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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS REPEAL BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.16 pm]: As I have stated, the Greens will oppose the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. Just before question time, I said that on many 
occasions I have put on the record our concerns about genetic modification. I noted that I have tabled a minority 
report in relation to petitions. In fact, I tabled two—one on 20 October 2012 and one on 9 November 2011. Also, 
as I said, I co-presented a request for an inquiry. I also moved a disallowance motion for the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Exemption Order (No. 3) 2009on 16 September 2009.On 18 May 2010, 
Hon Giz Watson moved a motion to disallow a genetically modified crops free areas exemption order. The 
importance of bringing this now to the attention of the house on the repeal bill is that I have attempted at every 
stage to provide a voice for those people who are very, very concerned about the repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. In this instance, I would like to read into the record a letter from 
one of those individuals. As I said, of the many, many files I have on this, I intend to — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Hon Kate Doust knows not to pass between 
a member speaking and the Chair. I am sure she would want me to remind her if I felt it was necessary. 
Members, there is a little bit too much background noise. I know members have things to discuss but we still 
need to pay attention to Hon Lynn MacLaren, who has the call on the question that the bill be read a second 
time. 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
I want to put on the record one of the many letters from consumers and farmers who have a say in how 
Western Australia proceeds along this path of growing GM crops. As I have said, I have many, many files and 
much correspondence from people and I have selected only one or two voices to bring into this chamber for 
debate at this time. This one is dated 8 May this year and reads — 

Dear Ms Maclaren 
GM Debate: 
I write this as both a consumer and someone who lives part of her life on the farm in Orchid Valley and 
part in the city of Perth. Whilst I totally understand why some farmers may choose GM due to a variety 
of factors I believe that long term as it stands it is not sustainable. Sadly the science has been hijacked 
from the lofty ideals of some 20 years ago. 
As a consumer I actively avoid all products containing canola due to the poor standard of labelling in 
Australia. Personally I think it is a fabulous industrial oil that I do not wish to consume—it is used in 
the workshop as a lubricant. Increasingly my purchases are determined by ethically sourced companies 
who not only tell me where the food was produced but assure me that it is GM free. Personally I am 
very wary of our substandard food labelling and thus I vote when I shop carefully scanning every 
product I purchase. As a consumer it is my choice to purchase clean ethically produced food—thus free 
range eggs and chicken, the pork, lamb all ethically sourced. All Australian and preferably of known 
origin. 
The debate as a consumer is a nonsense. Like big pharma, oil and gas, these large international 
agri-companies are a law unto their own, they fund their research (sometime funding the university ton 
their behalf— however the outcome is known), they fund the politicians and have plenty of 
“gift or money” to lure people in. 
The major player being Monsanto have a very checkered history. They have consistently been proven to 
be less than truthful, always claiming their products are safe. Facts: 
1902: Aspartame (saccharin)—linked to 134 know neurologic disorders, they famously had the head of 
the FDA removed when he was going to ban the product. 1929: PCB’s—banned finally in the 1970’s. 
PCB’s are one one the deadliest carcinogens linked to autoimmune disorders, birth defects, cancer and 
more... 
1938—very involved in the evolution plastics business..., enough said—waste of oil and they last for 
how long in the environment? 
1961–71—Agent Orange—millions of children suffered dreadful fates and how many soldiers? Yet 
they claimed it was safe … along with the rest of their history. No compensation has ever been paid to 
the Vietnamese populations so devastated by its use. 
1972—Glyphosphate—European and Japanese scientists have declared it a potential carcinogen? Yet 
they said you could drink it. Not me thanks … 
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1982—rBGH—somehow we stood up to them and it is banned here. Pity the poor mastitis ridden cows 
in the USA. Plus it is linked to elevated insulin levels. A rare win downunder. 
2016—communities divided GMO contamination inevitable, sadly the fools that that run the place have 
allowed it to be farmed here. 
Monsanto say it is safe. However recall they have said that everything they have produced since 1902 is 
safe YET the evidence suggests this may not be so. Historically there is not a single product that this 
company has ever produced that is safe. 
It is a fact that globally the numbers of hectares farmed using GM has dropped. And once again 
I believe the price offered by CBH is significantly less for GM Canola. 
The World Health Organisation believes the active ingredient glyphosphate probably causes cancer in 
people, there is evidence of increased rates of a form of leukaemia in farmers who are clearly in regular 
contact with the chemical. That alone should be enough to sound alarm bells. 
Short term there maybe some occasions where it maybe a winner. Long term? Doubtful. 
Sincerely yours, 

The letter was written by a constituent in Caron, WA. 
There are many, many notable farmers and advocates for a non-GM farming future, and they include some 
people who I know are listening to this debate right now. I will list a couple of them, because I do not have an 
opportunity to add their quotes specifically at this juncture. I name Janet Grogan; Shirley Collins; Michelle; my 
former staffer Louise Sales; and Emily Wallis, because they have all acted in the public interest over many years 
to try to counter the information or what they believe is misinformation from the industry. 
It is not outlandish to suggest that any act of government that serves to promote the use of chemicals in our 
environment and unsustainable farming practices would not be supported by the majority of the communities 
that we represent. Families with young children in particular are very concerned about the health implications of 
eating GM foods and any foods that are coated in pesticides. Glyphosate, the active ingredient in Roundup, was 
recently subject to an assessment of its carcinogenicity—I practised saying that word beforehand!—by the 
World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer, the IARC. The IARC classified 
glyphosate as probably carcinogenic to humans, which falls under group 2A. I will briefly quote from a paper 
released by the International Agency for Research on Cancer on 20 March 2015. It reads — 

For the herbicide glyphosate, there was limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans for non-Hodgkin 
lymphoma. The evidence in humans is from studies of exposures mostly agricultural in the USA, 
Canada, and Sweden published since 2001. In addition, there is convincing evidence that glyphosate 
also can cause cancer in laboratory animals. On the basis of tumours in mice, the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) originally classified glyphosate as possibly carcinogenic 
to humans (Group C) in 1985. After a re-evaluation of that mouse study, the US EPA changed its 
classification to evidence of non-carcinogenicity in humans (Group E) in 1991. The US EPA Scientific 
Advisory Panel noted that the re-evaluated glyphosate results were still significant using two statistical 
tests recommended in the ARC Preamble. The IARC Working Group that conducted the evaluation 
considered the significant findings from the US EPA report and several more recent positive results in 
concluding that there is sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental animals. Glyphosate also 
caused DNA and chromosomal damage in human cells, although it gave negative results in tests using 
bacteria. One study in community residents reported increases in blood markers of chromosomal 
damage (micronuclei) after glyphosate formulations were sprayed nearby. 

Finally, it reads — 
Glyphosate currently has the highest global production volume of all herbicides. The largest use 
worldwide is in agriculture. 

The famous Seralini study found that GM maize and the residue from the Roundup herbicide after it has been 
sprayed on crops is toxic to laboratory rats. That study has now been republished. To make it simple for us to 
understand, Professor Seralini put out a media release. I have the complete report if anyone is interested in 
reading it, but I want to quote briefly from the media release, which is entitled “Republication of retracted study 
announced”. It reads — 

The 2012 study on the chronic toxicity of Roundup herbicide and the genetically modified 
Roundup-tolerant maize NK603 by Professor Gilles-Eric Séralini and colleagues has been 
republished by the Springer group, with open access to its raw data. Now there will be a few 
embarrassing questions for the authorities. 
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After two years of controversy and pressure that led to the retraction of the study in November 2013, 
which was first published in 2012 by the Food and Chemical Toxicology (Elsevier group) journal, the 
research team of Professor Séralini has announced that they have republished the study in the 
Journal “Environmental Sciences Europe” published by the Springer Group. 
By republishing their study with some new data which are available online, the team of 
Professor Seralini confirms that the world’s best-selling pesticide, Roundup, causes severe liver and 
kidney deficiencies and hormonal disturbances, such as breast tumours, at low environmentally relevant 
levels. Similar effects were observed from the chronic consumption of Roundup-tolerant GM maize. 
This is due to residues of Roundup and to the specific genetic modification of this maize. The 
formulations of Roundup, as well as Roundup-tolerant GMOs, should therefore be considered 
endocrine (hormone) disruptors and should be re-evaluated for safety by the health authorities. 

Winfried Schröder, editor of the journal Environmental Sciences Europe of the Springer Group, stated: 
“We want to enable a rational discussion about the study of Séralini et al. (Food Chem Toxicol 2012, 
50:4221—4231) by republishing it. This methodological competition is the energy necessary for any 
scientific progress. The sole purpose is to enable some scientific transparency and on this basis, 
a discussion that does not try to hide, but focuses on these needed methodological controversies.” 
The research team of Prof Séralini made the choice of an open access publication in a peer-reviewed 
journal, which arranged the third peer-reviewed assessment of the study. The researchers have 
published online the raw data of the study with free access for the entire scientific community — 
something that the industry has always refused to do, claiming commercial confidentiality or 
intellectual property restrictions. But is there any real secret to keep? How could the results of a health 
study violate an industrial secret? Is industry hiding the actual toxicity of compounds that accumulate in 
our bodies and our environment? 
Dr Joël Spiroux de Vendômois, medical doctor and President of CRIIGEN says, “Pesticides such as 
Roundup and agricultural GMOs cannot be ignored in the explanation of the epidemic of environmental 
pathologies”. In addition, he emphasizes “the deficiency of the regulatory assessment of pesticides and 
GMOs, which endangers public health.” 
CRIIGEN is asking for free access to toxicological studies which have authorised the placing on the 
market of different formulations of Roundup, the free access to raw data on the toxicological urine and 
blood analyses for all products, and urges the legal authorities to undertake further public research, with 
a commitment to placing its findings in the public domain, regarding the possible toxicological and 
endocrine disrupting effects of GMOs and Roundup, as other pesticides, using long-term exposure 
periods to ensure the real protection of public health. 

So it is not just members of the public; it goes right up to the most learned of the scientific community, and these 
concerns are ongoing. 
Further, to bring it close to home, an independent witness report produced for the Steve Marsh case outlines 
some of the issues to do with plants developing resistance to herbicides. I quote from the independent expert 
witness report in Stephen William Marsh v Michael Owen Baxter, prepared by Peter McInerney on the 
instruction of Slater and Gordon. The quote begins at page 4 and states — 

2. How and why does Wimmera ryegrass develop herbicide resistance? 
All weed species … have the capacity to develop resistance to a herbicide or herbicides, just as the so 
called ‘super bugs’ in humans have developed resistance to antibiotics that previously controlled them, 
… 
As background — herbicides are grouped by their mode of action (MOA) i.e. the way in which the 
herbicide acts to disrupt the function of or kill the plant to which it is applied. Groups are indicated by 
letters A through to R plus Z. Herbicides can be specific “selective” to grass or broadleaf weed species 
or “non-selective” meaning they kill indiscriminately. 
To appreciate how resistance works an understanding of some fundamental genetics and population 
dynamics is necessary. Individuals within any population, in this case of weeds, have different genetic 
make-ups and can contain mutations that allow them to survive rates of herbicide that normally 
successfully control the weed species to which they belong. … 
By applying selection pressure, such as exerted by repeated use of a particular herbicide group for 
example, creates increasing opportunities for resistant individuals to breed and multiply as susceptible 
individuals are killed. 
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As a matter of mathematics, the larger the weed population, present in a field, the greater the potential 
number of resistant individuals present. 
In addition, if the trait is a dominant trait, as is often the case with resistance characteristics, the 
population of resistant individuals can multiply even more rapidly under continuing selection pressure. 

