise this 
trial.  It is a waste of energy to nitpick whether 40 hectares is a big plot or a commercial plot.  I am telling the 
member what we are genuinely trying to do, which is supported by the majority of the farming communities and 
both of the farmer representative lobby groups - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And the universities. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  And the universities.  We should move forward and progress this debate, otherwise in four 
years the Parliament will be dealing with the same cross-chamber arguing.  It will not go anywhere.  It will be a 
travesty if the member for Bassendean’s argument falls into a hole and disappears, because right now farmers 
need every tool in their toolbox to keep their farms viable.  The member’s argument is not helping them.  His 
policy, based on hearsay, is that large commercial trials are too risky.  The rest of Europe and the whole world 
are embracing GM technology at a rapid rate.  They are doing what I am asking the state government and the 
Parliament to do, which is to endorse decent sized commercial field trials of - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member is pathetic.  For a schoolteacher, he has really let me down big time because I 
thought he would have some sort of consistency to his point of view.  He is trying the old trick and it is not on.  
He should try another angle and try to think that there may be some positives in the policy. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  How big is the biggest station in Australia?  How big is the smallest one?  The problem is that 
if we do not move forward on this issue, which Western Australian farmers are crying out for - 

Mr F.M. Logan:  They are not crying out for it.  For the four years that I was parliamentary secretary to the 
Minister for Agriculture they did not cry out to us.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  That was four years ago. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  They are seeking to ensure that what they get for their product remains at premium value and 
they do not want you undermining it.  That is what they want.  You go and talk to them.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  We can shout across the chamber, but I am trying to have a rational debate here to progress 
this issue in a reasonable way.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I am being reasonable. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  The member is not being reasonable at all.  I am talking to the minister.  I am addressing a 
comment that the minister made.  The point is that what happened four years ago may have been the case then.  
However, I am saying - and all communications that I have support it - that the rest of the world is starting to 
move on and do its own scientific assessment of this issue.  The minister cannot deny that.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  I put to the member that he should go back and have a look at the parliamentary report from 
the United Kingdom, which is miles ahead of us.  After the trials were done all the scientists reviewed them, and 
they were knocked on the head.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  On what basis? 

Mr F.M. Logan:  They could not guarantee that cross-pollination infection of products would not occur.  They 
know that. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That is not an issue for Canadian farmers, whose wheat is grown in GM-canola paddocks, and 
who sell their wheat on every wheat market in which our country sells its wheat.  They are our direct competitors 
and they have no problems. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Why and who pushed it?  Did the farmers push it in Canada?   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will tell the minister who is pushing it: all the farmers. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  The member knows the companies are pushing it. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Why is every farmer in Canada, bar 10 per cent, now embracing GM canola?   

Mr F.M. Logan:  Monsanto and the others - 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The minister should answer the question.  What about the environment?  I am trying to have a 
rational debate. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Monsanto pushed it in Canada; the member knows that.  The Canadian farmers came out to 
Australia and told us how it went wrong.  The cross-pollination was ruining their own crops.  Could they get 
money back for it?  No, they could not.  They came out and spoke to you guys.  Unbelievable! 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Who organised your visit to the farm? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Does the member want to know all the details?  A family connection who happens to be my 
daughter, who happens to be nursing there knew a girl who had a boyfriend from Hyden who worked on a farm 
there.  Is the member happy?  Does he want the hidden agenda?  I paid for the holiday myself.  Those kids 
introduced me to a farmer - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member does not want to hear me, does he, because he thinks I am in Monsanto’s pocket 
or something. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  It might be a good idea if members got back to the actual motion. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  It is most difficult when the headmaster - I mean the 
member for Bassendean - is consistently using a tactic, for which I am sure he would have taken his students to 
the principal and had them dressed down for their terrible behaviour.  If that is the member for Bassendean’s  
application, I am very disappointed with him; he does not want to learn.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Moore, before the clock ticks over.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I have not concluded.  The reason this has taken so long 
is that my learned minister friend has just come into the chamber and added a few more minutes to the debate.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, this business is interrupted, and now set down for a later date.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________  
 