A table is pictured, and the note underneath states — 
Note: Herbicide resistant individuals physically look no different to susceptible ones so there are no 
early visible warning signs that a population has increasing numbers of resistant individual until the 
numbers of plants not dying after an application of what should be a lethal rate of herbicide becomes of 
concern. At which point a herbicide resistance test should be used to confirm the level and extent of 
resistance. 

Those few select pieces of evidence point to the ongoing health concerns regarding GMOs in our environment, 
food chain and genetically modified crops. I earlier alluded to the fact that we have been incapable of containing 
genetically modified materials within the crop areas established by farmers; in fact, the trucking of GM canola 
can lead to its spillage onto roadsides, which can lead to increased spraying of more toxic chemicals, which in 
turn increases the risk of harm to the environment. This is of particular concern near waterways. So, what is the 
official treatment for Roundup Ready Canola roadside weeds? Spray with a 2,4–D herbicide, which is one of the 
active ingredients in Agent Orange. That will be on truck routes. Who is responsible? These issues were 
examined in an article called “GM-free canola market ‘at risk’”, which was published in The West Australian 
in October last year. Most members in this chamber would be aware that I have raised these matters several 
times through questions without notice. Every single time there has been a news story or some citizen science 
that identifies a spillage on a roadside, I have raised it in Parliament and asked Main Roads Western Australia 
about how it intends to deal with the contamination. Members would know that the Greens have not been fully 
satisfied with any of the responses to the many occurrences we have raised in this place. This is just one of them. 
This Jenne Brammer article featured on The West Australian website on 21 October last year. The article 
reads — 

The GM-Free Farmers Group and Conservation Council of WA have warned that WA’s markets 
for non-GM canola are at risk after genetically modified canola plants were found this week 
growing at five sites in the metropolitan area, in some cases more than a 100km from the closest 
grain farm. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Member, I have recourse here to standing order 47, which 
relates to relevance. I have listened very closely for a long time now, and although what the member is saying 
relates to the GM debate generally and other concerns, it is important, of course, that you relate your contribution 
to the bill. I am sure that you will do that because it is a subject dear to your heart. But the question before the 
house is that this bill be read a second time, and perhaps not all matters the member is raising are directly 
relevant, unless you are about to tell me how they are. Please continue, Hon Lynn MacLaren. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I am sure, as Mr Acting President has asked that question that he would not be the 
first person questioning that. Perhaps I did not make it clear enough in going down this road, but the point I am 
making is that the Greens oppose lifting the gate to permit genetically modified crops to be grown in 
Western Australia without the scrutiny of this Parliament to be able to determine whether it is appropriate. One 
of the last arguments that I have in this regard is that GM canola markets would be allowed to continue but GM-
free canola markets would be at risk. The article that I am reading right now explains how contamination has 
occurred and how GM material from GM crops has spread on to the roadsides and will potentially get into 
nearby crops from those roadsides. This article shows that GM-free markets are at risk should we pass the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, and I want to continue by sharing with members the 
citizen science that was reported by The West Australian. As I stated, the article refers to five sites in the 
metropolitan area where genetically modified canola plants have been found and that in some cases these sites 
were more than 100 kilometres from the closest grain farm. The article continues — 

The GM-Free Farmers Group, representing around 150 WA broadacre farmers, raised the alarm after 
GM canola, which is resistant to the popular herbicide glyphosate, was found growing on road verges at 
Mundaring, Kewdale, Mandogalup (near Kwinana) and two Maddington sites. 

All plants tested GM positive. Many were flowering and most had fully-formed pods, meaning they 
could create more seed. 

The affected sites were along the main trucking routes to the Kwinana port and were the likely result 
from spillages of the tiny seeds during transport, the GM-Free Farmers Group said. 
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Conservation Council of WA spokesman Nic Dunlop said this highlighted challenges to the State’s 
policy of keeping GM and non-GM canola separate for export markets. 

“The reality shows the GM canola is not being contained and GM volunteers can emerge a great 
distance away from where the crops are planted,” Dr Dunlop said. 

Europe is WA’s largest market for non-GM canola. About 30 per cent of the State’s canola crop this 
year was planted to GM varieties. 

Australian Oilseed Federation tech committee chairman Jon Slee said a 0.9 per cent GM tolerance 
threshold in European countries meant small amounts of GM detection did not pose a significant risk to 
non-GM market requirements, though the issue would continue to be monitored. 

GM-Free Farmers spokesman Darrell Boase, a Goomalling farmer, said Perth residents should also be 
alarmed. 

“The public are becoming increasingly concerned about herbicides being sprayed along road verges and 
in public spaces so would be outraged to learn of extra chemicals now being needed to control the 
Glyphosate resistant canola,” Mr Boase said. 

Mr Boase questioned who was responsible for cleaning up contaminations on road verges, suggesting it 
should be chemical giant Monsanto which owns the patent to GM canola seed, or the Department of 
Agriculture and Food WA, which is responsible for the State’s biosecurity. 
However, Monsanto corporate affairs director Adam Blight said the responsibility lay with the 
individual land owners, in these cases the local government authorities. 
DAFWA agreed removal of roadside volunteers was the responsibility of local government authorities 
and cited recommendations from the Office of Gene Technology Regulator for integrated weed 
management, which included alternative and additional herbicides to the commonly used Glyphosate, 
and mechanical methods. 
WAFarmers president Dale Park said it was only a matter of time before GM plants were found 
growing in Perth. 
“I expect Perth residents will be quite concerned, but they shouldn’t be as GM products are safe,” he said. 
“I wouldn’t say it is Monsanto’s responsibility to clean up any contamination, but if Monsanto wanted 
to be a good public citizen, perhaps this is something it should consider.” 

I do not want to labour this, but I think that point is very well made by that brief article. 
I mentioned earlier Bob Phelps, who is a co-convener of Gene Ethics. He articulates this issue well in a letter 
that he submitted to Farm Weekly about global weed resistance problems. He stated — 

Weed expert Stephen Powles finally admits that Genetically Manipulated (GM) crop plants, repeatedly 
sprayed with glyphosate (Roundup) weed killer, have created global weed resistance problems … 

I am making the point that this is not a unique problem to Western Australia; in fact, it is a problem that is 
occurring worldwide where GM is grown. The letter continues — 

The epidemic of resistant weeds is costing farmers megabucks to manage, and many in North and 
South America face ruin. 

This is a point about the added cost to managing this weed resistance, which runs counter to all the claims 
farmers have that it will be cost effective; it has, in fact, proven to be more expensive. Bob Phelps goes on to 
say — 

In WA, an immediate, effective strategy to delay glyphosate resistance in weeds would be a state ban on 
growing GM canola. This would reduce glyphosate spraying in favour of the other strategies Dr Powles 
recommends. The state would be far better off with only GM-free canola varieties, since export markets 
want GM-free and pay — 

He is quoting a figure of — 
$50/tonne premium for a regular supply. 
Dr Powles should have spoken up sooner, to advocate management strategies that do not rely on the 
overuse of glyphosate-based chemical formulations. But instead he has been a very high profile and 
influential grower advocating the adoption of Roundup Ready GM canola. Let’s hope he changes his 
tune and supports a GM ban. 
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Monsanto was just irresponsible to make the broad spectrum herbicide glyphosate into a targeted and 
specific one, by deliberately making crops that tolerate being sprayed with it. They knew GM canola, 
corn and cotton could out-cross their herbicide resistance genes to their weedy relatives. 

This word “out-cross” is something I want to go into a little bit of detail to explain what it means, because some 
recent research is pretty definitive about this out-cross feature of GM. To complete Bob’s remarks in this letter, 
he says — 

In desperation, the GRDC has now given Bayer $45 million to seek a replacement for Roundup. This 
may never come to fruition as many chemical companies saw resistance coming and started searching 
for a replacement herbicide more than a decade ago. None is in sight. 

That is pretty scary. Bob Phelps continues — 
It’s time to get off the chemical and GM treadmill and invest in agro-ecological systems. The 
World Bank and UN report “International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and 
Technology for Development” is a model that could show the way to really sustainable and 
environment friendly farming systems. It’s time for a change. 

As members would know, if the Greens are going to oppose something, we try to make an effort to explain 
exactly how we could do something differently. I have done a bit of research to try to put forward some of those 
alternatives to going down the path of GM. I have a couple of quotes about that as I complete my remarks 
tonight. As Bob Phelps said, GM farming does not occur in a vacuum. I referred earlier to the difficulties in 
ensuring that GM crops are segregated from GM-free crops. We must also be cognisant of the ecological effects of 
encouraging unsustainable farming practices, and these impacts extend beyond the boundaries of individual farms.  
Farmer Charles Massey, in the book Fair Food: Stories from a Movement Changing the World, edited by 
Nick Rose, describes the threats that accompany intensified unsustainable agricultural practices that are even 
more encouraged by the use of GM crops. It states — 

With the rise, and particularly the intensification, of industrial agriculture from the early twentieth 
century, the artificial management and resultant degradations of nature’s system vastly escalated. The 
massive use in the 1980s of biologically harmful synthetic fertilisers such as superphosphate, plus 
enormous doses of pesticides and weedicides, was followed by an increasing use of chemically 
dependent, genetically modified … crops. Mass chemical use has thus emerged as an ever more 
dangerous and damaging substitution for old cultivation techniques. 
Being vastly different and more fragile than the moister, younger and richer soil environments of 
Europe and the United States, where industrial agricultural techniques were evolved and refined, 
Australia’s ecosystems sustained (and continue to sustain) enormous damage from modern agricultural 
techniques. The destruction was epitomised by the ‘dust bowls’ that have regularly occurred since the 
late nineteenth century... This ecological damage has only escalated since, the spreading ‘white cancer’ 
of salinity being but one of many symptoms of crashing ecosystems across tens of millions of hectares 
in Australia. 

The focus on new GM techniques is detracting from other work being done using more conventional methods. 
An article by Natasha Gilbert entitled “Frugal Farming” states — 

Old-fashioned breeding techniques are bearing more fruit than genetic engineering in developing 
self-sufficient super plants. 

I do not know if members have read this short article. It explains how we can do things differently as a positive 
way forward to sustainable agriculture in Australia and for Australian conditions. I do not want to read the whole 
thing but I will read a couple of paragraphs. It states — 

Jonathan Lynch likes to look beneath the surface. In his quest to breed better crops, the plant 
physiologist spends a lot of time digging up roots to work out what makes some varieties extremely 
good at extracting nutrients from the ground. Lynch wants to use this knowledge to develop plants with 
extra-efficient roots—crops that grow well in the nutrient-starved soils of the developing world. These 
plants could also reduce the use of fertilizers in richer nations. 
Last year, Lynch’s forays into the dirt paid off. He and his team at Pennsylvania State University in 
University Park reported that they had produced a variety of common bean, or string bean ... with 
a combination of root traits that allows it to take up phosphorus from the soil with improved efficiency. 
In experimental plots, the plants produced three times the bean yield of typical varieties. 
That result has raised hopes in Africa, where common beans are one of the most important sources of 
protein for poor people. Researchers in Mozambique are testing how Lynch’s beans perform in the 
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country’s ecological zones, and they expect to win regulatory approval to bring the crop to market by 
next year. 
Lynch’s beans are among the first successful attempts in a global race to develop crops that grow well 
in soils depleted of nutrients. “Low availability of nitrogen, phosphorus and water are the main 
limitations of plant growth on Earth. We desperately need this technology,” says Lynch. 
His work stands out because he has taken an old-school approach. He is leading a renaissance in some 
conventional crop-breeding techniques that rely on laboriously examining plants’ physical 
characteristics and then selecting for desirable traits, such as growth or the length of fine roots. 
And surprisingly, this approach seems to be outpacing the high-tech route. 
Big corporations such as DuPont Pioneer in Johnston, Iowa, have spent more than a decade developing 
improved crops through genetic engineering, and some companies say that their transgenic varieties look 
promising in field trials. But there are still no fertilizer-frugal transgenic crops on the market, and several 
agricultural organizations around the globe are reviewing their biotechnology initiatives in this area. 
Plant biologist Allen Good of the University of Alberta in Edmonton, Canada, spent years working with 
companies to develop genetically modified (GM) crops that require little fertilizer, but he says that this 
approach has not been as fruitful as conventional techniques. The problem is that there are so many 
genes involved in nutrient uptake and use—and environmental variations alter how they are expressed. 
“Nutrient efficiency was supposed to be one of those traits with broad applicability that could make 
companies lots of money. But they haven’t developed the way we thought,” says Good. 

In fact, I have personal experience of this. Recently I visited Davis, California, which, as many people know, is 
near Sacramento. The University of California, Davis, is one of the nation’s best agricultural universities. Just by 
chance, I managed to run into a chap from UC Davis who served as the agriculture adviser in the 
Clinton administration, I think. We got into a discussion about GM and whether GM was the future. I wish it had 
lasted a bit longer. We exchanged contact details. I want to follow that up with him. Here in Western Australia, 
we are talking about lifting this gate and being able to grow any GM crop that is approved by our national 
regulator. I assure members that other countries are taking a precautionary approach in agriculture. They struggle 
with the same problem that we have, which is the overwhelming influence of the biotech industry, which is 
driving this to make money—profits—for themselves. 
I want to conclude my remarks by saying that the debate on the issues around GM, coupled with our inability to 
effectively segregate crops now, let alone if the act is repealed, is creating deep divisions in the farming 
community and is eroding goodwill. Only last month Steve Marsh contacted me about his property being 
damaged by likely pro-GM advocates. Steve and his family had their lives turned upside down over this issue. 
Although the Marshes have a high profile on this issue, many others are in the same position, such as Ian James 
from Cunderdin. I conclude my speech on the second reading by reading the words of Ian James, a farmer in 
Cunderdin. Hopefully, this will inspire members to think more deeply about whether we want to repeal this act. 
He states — 

My name is Ian James and I’m a farmer from Cunderdin. In 2011 our farm was subject to a flood of 
water flowing down hill from the neighbours farm that had fallen during a sudden hail storm on a ready 
to harvest GM canola crop. Tonnes of GM canola seed flowed with the water out of the neighbour’s 
farm across the road and down into our farm. We called the agriculture department and asked for 
assistance. The AG dept sent an adviser to our farm to do tests but what followed was a process of 
windowdressing to make it look like we were being taken seriously by the agricultural apartment, when 
in fact we were the target of a cover up. After explaining where the canola seed was most likely to be 
found I was surprised when the technician went to other areas to take samples. 
Despite this the few samples taken were 50% positive to genetically modified canola. 
Soon after this we contacted Greenpeace who were quick to visit our farm with a box full of test kits. 
We used the test kits supplied by GREENPEACE to test the areas where we suspected the GM canola 
seed were laying on our farm. The results from our further testing were 13 positive tests on the first day 
and on the second 3 of 6 tests were positive for GMO ON OUR NON GMO PADDOCK. 
We are concerned for the many farmers who choose not to grow GM canola that their farms will be 
contaminated with GM canola and that the export markets will find GM canola in non-GM shipments 
of wheat barley or oats and these markets may shut down their imports of Australian produce. Another 
concern I have is that farmer who are growing oats for hay which is exported to Korea and Japan may 
be grown on the stubble of the previous years crop of GM canola now WHEN that HAY is raked the 
GM canola straw will inadvertently end up in the oats hay bail and be shipped to Japan to be fed to 
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Japanese milking cows the Japanese have a zero tolerance for GM produce and this could result in the 
hate industry in W.A. being completely shut down by ban on imports from our destination country. 
Today more and more countries around the world are shutting their borders to genetically modified 
produce and Australia is going to be ending up on the wrong end of the pineapple as we are growing 
more and more GM canola when the worlds consumers are asking for less and less. Do we really want 
to risk our unique position in the global food production supply chain as a supplier of clean green and 
healthy food or do we want to be known as a supplier of contaminated produce that nobody wants. 
Please make the right decision for West Australian farmers today and block the repeal of the GM FREE 
AREAS ACT. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [7.31 pm]: I rise to oppose the Genetically Modified 
Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, and I do so for a number of reasons. I will admit that many issues have been 
covered by my colleagues, so I hope not to go over the same ground. First, I reiterate that we should not forgo 
our responsibility for such an important aspect of our food chain to authorities outside of this state, particularly 
companies outside of Australia, when dealing with the prevalence of genetically modified crops. I believe that 
a certain level of legislation should always be given to us as legislators with primary responsibility for the 
constituents we serve. We should do everything we can to protect the food chain in our state, and not rely on 
others to do that for us. Obviously, that has some limitations, but not in the case of this particular bill. The 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 allows us to be cautious about the introduction of genetically 
modified crops into our food chain, which is a good thing. I do not think we should cede that responsibility to 
others unless there is a demonstrable reason to do so. Farmers can already grow GM crops in Western Australia, 
and the fact that we have control over that is a good thing. 

It is possible that we may wish to restrict the growing of some GM crops in certain areas for reasons other than 
health and safety or the environment. I believe that the role of the Gene Technology Regulator is focused on 
health and safety of both people and the environment. Retaining the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
gives us the opportunity to broaden that power for other reasons—the benefits that we in this state may reap from 
not growing GM crops. However, that is not my primary concern. I would also like to explore why some 
stakeholders are so heavily promoting genetically modified foods in the first place. I should be open about the 
fact that I have some personal concerns about the prevalence of GM food, particularly because it is hard for 
families to identify it. It is anecdotal, and only my own observations, but I would say my entire family has 
resorted to the use of a product known as Nexium for stomach complaints. In my own mind, I believe that that 
has something to do with the additives and the genetically modified foods that we eat. 

To get back to my concerns, the Leader of the House quite rightly said, in his second reading contribution, that 
America and Canada have taken up the use of GM crops in a big way. I do not think that that in itself should 
influence the decisions that we make in this house on behalf of the people of Western Australia. Like some other 
states and countries, such as South Australia, Tasmania, the United Kingdom, Spain and France, we should be 
more cautious. The honourable member highlighted, however, that GM food and crops are relatively recent 
phenomena, with the first ever crop having been put in the ground only some 30 years ago. If we think of 
agriculture going back for millennia, we have had genetically modified crops for only 30 years maximum, and 
much more recently in this country and in this state. The fact that genetically modified food is not labelled adds 
to my concerns, because that makes it very difficult to introduce even anecdotal evidence that it may be causing 
some issues. 

The honourable member went on to talk about some short-term gains for farmers through a possible increase in 
yields, that improved pest resistance and a degree of climate proofing are likely to be achieved through the use of 
genetically modified crops. I also hope for these outcomes for our embattled farmers, but there is an adage that 
sometimes we get long-term pain from short-term gain. I am not saying that we should not use or grow 
genetically modified crops, but I am saying that we should be very cautious in our approach, and retaining the 
act is one step down that cautious road. There are obviously some benefits of genetically modified crops, 
particularly in countries that find it difficult to feed their population. In those circumstances, the balance should 
probably be on feeding the population, rather than being cautious. In Western Australia that is not such an issue; 
we can afford to be cautious. 

Because GM food is such a recent phenomenon it is very difficult to draw on many examples of where it has 
caused a problem, but our history is littered with examples of our approach to introduced fauna being too hasty. 
We have certainly had long-term pain from decisions that were thought to be good at the time. For instance, it 
would have been great if we had had legislation when Thomas Austin introduced 24 wild rabbits into Australia. 
It would have been great to have legislation that would have stopped that. It would have been particularly good if 
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we had been more cautious in the introduction of cane toads into Australia. Australia is littered with concerns 
about introduced fauna: goats, foxes, camels and horses. There are also some good examples, such as the 
introduction of the humble dung beetle and its different variations. That has been very successful, but there have 
been many examples of the opposite. 

The fact that we are an island nation gives us many advantages in protecting our environment and our clean, green 
image. The Nullarbor Plain gives Western Australia even more protection, but it is no advantage if we blindly 
follow the United States or other countries. We should be jealous of our advantage and, to me, retaining the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act reinforces that. We are not specifically debating the actual growing of 
these crops, as that is already happening, but rather the safeguards around this action. It is my opinion that the jury 
is still out on genetically modified crops. That is not to say that I could not be swayed into being a supporter. 
I wish that we had more studies that confirmed the benefits that are so ardently espoused by the supporters of 
GM food. The fact that there is no labelling means that it is difficult to draw on anecdotal evidence of any 
consequence of the use of GM food. This may eventually prove to be the wrong path for us to take. 

Also, this industry is likely to end up—this is one of my major concerns—a virtual monopoly, and I have dealt 
with such monopolies before; so, I can say, have farmers. The impact of monopoly retailers of milk is an example 
of concerns about monopolies in our food chain. I do not claim to be an expert on the benefits or otherwise of 
GM food or crops, which is why I am not intransigent about the concept, but I am a fan of retaining every layer of 
scrutiny we can until we are certain of its benefits or otherwise and its long-term effects, which means that I think 
we should retain every layer of protection that we can, and the maintaining of the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act 2003 is one of those. Retaining some autonomy within this state over the use of this new type of 
crop seems to me to be a benefit worth keeping. Of course, we all tend to rely heavily on advice we get from those 
who have expertise in this area, but it is often from people or groups that have vested interests. The medical 
profession, companies, farmers, producers, retailers and consumers are just some of the stakeholders that have an 
interest in the use of GM food and crops, but none more so than the producers of the seed. Of course, it cannot be 
left up to consumers; they are not aware, because GM food is not labelled. My interest is mostly focused on the 
end consumer because, of course, that includes me and my family. For that reason, I cannot be blind to the 
concerns raised about the use of GM seed and the history of the world’s biggest seed producer. As part of my 
preparation I took a look at the history of what is by far the biggest seed producer, Monsanto. 
Hon Lynn MacLaren touched on this, and I have done quite a lot of investigation into Monsanto, but I want to 
say that I do not believe that Monsanto is doing anything illegal or anything really immoral. Perhaps I will 
qualify that last statement by saying that I believe the obligations that chief executive officers of companies have 
to their shareholders, above and beyond anything else, have created many difficulties. We need only look at the 
tobacco industry for an example of that. These days, the salaries of the CEOs of many of our large companies are 
based on satisfying shareholders, and the scale of the incomes they command lead me to believe that it is not in 
our best interests to leave it up to the CEO of a company to determine what sorts of protections we should have 
in this state. That, again, is another reason why I think we should retain the original legislation. 
As I said, I have done a bit of investigation; it should not take long and I will try to read it very quickly because 
I think it is important. Maybe other members have done this research already and know about Monsanto, or just 
have some general knowledge about it, but this certainly surprised me. Most of my investigation centred on an 
article, “Monsanto’s Harvest of Fear”, written by Donald L. Barlett and James B. Steele, two US journalists. 
Together they have won two Pulitzer Prizes, two National Magazine Awards and six George Polk Awards. They 
are known for their reporting technique of delving deep into documents and then, after what could be a long 
investigative period, interviewing the necessary sources. The article states, in part — 

Monsanto developed G.M. seeds that would resist its own herbicide, Roundup, offering farmers 
a convenient way to spray fields with weed killer without affecting crops. Monsanto then patented the 
seeds. 

I am going to skip over much of the article, because I think it has been covered. The article continues — 
… in 1980 the U.S. Supreme Court, in a five-to-four decision … 

Agreed to the patent — 
… laying the groundwork for a handful of corporations to begin taking control of the world’s food 
supply. 
… 
Since the 1980s, Monsanto has become the world leader in genetic modification of seeds and has won 
674 biotechnology patents … 
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Farmers who buy Monsanto’s patented Roundup Ready seeds are required to sign an agreement 
promising not to save the seed produced after each harvest for replanting, or to sell the seed to other 
farmers. This means that farmers must buy new seed every year. Those increased sales, coupled with 
ballooning sales of its Roundup weed killer, have been a bonanza for Monsanto. 
… 

Most people — 
… know Monsanto because of what it sells to put on our lawns—the ubiquitous weed killer Roundup. 
What they may not know is that the company now profoundly influences—and one day may virtually 
control—what we put on our tables. For most of its history Monsanto was a chemical giant, producing 
some of the most toxic substances ever created, residues from which have left us with some of the most 
polluted sites on earth. Yet in a little more than a decade, the company has sought to shed its polluted 
past and morph into something much different and more far-reaching—an “agricultural company” 
dedicated to making the world “a better place for future generations.” 

To protect this future — 
Monsanto goes after farmers, farmers’ co-ops, seed dealers—anyone it suspects may have infringed its 
patents of genetically modified seeds. When asked about these practices, Monsanto declined to 
comment specifically, other than to say that the company is simply protecting its patents. 

Which, of course, it has to do. The article continues, further along — 
Monsanto spokesman Darren Wallis wrote in an e-mailed letter to Vanity Fair. “One tool in protecting 
this investment is patenting our discoveries and, if necessary, legally defending those patents against 
those who might choose to infringe upon them.” 
… 
Some compare Monsanto’s hard-line approach to Microsoft’s zealous efforts to protect its software 
from pirates. At least with Microsoft the buyer of a program can use it over and over again. But farmers 
who buy Monsanto’s seeds can’t even do that. 

Just to reinforce how new this concept is, the article continues — 
For centuries—millennia—farmers have saved seeds from season to season: they planted in the spring, 
harvested in the fall, then reclaimed and cleaned the seeds over the winter for re-planting the next 
spring. Monsanto has turned this ancient practice on its head. 
Monsanto’s genetically modified seeds have transformed the company and are radically altering global 
agriculture. 
… 
Even as the company is pushing its G.M. agenda, Monsanto is buying up conventional-seed companies. 
In 2005, Monsanto paid $1.4 billion for Seminis, which controlled 40 percent of the U.S. market for 
lettuce, tomatoes, and other vegetable and fruit seeds. Two weeks later it announced the acquisition of 
the country’s third-largest cottonseed company … It’s estimated that Monsanto seeds now account for 
90 percent of the U.S. production of soybeans, which are used in food products beyond counting. 
Monsanto’s acquisitions have fueled explosive growth, transforming the St. Louis–based corporation 
into the largest seed company in the world. 
To be sure, more and more agricultural corporations and individual farmers are using Monsanto’s G.M. 
seeds. 

I am going to skip some of the article. I was going to go through the history of the company, but I might just skip 
to the end. What has basically happened is that Monsanto has produced quite a variety of toxic substances over 
the years and for that reason it has purchased a different company. I am going to skip just a bit because I know 
members are impatient to get to the end of this discussion. The article continues — 

By the late 1990s, Monsanto, having rebranded itself into a “life sciences” company, had spun off its 
chemical and fibers operations into a new company called Solutia. After an additional reorganization, 
Monsanto re-incorporated in 2002 and officially declared itself an “agricultural company.” 
…  
One of the benefits of doing this, as the company does not point out, was to channel the bulk of the 
growing backlog of chemical lawsuits and liabilities onto Solutia, keeping the Monsanto brand pure. 
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But Monsanto’s past, especially its environmental legacy, is very much with us. For many years 
Monsanto produced two of the most toxic substances ever known—polychlorinated biphenyls, better 
known as PCBs, and dioxin. Monsanto no longer produces either, but the places where it did are still 
struggling with the aftermath, and probably always will be. 

I suggest that members maybe look up two towns in America—one called Nitro and the other called Anniston—
and the history of their interaction with Monsanto. I had a lot more to say, but I will skip it. 
I believe that my comments about the chief executive officer and shareholders hold firm. The company is over 
100 years old but, like many other companies, it feels that its obligations are to its shareholders, and I think that 
is to the exclusion of everything else. It concerns me that if we lift the gate, as Hon Lynn MacLaren indicated; 
we will let a company loose in Western Australia without fetter. Others also have concerns with GM foods, and 
I will not go through all of these either. However, a British scientist who tried to put out a balanced view on GM 
foods went through a list of pros and cons. If members wish to look at the benefits, I am happy to go through 
them but, for time purposes, I will go through just my concerns. He states — 

A worrisome issue in GM foods is the ability of a food to trigger an allergy in humans. Some of the 
genes used in GM technology might be taken from a food that causes allergies in some people. Inserting 
that gene into another organism could cause the host organism to express that allergen as a trait. 
Alternately, a new allergen could be produced when genes are mixed across different species. 

I raise that point particularly because if people have a severe allergy, they try to look at the foods that they eat. 
Again, the fact that GM is not on the label means that we put people at risk. I believe that if we look at places 
that have food shortages, we have to look at the risk compared with the benefit. There may be countries in which 
the risk is worthwhile. I do not believe that Western Australia is in that situation. 
Another study has been spoken about already so I will not go through it, but I have read through the results of 
Dr Judy Carman’s study, which also raised some major concerns for me. I think we should take note of the fact 
that South Australia is being even more cautious than we are and act in a similar way, or at least keep the 
regulations that we have in place now. Keeping the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 in 
place will help that. 
Further concerns spoken about by Hon Lynn MacLaren included GM products getting free. An article in 
The West Australian is titled “Stray GM bags found on road.” It states — 

… GM canola seed bags, containing a small amount of seed, were found blowing along a road in 
Goomalling shire last week. 

It prompted concerns about the contamination of non-GM canola crops. That is another concern. 

To summarise, I think it is wrong to try to deny future ministers power in this area. If they make decisions that 
are unpopular, they will face judgement at the next election, as we all will. I understand that this cautious 
approach could possibly inhibit investment, but it is such a relatively new experiment that I think it is worth 
being cautious. In some cases in which a country requires higher yields to feed its people, this conservative 
approach may be on the wrong side of the balance sheet, but in WA we should be cautious. We should be 
concerned that a company based in another country will have a virtual monopoly on a major part of our food 
chain. I cannot stress enough that Monsanto is obviously the largest company, and I believe that it will 
eventually have a monopoly. Other regulations may come into play when that happens in Australia, but it does 
not seem that that has concerned other countries such as the United States or Canada. 

I indicated before that I am not an expert in this area, but it seems to me that a company which so vigorously 
enforces its patent and which will be the sole provider of those seeds puts us in a very vulnerable position. Apart 
from the advantages of not having GM crops and having a clean, green image, the flipside of that concerns me; 
that is, all our canola seed is GM and it is all provided by one company. I do not think that that is advantageous. 
I personally believe that GM foods create more allergies and intestinal issues and that GM foods should be 
labelled. The resistance to labelling sounds a warning to me. Unfortunately, I do understand the situation. 
I believe that if it was marked on the label that the food is GM, there would be a major advantage in not having 
genetically modified food. I think that denying the public the opportunity to choose is also wrong. It makes me 
think of how long it took to put a message on cigarette packets. The companies denied for years and years what 
people knew—that cigarettes were harmful to our health. I am not saying that about GM foods. I am saying that 
GM is new. Growing GM crops is very new and I do not think it will harm us to take a cautious approach in 
going down that path. 

I want to keep every level of scrutiny in place and I am very, very keen for the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act to remain in place. I am not sure that I personally have put together a good enough argument, but 
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I certainly want to do everything I can to try to retain the legislation. For that reason, I would like to move 
a motion without notice, Madam Deputy President. 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [7.57 pm]: — without notice: I move — 

(1) That the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 be discharged and referred 
to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report no later than Thursday, 
8 September 2016. 

(2) That the committee has the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.58 pm]: I certainly rise 
to support the referral motion of my colleague, Hon Martin Pritchard. This debate has been going on for an 
extended period over the last few weeks. It is a very significant debate. The discussions around genetic 
modification have always been controversial, complex and extremely divisive in our community. We have heard 
very detailed explanations from a range of members—not all members, but a range of members—over the last 
few weeks, which I think led my colleague to decide that perhaps we need further and detailed investigation to 
get a genuine picture of what the community thinks about the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act 2003. 

When I first entered this place and was on the Standing Committee on Legislation, we conducted a fairly 
extensive inquiry into genetically modified organisms. It went for several months and that committee inquiry 
made about 20 recommendations to the chamber about how this matter could be dealt with at a state level. One 
of the issues that arose from that inquiry was the recommendation to create the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act. At the time, from memory, it had unanimous support in this chamber, because there was a great deal 
of concern across the political spectrum about the introduction of GMOs into our agricultural areas. This 
government has been in place since 2008 and that legislation could have been reviewed around 2006. This 
government has had a significant time, if it wanted to make amendments to this legislation, to do so at a much 
earlier stage. 

When we read the second reading speech for the act that is currently in place and look at the way the numbers 
would fall if the government decided to just proceed with and pass this bill, we have to look also at what is 
currently in place and what will no longer be in place. Referring this bill to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation would give that committee ample opportunity to seek proper advice and find out why the 
government has changed its position from supporting designated areas, which would not enable GM crops to be 
grown, to a radically different position. The Legislation Committee would have an ample opportunity to explore 
the reasons the government has changed its policy and it would also have the opportunity to test the comments in 
the second reading speech about why some of those things have changed. I draw your attention, 
Madam Deputy President, to some of these comments that the Legislation Committee could challenge. The 
second reading speech on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 states — 

Firstly, the market has evolved since the introduction of that act and has proven that the segregation and 
preservation of markets—which was the basis for the act in the first place—can be handled sufficiently 
by industry. 

We do not know that. Having listened to some of my colleagues speak on this matter, I would say that there is 
still quite a high degree of concern about that segregation. Unfortunately, I was not here for the entirety of 
Hon Darren West’s speech. I have gone back and looked at it in Hansard, and I must say that he certainly knows 
a substantial amount about GM crops. 

This is an area that does need to be challenged, because I think back to that earlier inquiry, when a significant 
body of work was done by that committee. Going back to 2002 or 2003, we certainly had a great number of 
people who expressed concern about how the crops would be segregated. People have talked about the Marsh 
case and I have talked to farming friends of mine who have talked about the potential contamination of their own 
crops now and how difficult it is to keep GM and non-GM crops separated. I do not know whether we in this 
place have enough knowledge or experience to validate what is in this second reading speech or whether we 
should draw from appropriate expertise to properly advise us on whether this is indeed the case. 

The second reading speech of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 outlines what will 
happen if the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 stays in place. It states — 

While this act remains in place, there is the ability of a future Minister for Agriculture and Food to 
revoke the exemptions for GM crops currently approved as safe and being grown in Western Australia. 
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Hon Martin Pritchard just made some reference to that, and that is part of that precautionary principle. It enables 
us to maintain some state’s rights if we want to afford some protection to our farmers who do not want to 
participate in this exercise or who have concerns about their crops and how they would get them to market if 
their crops were to be contaminated and if the farmers do not want to be part of a GM area. The legislation 
committee would be able to draw on expert advice about how that would work. I agree with 
Hon Martin Pritchard that it is always very important for future ministers to have a say. Based on my short time 
on the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, there were a number of occasions 
when we dealt with legislation that could have taken away our state’s sovereignty and we have had to argue very 
hard to amend bills to ensure that the minister of the day, or the minister in a future government, could provide 
direction and protect the state’s best interests. It is concerning if the government is prepared to just throw that 
away. Although I acknowledge that the commonwealth regulator is in place and already makes a range of 
decisions, I am surprised that this government is prepared to give away that right. The committee should seek 
advice on that and report back to the house about how that would work in reality. 

The second reading speech also states — 

Repeal of the act will mean that once a crop has been approved as safe by the federal regulator, there 
will be no additional legislative impediment for Western Australian growers. 

What does that actually mean? How does that impact upon all growers? What does it do for those growers who 
do not want GM crops in their area? Again, the Standing Committee on Legislation would be able to seek 
appropriate advice and report to the house on that matter as well and test that argument. At the bottom of the 
second reading speech, there is also reference to market impacts of the crop free areas act. It states — 

The inefficiencies and market impact of … 

That legislation — 

need to be resolved, and repeal of this act is the preferred option identified. 

A number of members have talked about the desire of some of our growers to have a clean, green environment 
and how attractive that is for a number of our markets. When I was on that earlier inquiry, George Kailis 
particularly comes to mind. He had done an enormous amount of work and had commissioned significant 
research into why this state should be GM free. He highlighted to our committee the need to have a clean, green 
approach because non-contaminated product is very attractive to countries such as Japan. Again, this needs to be 
challenged and I know that members have referred to that. That is a significant issue that we need to keep in 
mind. I can remember the debates back in 2003, when the original legislation was brought in. There are 
a number of significant areas in the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 that I am sure a lot 
of farmers in our state would be very concerned about. The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act deals 
with the designation of the GM–crop free areas, with what is an offence and what are the exemptions, 
compensation, and it outlines inspectors as authorised officers and their capacity to enter a place. All those things 
will just disappear. We have to ask ourselves what else will take its place of that if the act is repealed, and the 
answer is nothing that we can see at a state level. There has been an extensive debate amongst some farmers 
about the need for compensation if their crops are impacted in this way. The Standing Committee on Legislation 
has a fair amount of work to do on this bill, including seeking advice and community input from the people who 
will be directly impacted. We do not know—admittedly, we have not heard from the parliamentary secretary to 
provide more detail—how the government moved from one position to another on this issue. We are not going to 
get that by sitting in the chamber. The bill is a very narrow bill in terms of the work that it will involve. In fact, 
there are only five clauses in the bill, one of which seeks to repeal the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act 2003, which we have been talking about, and the second which seeks to amend the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act 2007, to which there is actually no reference in the second reading speech. 
Reference is made in the explanatory memorandum to that act, but no reference is made in the second reading 
speech to the impact of the bill on that act. That level of detail is not there, so I think the Standing Committee on 
Legislation is perhaps the best vehicle to find out what that detail is about and what will be the reality of that 
amendment to the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act. There will be some useful work for the 
legislation committee to do. It will be a significant piece of work, but will probably not be as onerous as it was in 
2002 when, from memory, a fairly substantial report was tabled, as I said, with a significant number of findings 
and recommendations. However, we have moved on from that. I think that the time frame that 
Hon Martin Pritchard has laid out for a report to be returned to this place by 8 September is very practicable and 
reasonable. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Eminently sensible. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is eminently sensible. 
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I support the referral. I think that the time that has been taken up by this matter indicates the level of concern and 
divisiveness that still exists in the community on this issue and some of the consternation that is still in place 
about how it will impact upon our markets and sovereignty. I think the legislation committee is indeed the 
perfect vehicle to conduct that inquiry, to test and challenge the detail that is set out in the second reading 
speech, to ask questions around the real impacts of the repeal and the loss of some of those provisions that are in 
the current act that will not exist in the future, and the impact of the amendments to the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act. It is a very sensible way to go. It is part of our work in this chamber. Perhaps this 
motion should have been moved earlier. I hope that our colleagues in the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers—I was 
trying to remember what they are called now—will support this referral. I would have thought that in the 
constituency that they seek to represent there would be mixed views on these issues and it would be important to 
get a range of those views on the record. 

I think the referral is a very good recommendation from Hon Martin Pritchard. It is a referral that could probably 
be managed well over the winter break so that a report can come back to the house to better inform us whether 
this is a good piece of legislation and whether it is in the public interest to repeal the legislation which, as we 
remember, received unanimous support only 13 years ago. Given the nature of the debate we have had, 
I certainly think this referral is a sensible and practical way to go. I look forward to others in the chamber 
supporting this referral motion and, hopefully, the legislation committee bring back a very well-formed report to 
the house. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [8.13 pm]: I get a chance to speak on why we should refer the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 to a committee thanks to the inspired suggestion of 
Hon Martin Pritchard. This is the type of bill that lends itself to being referred to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation. I think it will be of great assistance to the house. I will explain to even those who support the 
contents of the bill why they should support the referral of this bill to a committee. As I said in my second 
reading contribution, I have always tried to maintain an open mind about genetically modified crops and 
constantly make myself available to hear arguments why they should be allowed to be grown. However, at the 
moment I adopt a precautionary principle position because I have not yet been convinced on a number of 
aspects. 

A number of arguments have been put in the second reading debate that show that there are clearly different 
views in the house on what are the facts on this matter. For me it is on that basis that I think that it is useful to 
send a bill to a committee to get an analysis from a set of some of the finest minds in this house. Sadly, 
Hon Donna Faragher has moved on from the legislation committee, but she has been equally replaced by 
Hon Ken Baston. As I said, some of the finest minds in the house are on that committee—occasionally they let 
interlopers like me bring down the standard—and they will be able to go away and consider the bill and come 
back and advise the house on it. That is one of the reasons I like that the motion allows the committee to look at 
the policy of the bill. One of the first areas on which there is clearly still room for debate in this house is the 
implications of GMO. We have talked a bit about GM canola and Bt cotton in this house, because they are the 
two genetically modified crops that people are seeking to grow in WA and are currently allowed to grow under 
the provisions of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003. What we have not talked about though 
are the apple and wheat varieties that will come down the track and the impact they will have on future 
marketability in Western Australia. As I said, this bill does not prevent GM crops being grown; it allows the 
government of the day, with an oversight by this house, to determine that. Let us have a committee go away and 
look at the matter so that it can come back and explain to this house exactly what the implications of repealing 
this bill will be. 

I think all of us should accept that within the community there are grave concerns about genetically modified 
food and products. We may not agree that that is a justified position, but it is clear that some in the broader 
community believe that genetically modified crops pose a potential risk to the community. We have seen that in 
this house. I accept that members on the other side of this chamber would say that those views are completely 
unfounded, that the people who have those views are wrong and that they just simply do not understand, and that 
is why we get claim and counterclaim. Will we resolve that in this chamber tonight or over the next couple days 
as we go through the detail of the bill? We probably will not, but we know that committees of this chamber have 
a good record of taking those issues, distilling them and reporting back to the house on all of those claims and 
counterclaims. I would argue that those on the other side who support GM crops and who would support the 
repeal of this bill would do their case some good to have it referred to a committee, to have the bill considered by 
those members of the house—by the government members who have a majority on that committee and the other 
members of this house—and for them to report back to the house on whether those claims and counterclaims 
have any validity. I would argue that those who sit on the other side of this chamber who truly believe that there 
is nothing to be afraid of in GM crops and the legislative framework that will exist after the repeal of this bill 
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should support this bill being referred to a committee to prove beyond doubt that that is the case. In my view, it 
would actually help their case in supporting genetically modified crops. 

I will give an example why I think referring this bill to a committee is a very good idea and an example about 
some of the claims that have been made about GM crops in this place. I hope members will bear with me 
because I think it is important that we understand the claims and counterclaims and why these matters should be 
tested by a committee. On Thursday, 17 September, Hon Paul Brown made the following comments in this 
house that are recorded in Hansard. He said — 

Opponents of GM also say that we need to protect the health and safety of people, but never show 
evidence to support their claims. In fact, the only evidence they ever offer up is the Seralini study, 
which has been roundly criticised by every serious scientist in the world — 

We can never accuse Hon Paul Brown of hyperbole, can we, with his claim “every serious scientist in the 
world”? We have had a bit of a debate in recent days about the concept of misleading the house. I am sure that in 
the member’s mind, he believes that statement to be true. I suspect there are a lot of serious scientists in the 
world whom Hon Paul Brown has yet to meet. That might be why he made such a bold claim. I go back to his 
comments — 

and which has never passed peer review. 

Hon Paul Brown has made some very bold, straightforward and clear comments. The question that this house has 
to debate is: putting aside the claim about “every serious scientist”, is there validity in what Hon Paul Brown has 
said about the Seralini study? It is interesting to look at this study. That is another reason why it is important to 
send this bill to a committee. A member of the community sent Hon Paul Brown’s comments to 
Professor Seralini. I understand that Professor Seralini is at the University of—I am sure Hansard will get this 
correct. I cannot pronounce it. I did French, but I was never good at it. It is the University of Caen—C-A-E-N—
in Normandy, Institute of Biology. This is what Professor Seralini said in response to our Hon Paul Brown — 

“More than 99% of cultivated GMOs for food and feed around the world are plants modified to contain 
high levels of pesticides, either to tolerate Roundup or to produce their own mutated Bt insecticides. 
The toxicity of these products on a long term has been demonstrated in peer reviewed scientific journals 
(joined). 

Hon Jim Chown: We’ll start with Roundup. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let me finish. When I finish, I will take Hon Jim Chown’s nonsense. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! May I just remind members that we are dealing with a discharge 
and referral motion. It is a very limited debate. So I hope the member will come to the point that he is making, 
and that he will be allowed to do so without interjections. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the member, even though I did not want the interjection, actually highlighted the 
point that I am trying to make. Hon Jim Chown is now joining Hon Paul Brown in his claim that 
Professor Seralini is to be completely discredited, yet he tries to shout me down before I can give a response 
from Professor Seralini. In fact, the point I am making is that the reason we will never get to the bottom of these 
matters in this chamber, and the reason this bill should be referred to a committee, is to test whether the claims of 
Hon Paul Brown and Hon Jim Chown are as valid as those of Professor Seralini. I want to continue to finish the 
comments that were provided by Professor Seralini in response to Hon Paul Brown’s comments. I want these 
matters to be sent to a committee to test the validity of who is right and who is wrong. I will continue — 

Seralini and his group have published the most in the world in peer reviewed scientific journals on this 
matter. 

That is very different from saying “every serious scientist has opposed it”. To quote again from 
Professor Seralini — 

One of their studies has been first retracted one year after publication in Food Chem Tox because of the 
presence of Richard Goodman from Monsanto, who joined the editorial board one month after the 
publication for this purpose. The paper has been republished elsewhere, Richard Goodman and the 
Editor in Chief of Food Chem Tox have been removed, and now Food Chem Tox has published an 
important review from Seralini’s group on the toxicity of Roundup residues in water or GMOs. 

Do members remember the claim of Hon Paul Brown that it has been roundly criticised by every serious scientist 
in the world, not just in the lobbyist industry? Professor Seralini continues — 
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The only scientists who have heavily criticized Seralini’s work are lobbyists from industry (or founded 
by it, — 

I think that is meant to be funded by it — 

creating GMOs) or agencies. Seralini has won in defamation against them in Court. His works have 
been congratulated everywhere (Seralini received two international prizes in 2015 and 2016) and no 
evidence of safety for GMOs or associated pesticides has ever been seriously published.” 

That is from Professor Gilles-Eric Seralini. The claims by Hon Paul Brown, chimed in by Hon Jim Chown 
tonight, seeking to attack and discredit Professor Seralini, and the response from Professor Seralini, alone 
warrant the referral of this bill to a committee to test who is telling the truth. I am not suggesting people are 
knowingly misleading the chamber, because, as the President reminded us today, I would be required to move 
a motion if that is what I believe. I have no doubt that in the minds of Hon Paul Brown and Hon Jim Chown, 
Professor Seralini is a completely discredited scientist. I am not sure how someone would have a mind that gets 
to the point of saying, as Hon Paul Brown had done, “every serious scientist”. However, I accept that in their 
minds, that is what they believe. However, is that the fact? Is that the truth? Is that correct? Will we find 
a resolution to that question tonight in this chamber? No. However, what can the great minds of the legislation 
committee of this Chamber do? The members of that committee can come back and tell us which one of those 
two arguments has the greatest validity—the views of Professor Seralini or the views of Hon Jim Chown? 

Hon Rick Mazza: What about the views of the World Health Organization? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy, honourable member, for the views of the World Health Organization to be 
considered by the committee, because it can look at the policy of the bill. There are two different tests that the 
committee needs to look at. The first is who is right about the impacts and implications of GM and about 
whether GM is safe? As I said at the outset, if the member is confident that there is nothing to be concerned 
about with GM crops, both now and into the future—because this bill deals with the future—let us send this bill 
to the legislation committee, and let the committee come back to this house with a detailed report that will help 
provide confidence to the community of Western Australia that this is a safe and appropriate thing to do. I hope 
the legislation committee will look at groups like the World Health Organization. I know that the committee will 
do the work that it has done so well in the past and provide a comprehensive report to this chamber on this 
matter. 

The second point is, of course, that if in the future products are authorised by the Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator in Canberra, we may not always want those products to be brought into Western Australia. We may 
want to say that Western Australia is not ready for that GM apple or that GM wheat, because it will damage our 
markets. We may accept that Canberra has said that that particular GM product is safe. However, it is not 
necessarily a case of whether we accept it is safe. It is a case of whether we want that product in 
Western Australia when it might damage our markets. The committee would be able to give advice to this 
chamber on that matter. 

There is one thing that will come out of today. I ask members on the other side to think long and hard about this. 
If members opposite oppose this motion, they will continue to create greater fear. Members opposite have been 
prepared to make some fairly bold claims in this house about GM products. They should be prepared to allow 
their claims to be tested by a committee. Therefore, the committee referral should be supported by both sides of 
this debate. If members opposite are confident about their support for GM, they should support the referral of 
this bill to a committee, and, if they are not sure, they should also support the referral to a committee, and let us 
see what comes back. 

The other thing to consider if we were to refer the bill to a committee is the reporting date. It is a positive sign 
that the newest member of the chamber is so wise. He has suggested that the committee report back on Thursday, 
8 September. I am sure all members are getting excited that after today there are only two days to go until we 
have a nice long break through July. Even if we continue with this debate for the rest of this week, will this bill 
get through both houses of Parliament before the end of the month? It will not. The reality is that it will not even 
get to the other house before early August. Hon Ken Baston introduced the bill directly into this place and it has 
not been to the other place yet, has it? It came here first-up. We could refer the bill to a committee so it could be 
sent to the other place after September. I am sure we would be prepared to go behind the Chair and come to 
some agreement as we always do. Our cooperative Leader of the Opposition is always trying to help the 
Leader of the House with the management of the house. Sometimes his own members do not help him as much 
as the Leader of the Opposition does. We could probably come up with some agreement that when the bill comes 
back on 8 September, we will try to progress it quickly through the house to have it go to the other place. There 
will be certainly no real difference made in the passage of the bill. It will still allow the government to guillotine 
it in the other place—because that is what the government does in the other place; it guillotines stuff through—
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and for the matter to be resolved. For those who want to see the act repealed before the government loses office 
in March next year, we could still meet that timetable. In the meantime, I assume that the parliamentary secretary 
will be able to assure the house that the minister will not implement and bring in any new gazettals under the act 
to prevent GM crops being grown in Western Australia, so should the commonwealth regulator between now 
and 8 September agree to a crop being grown in Western Australia, it could be grown in Western Australia, 
because the government will not gazette the necessary orders to prevent that crop being grown in 
Western Australia. What is the damage done if we refer this bill to a committee? That is the question members 
on the other side have to answer tonight. What would be the damage of referring this bill? How would it impact 
in any way on the government getting its end result of having the act repealed before it loses government in 
March next year? How would it impact on any other changes? The only issue that it comes back to for the 
consideration of the house tonight in the debate must be one and one simply: are those members opposite who 
want to see the act repealed prepared and game enough to submit their claims about the safety of genetic 
modification to the Standing Committee on Legislation to consider and report back to the house on those claims 
and counterclaims? I say to the members on the other side that if they defeat this motion, they will do more harm 
than good for their cause. If they truly support GM and truly believe that people in Western Australia have 
nothing to be fearful of, they should be able to accept that a government-dominated committee will be able to 
find the evidence, clearly distil it and report back on it to this house by 8 September. That will strengthen their 
case on why the act can be repealed. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What would be your collective attitude if such a recommendation came back to give this 
bill a tick? Would the ALP change their minds or have you determined on the scare campaign for next March? 
That is a weakness in your argument. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers has the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I said to Hon Simon O’Brien and every other member of this chamber at the outset 
of this debate, I took a specific decision when I became the shadow Minister for Agriculture and Food that 
I would continue to adopt an open position on this matter. If the committee was to clearly articulate and outline 
to this house a report that gives absolute confidence, if it was able to show that the claims by Hon Paul Brown 
that every serious scientist in the world has criticised the Seralini report and there is no validity to it whatsoever, 
I would talk to my colleagues about whether we have the right position on this bill. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Remember, Hon Simon O’Brien, there is another thing I want the committee to look at. 
I know Hon Simon O’Brien is trying to take me on a path away from the committee referral. I understand the 
games of the senior members of this house in trying to distract us from the key point, which is whether this bill 
should or should not be referred to the committee. The other thing that the committee should be able to clearly 
articulate and show to this house is that in the future never, ever—common words that members on the other side 
should remember; two of their leaders federally have used them—will Western Australia be in a position to want 
to be able to prevent the growing of a GM crop for reasons that may go to marketing or protecting 
Western Australian markets. If the committee can do all those things, go ahead. My point is, 
Hon Simon O’Brien, that if members on the other side support and believe that GM crops are 100 per cent safe, 
that every serious scientist in the world will be able to tell us that, send the bill off to a committee and let the 
committee report, because there is no harm done in doing that. It is not as though there is a time-limited debate. 
It is not like some of the times when we have debates in this chamber about whether we refer a bill to mess up 
the energy markets and make a complete kerfuffle of them and it needs to be put through by 30 June because the 
government wants to start the process on 1 July. That is not going to happen. Nothing is going to happen. If we 
refer this bill to a committee to report back on 8 September, the world will not change. There will be no adverse 
impacts; nothing will change. The government’s desired outcome can still be achieved. It could even be achieved 
if there is a report that leaves this house completely divided about the evidence and for the first time ever the 
Standing Committee on Legislation is not able to enhance and provide additional information to assist this house 
in the processing of the bill. It would be the first time. It may be a sign that with Hon Donna Faragher leaving 
that committee it is not able to keep its high standards, but I think Hon Robyn McSweeney will get 
Hon Ken Baston into line and make sure that the committee provides a report that assists this debate. Seriously, 
I cannot recall the last time a bill was referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation and that committee did 
not come back with a report that assisted this house in its deliberations. Whether we agree or disagree, the 
committee assists the house. The point I made at the very outset about this whole debate was that the other 
advantage for those members who, like Hon Simon O’Brien, want to see the expansion and the laissez-faire 
development of GM products across Western Australia, once approved by Canberra, is that it will help their 
cause. It will allow members on the committee to go get the evidence and provide it to the house clearly and 
succinctly, rather than having what we otherwise get, which are the claim and the counterclaim. 
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Tonight I have given a very clear example of one of the areas in which the claims originally made last September 
have been repeated by members on the other side of the chamber during the second reading debate. I have read 
the report of Professor Seralini and I hope I have done it justice, because I wanted to try to read it into Hansard 
in full. I read it in totality, and I think the interjection from Hon Jim Chown ended up being quite helpful. It 
reinforced that message that there is a vitriolic response to the mention of Professor Seralini. I would love to see 
a committee of this house gather the evidence about whether one of those views is correct. I am pretty confident 
that elements of what Hon Paul Brown said might be correct—but it sure as hell will not be the totality of his 
claims—or is Professor Seralini actually supported? I think a pretty important issue for this house to have in 
front of it before it finally makes a decision on this bill is whether every scientist has roundly criticised 
Professor Seralini’s report. Has it been published in peer-reviewed journals? Has Professor Seralini won 
defamation cases against them in court? Are the scientists who have attacked Professor Seralini, rather than 
being serious scientists, ones who are heavily connected to the industry? I dare not say it because I know it will 
create a lather on the other side—a frothing at the mouth—but the Carman study is another one. If the committee 
does look at this matter, I would love it to look at the validity of the Carman study and the issues around it. One 
thing the committee may say is that, having looked at it, the answer is to do more studies and to encourage the 
Department of Agriculture and Food to have further work done on this. 
I will finish on this point: for the members who remember the days when the Liberal Party used to rail against 
Canberra, one last thing they might want the committee to do is to look at whether the claim is correct that by 
supporting the defeat of this legislation we are handing over to Canberra the power to determine the destiny of 
Western Australia; and, if so, whether that is a good thing. I remember when people on the other side of the 
chamber routinely opposed anything that handed power to Canberra. They would regularly oppose any bill that 
in any way sought to give any power to Canberra, yet they are now handing it over holus-bolus. We are talking 
about the destiny of Western Australia and the removal of the capacity of the minister to decide these matters, 
subject to the check and balance of needing it to be tabled in this house and being disallowable, and we are 
handing that power to Canberra. Is that a good thing? I just wonder what would have happened if the GST bill in 
1999 had been referred to a committee. Let us not make the same mistake twice. Imagine where we might be 
today if the claims that were made back in 1999 about the impacts of the GST and the reduction of own-source 
revenue and the call by the New South Wales government for a per capita distribution of the GST had been 
referred to a committee. Let us not make the same mistake twice. Let us not make the mistake of wilfully 
handing over power to Canberra without at least having a committee of this house determine whether that is 
a good thing and whether there are checks and balances to protect the state going forward for all the 
permutations that could possibly happen. If a new, genetically modified apple arrived, but the production of it in 
Western Australia would have a damaging impact on the Western Australian fruit-growing industry, would we 
want to have the power to stop it? At some point would we have to rush in legislation to do that? There are 
157 different fruits and vegetables and varieties. This is not just about canola; this is a far broader debate. Let us 
send this bill off to a committee, let us get those views, let us get the advice, and let some of the best minds in 
this house come back with a report on all of these issues. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [8.43 pm]: I rise tonight to say that the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers 
Party will be opposing the motion to refer the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. This issue has been thrashed out at length within this house; there has been 
a rigorous debate. Hon Darren West spoke for several hours. If anyone reads the first two pages of his speech 
and then repeats that 100 times, they will get the gist of his argument. I do not think there is any point in 
referring the bill to the committee. We have certainly thrashed this out at length. At the end of the day, it is just 
simply a waste of the committee’s time. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [8.44 pm]: I support the motion to send the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 to the Standing Committee on Legislation and I thank 
Hon Martin Pritchard for thinking on his feet and putting this motion before us. I do not think that all the issues 
raised have been addressed to our satisfaction. I am a member of the legislation committee and I know the work 
it has done in the past. This is precisely the reason we have the legislation committee—to review matters such as 
this in detail. As Hon Ken Travers has just said, the evidence to date is that all the reports that the legislation 
committee has provided to this chamber have been helpful in pursuing better legislation. In fact, some of the 
recommendations by the committee have even been accepted by the government and adopted, leading to changes 
to legislation. I think the Standing Committee on Legislation is an appropriate committee to refer the bill to. 
There are some outstanding issues. Taking this bill offline so that the legislation committee can look at those 
issues is a step forward. The time frame that has been suggested is a bit tight, but we can work to it because we 
have a six-week recess coming up. I personally do not have any plans—I will be around—so I am happy to sit 
through the July period and look at this in detail. One of the important things that the committee should consider 
relates to the second reading speech, which claimed — 
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Consultations during 2014 with relevant marketers and industry representatives about the proposed 
repeal indicated their position that market choice should determine commerciality and marketability. 

As we have heard in the lengthy debate thus far, the GM-free farmers were not part of that consultation. If the 
committee heard GM-free farmers’ views on this, I think we could have a better way forward for agriculture in 
Western Australia. The committee could include that feedback from GM-free farmers. Another thing the 
committee should do, as I pointed out in my contribution to the second reading debate, is review how the 
South Australian system is working. The government’s second reading speech basically said that we cannot 
function under the current system of having a gate in Western Australia and that the new federal system supports 
the adoption of GM technology and we have to go with the flow and just allow Canberra to take all these 
decisions for us. We already know that South Australia has a state gatekeeper system. I have the list of 
exemptions in my hand right now. That gatekeeper clearly is doing its job. The GM industry is continuing in 
a fettered way, if members will; they are scrutinised by the system in seeking exemptions, but they are going 
forward. Bayer CropScience was granted an exemption in May 2012. The University of Adelaide was granted an 
exemption in August 2013 and again in October 2014. The committee could look at how the South Australian 
system is working to effectively provide exemptions to be able to measure whether GM is used in that state. As 
I tried to point out with those recent dates, that is done under the current system involving the national 
Gene Technology Regulator, which is a modern system that was put in place after the Genetically Modified 
Crops Free Areas Act was implemented. States are continuing to use that gatekeeper approach; therefore, it is 
appropriate that we look at that. The committee could look at the detail to see whether Western Australia would 
be served through that gatekeeper approach. 

I have a couple more points. We mentioned liability, which the Steve Marsh case demonstrated. The committee 
could look at whether some safeguards could be put in place and, if we are going to lift the gate, whether we 
need to look at farmer protection legislation or at a system of levies on seeds to go into a fund to support farmers 
whose markets are put at risk through crop contamination. Why not look at that in detail? By the way, that was 
one of the recommendations of the original committee report on the gene technology bills, which stated — 

… the Government should give serious consideration to the issues raised in relation to the provision of 
liability and insurance …  

That needs to be followed through; we cannot just ignore that work. It was very substantial work, but we just 
seem to be skipping along without reference to it. A committee could look at that. Those are the reasons that 
I have identified just in the short time frame that we have had to consider whether a committee might look at 
this. 

The committee should also give some consideration to the market implications. One of the aspects that the 
committee looked at when we established this act was the market implications for Australian grain growers. 
A report was produced by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics, and the committee 
examined that report to determine whether there were market implications. The committee could not determine 
whether there were market implications, but it recommended that the government should consider that. That is 
one of the reasons we have that gate in place—so that the Western Australian government can consider the 
market implications of growing genetically modified crops here in Western Australia, and can consider all the 
farmers who want to be GM free and capture those markets. 

That is what the committee can look at. I think it is a great idea. I wholeheartedly support the referral motion, 
and the committee is appropriate. I suggest that members of the government consider supporting this motion, 
because this is a way in which we can all go forward with more thorough support behind it. We can incorporate 
all the concerns that have been raised and potentially come up with some even better systems, rather than just 
trashing the one system we have in place to undertake reviews of where GM crops are appropriate in 
Western Australia. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [8.52 pm]: The government opposes the 
motion. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Liz Behjat) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 
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Ayes (9) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller)  

 

Noes (18) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis  
Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza  

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Brian Ellis 
 Hon Darren West Hon Helen Morton 
 Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Martin Aldridge 
 

Question thus negatived. 
Second Reading Resumed 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [8.57 pm] — in reply: Before I commence 
my response to the second reading debate on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, 
I acknowledge the fine work of the former Minister for Agriculture and Food Hon Ken Baston, who, in 2015 at 
the Crop Update program at Burswood, announced his intention to have the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act 2003 repealed. Upon that announcement, and as a result of the good work done in the minister’s office 
while Hon Ken Baston was the minister, he had absolute support from the industry across the length and breadth 
of Western Australia. I recently had the privilege of reading a couple of letters sent to the Premier by the 
Western Australia Farmers Association and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is the WA Farmers Federation. 
Hon Ken Travers: You are a PGA man, but it’s the WAFF. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: I will take one interjection. I do not belong to any of them; I am independent. 
Getting back to the question, both these pieces of correspondence endorsed the repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act, and these well-regarded and highly recommended institutions 
represent well over 3 500 entities farming in Western Australia today. In fact, the number could be much higher 
than that. They want to see this act go. They believe that it impedes the ability of farmers to make wise 
commercial decisions about how and where they grow their crops. Farming today is a highly professional 
operation. Individual entities, family entities and commercial entities in farming today are as professional as the 
local doctor, lawyer or any other form of employment that takes place. They work on very slim margins and they 
use the very latest technology to ensure that they remain viable in an extremely competitive international 
marketplace. 
I will just give the house some facts and figures on where GM crops are today at an international level. There are 
18 million farmers in 28 countries across the globe growing GM crops over 181 million hectares. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! There is too much audible conversation going on 
around the chamber. This has been a long and protracted debate, I understand that, but I think the end is in sight. 
If members could give the parliamentary secretary the courtesy of listening to his summing up of the 
contributions they have made during the debate, it would be appreciated. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: In fact, that hectarage has grown in recent years, from 175 million in 2013. GM crops are 
being adopted and adapted throughout the world of agriculture internationally. In reality, $133.3 billion worth of 
GM-derived crops were grown between 1996 and 2013. In this state, we work under an exemption through the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, and the only exemption in broadacre agriculture is canola. It 
has had widespread uptake and has grown every year from a hectarage perspective. What the opposition did not 
state during the debate is that the agronomics of growing GM canola are immense. From an environmental 
perspective, there are great savings in fuel and herbicide usage. GM canola crops in this state have given our 
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growers great advantages in controlling weeds that cannot be killed by herbicides. I believe that this is the last 
piece in the armoury we have in this state to ensure that we grow weed-free crops. 
This is also about the future of GM crops. A number of trials of GM-derived crops are now taking place in this 
state in places like Corrigin and Katanning. If these crops gain approval from the Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator for commercial use, that will also create great environmental advantages. They will be more water 
efficient, they will be frost-resistant, they will need less fertiliser, and, one would hope, they will create yield 
increases in a drying climate. We are talking about an agricultural industry that is worth $8 billion annually to 
this state, and as I said during the estimates hearings, it is the intention of the Department of Agriculture and 
Food to double that amount by 2025. Whatever money is derived from agriculture in this state—whether it is 
$8 billion today or $16 billion in 2025—it is year in, year out. It is a constant industry and it is also the largest 
employer of any industry in this state. 
There has been a lot said about sovereignty and the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator. The Office of the 
Gene Technology Regulator is an independent authority created by a federal act in 2000. Internationally, the 
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator is considered to be one of the best authorities of its kind in the world 
in approving or not approving GM crops that are put before it—crops that are not for commercial release is 
a completely different scenario—to see if they are worthy of commercial release. The office has 50 scientists 
working for it, some of the best in Australia, including geneticists and scientists who are at the top of their field 
in approving or not approving requests for permits to trial crops. 
It may be of interest to the house that before a GM crop is approved for commercial trial, on average it is 
a $179 million investment by the entities that are putting the crop forward. That is the average, so obviously 
some of them cost well over $200 million. Do members really believe that a company, whether it is Monsanto or 
any other company in the world, would make that sort of investment if they believed the crop they were putting 
forward for trial and approval by the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator was unsafe for human 
consumption? They would be taken off the stock market tomorrow; they would be an international 
laughing-stock. In fact, the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator takes 255 days to scrutinise these crops 
before any of them are given permission to be trialled in Australia. The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Act 2003 gives this Parliament the ability to say, “No, we don’t believe that crop should be trialled or grown in 
Western Australia.” The opposition is trying to say that the combined knowledge of the members of this 
Parliament—even though that may be immense—actually exceeds that of scientists making decisions in the 
OGTR who have spent their lives studying in this area and have reached the pinnacle of their respective fields. 
I think a lot of the recent statements made by Labor members on this legislation are nothing to do with the 
science of this matter and everything to do with ideology surrounding gene technology. We have heard in this 
house that if Labor is to win government at some stage in the future, it will roll back the exemption for 
GM canola. In fact, Labor members’ comments on this matter surprise me. I actually thought the Labor Party 
was made up of responsible individuals who understood the science behind gene technology and that 
Labor members would put their ideology to one side just for a minute, look at the facts and not the emotions, and 
make decisions that would enhance an industry that is beneficial to Western Australia. I did not think they would 
make statements, as they have done in this house and in the press, that could put the industry back 20 years and 
make it uncompetitive in the future in the international marketplace. This legislation is about growing crops in 
Western Australia; it is not about importing GM food into the state. Thousands of tonnes of GM foods arrive in 
Western Australia on a daily basis; GM food is in our food chain now. This legislation is about allowing the 
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator to decide, from a scientific perspective, what can be grown in 
Western Australia. 
A lot of things have been said about this issue, from an emotive perspective, that have no foundation in the facts 
of the matter. I can imagine that in 2003, when the issue of gene technology was first put forward to this 
Parliament through the introduction of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill, emotive arguments 
might have had some relevance, but they do not have any relevance today. The industry has moved on and the 
fact is that the exemption for GM canola works. There are no real issues with its commercialisation or its 
marketability on the world stage, because if there were, growers would not be growing it. We have heard some 
statements about it being $50 or $60 below regular canola—that is true, but the growers out there who adopt and 
use this new technology to their advantage can see that those disadvantages are not worth pursuing, especially 
from an agronomic perspective. 
There were a couple of statements about Europe being a GM-free area. Some members in this place, when 
talking about matters of great importance, gloss over some of the facts. I am sure the facts are as freely available 
to them as they are to me. One thing that has not been stated is the fact that Europe imports enormous amounts of 
GM foods for use in the animal feed industry. In fact, an EU report states that Europe would not be able to feed 
itself if it did not import GM soybeans and canola from places such as Argentina, Brazil, the US and Canada. It 
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would not be able to put meat on the table and it would not be able to put poultry on the table because it would 
not be able to grow enough food for its animal husbandry industries. 

The member shakes her head, but it is true. I refer to a European Parliamentary Research Service paper of 
1 June 2015 titled, “Imports of GM food and feed: Right of Member States to opt out”. It is not one of the quotes 
from 2003, 2005 or 2007; this is last year. It states — 

The market situation in the EU differs significantly between food and animal feed. There is hardly 
any GM food on the market. 

… 

On the contrary, the livestock sector in the EU is heavily dependent on imports from third countries 
of vegetable proteins, mainly soya and soymeal, to feed cattle …  

It goes on. 

As I have said previously, GM foods are not only on supermarket shelves, but also in the food chain. As 
I have stated more than once—I quote from myself in Farm Weekly on 2 July 2009 — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Are you quoting yourself? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes, I am quoting myself because it is relevant to this argument. I said — 

“GM Foods are the most scrutinised, analysed and peer group tested food source human history.  

“In fact, tens of millions of GM meals have been eaten by millions of people over the last decade.  

“There have been no documented cases regarding any adverse effects from GM-derived food 
consumption. 

I suggest members google “deaths from organic foods”. They will find that the World Health Organization 
believes 300 000 to 350 000 people have died from organic food. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes, mainly in Third World countries. There is, of course, the celebrated case in 2012 in 
Germany when I think 17 people died and hundreds were put in hospital. Many of them still suffer today from 
partaking in organic foods. I am not saying that the organic food industry is a bad thing. I am saying that, 
from a scientific, peer-group, consumption perspective, GM foods are one of the safest—if not the safest—
form of food the human race has. 

We have heard some discussion about Roundup Ready. A report stated that Roundup could possibly be 
carcinogenic. That has been refuted over and over again by the World Health Organization, by Europeans, by 
Americans and by the relevant authorities in this country. 

Hon Adele Farina: Can you table the report? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: No, but I am more than happy to quote from it. It states — 

Joint meeting of the Food and Agriculture Organization and the United Nations … Panel of Experts 
on Pesticide Residues in Food and the Environment and the World Health Organization … 
Core Assessment Group on Pesticide Residues … held at … Geneva from 9 to 13 May 2016: 

“In view of the absence of carcinogenic potential in rodents at human-relevant doses and the absence 
of genotoxicity by the oral route in mammals, and considering the epidemiological evidence from 
occupational exposures, the Meeting concluded that glyphosate is unlikely to pose a carcinogenic 
risk to humans through exposure through the diet.” 

Hon Adele Farina: Yes. It is not very definitive, is it? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I will not stand here all night and go through report after report that refutes some of the 
allegations. We have had some discussion about Food Standards Australia New Zealand not requiring 
GM labelling. That is not correct; Australia has some of the most stringent food labelling requirements in the 
world. Any food that contains more than a negligible amount—it is one per cent—of GM ingredients must be 
clearly labelled. It is a regulatory requirement. That includes GM foods, ingredients, additives or processing 
aids that contain novel DNA or protein, which must be labelled with the words “genetically modified”. It is 
a mandatory requirement for food labelling in this country. 
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Genetically modified foods are the future and I, for one, am more than happy to hear the debate take place in 
this chamber about the matter and for the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator to have oversight of this 
food source. As a new technology, I think that everybody would be concerned if an authority such as that did 
not ensure the processes involved are as safe as humanly possible. That process is underway. The repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act is absolutely essential for the future of agriculture in this state. 
The repeal of the act needs to be supported by this house, even if just for the fact that the Labor Party is 
prepared to turn its back on the future of agriculture in this state, the commercial possibilities of agriculture in 
this state, and use the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act at some stage in the future. I repeat: as has 
been stated, the Labor Party will stop GM technology being developed after it has been approved, trialled and 
adopted from a commercial perspective by farmers who are happy with the fact that they can get a reasonable 
return either through yield or other advantages. The Labor Party is prepared to say, “No; we won’t have it. We 
will take an ideological point of view and not look at the scientific facts.” I think it is absolutely essential to 
repeal the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act for those reasons. 

I will not enter into the endless debate that we have heard in the opposition’s contribution to the second reading 
debate. All those issues were addressed in the many debates that we had previously in this chamber on this 
matter over the last seven years. There is no added advantage in processing this repeal bill by entering into 
endless debate on the matter. I think that enough has been said over the many, many weeks we have sat here 
patiently listening to a lot of the issues that members opposite have brought up. There is no conspiracy with 
GM crops. There are ideological reasons why people could oppose it and, as I said, I am disappointed that 
a major party did not look at the facts and does not support the repeal of this bill. 

Hon Adele Farina: What about the organic farmers? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: The organic farmers can live quite happily with GM foods. They do elsewhere in the 
world. 

Hon Adele Farina: Do you know how much food we grow? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes, I can tell the member how much food we grow. We grow enough food within 
a 100-mile radius of Perth, including the ocean, to support everybody in Western Australia. The rest is exported; 
90 per cent of the food that we produce in this state is exported to the international marketplace. 

Other than that, Madam Acting President, I support the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
and I look forward to it being carried through the house at some stage in the near future. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Liz Behjat) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis  
Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza  
 

Noes (9) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard  
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller)  
 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Brian Ellis Hon Stephen Dawson 
 Hon Helen Morton Hon Darren West 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
 Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Ken Travers 
 

Question thus passed. 
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Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [9. 21 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Liz Behjat) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis  
Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza  

 

Noes (9) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard  
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller)  

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Brian Ellis Hon Stephen Dawson 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Darren West 
 Hon Helen Morton Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
 

Question thus passed.  

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Assembly. 
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