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Assess the economic impacts of the state ban on commercial
genetically manipulated (GM) canola
The GM canola ban should be extended for at least five years as it has delivered extremely positive market,
trade and economic outcomes that result from the largely GM-free status of Australia’s food production systems.
Both domestic and overseas markets have been positive about our GM-free canola, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Competitive advantage in global canola markets as the only significant and reliable trader of GM-free
canola.
Premiums up to A$120/tonne for GM-free canola since January 2005 which show good prospects of
being maintained into the future (ABARE, 2007).
GM contamination problems in export shipments are minimised, especially if the exemptions from the
Victorian and South Australian bans are ended.
Cost free government certification of canola as GM-free for export purposes.
No additional segregation, identity preservation or shipping costs for canola.
Maintaining high public confidence in the quality of our GM-free food supply, here and abroad.

Keep our GM-free Premiums
Premium prices in comparison with the Winnipeg price are paid for our GM-free canola. It can be used for any
purpose including human consumption, so fetches a premium particularly in Europe.
In contrast to Canadian GM canola, our GM-free canola is in strong demand for human consumption everywhere
and we have earned premiums of up to $120 per tonne in Europe and Asia since January 2005 (ABARE, 2007).
Substantial premiums are also set to be earned in the coming season as prices for our GM-free canola, for
Nov/Dec 2007 delivery, are now over $500/tonne. (The Land, 16/8/07).
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Figure 1 - Canola domestic price comparison – ABARE 2007

Canadian GM canola can be sold abroad but it goes into bio-fuels or animal feed at lower prices.
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Statements from both the SA and WA Agriculture Ministers indicate continuing support for our GM-free status
and the fact that premiums are real. For instance, SA Agriculture Minister Rory McEwen told ABC Radio that
there is a premium on non-GM crops being paid in Europe (ABC South East SA (Mt Gambier) Rural Report –
16/05/2007 6:40 AM Karen Hunt).
WA Agriculture and Food Minister Kim Chance in a press statement (14/09/06) also said Western Australia’s
canola growers were receiving premium prices for their crops, due to the State’s commitment to the GM
moratorium. He went on to say: “This is a great turnaround for Australian canola growers and a clear indication
that WA’s GM-free canola is highly valued in the international marketplace. It needs to be remembered that
WA’s agriculture is principally export-oriented and in order to maximize returns for growers, WA needs to be
producing clean and green products which are now shown to be highly sought after in the world’s most
discriminating markets of Europe, Japan and, increasingly, China.”
It is noteworthy that China, itself a bigger producer of canola than Canada and a large prospective market for
Australian canola, now has a labeling system for GM foods that may require GM vegetable oils to be labeled.
Our GM-free status would give us a marketing edge with discerning shoppers.
Numerous other statements and data published over the past two years. For instance, Mark Martin of Market Ag,
The Land 2/08/07 discusses our competitive advantage in Europe and the premiums received by those farmers
who had canola to market in 2006. And a front page article in the Weekly Times of August 9, 2006, quoted
Richard Koch the managing director of ProFarmer saying canola prices in Australia were about $65 a tonne
higher than Winnipeg Commodity Exchange futures prices. Koch also said that the EU had opted for Australian
canola rather than Canadian product due to Australia’s status as free of genetically modified product.

Most canola production world-wide is GM-free
Of the twenty countries that grow canola only Canada and USA grow GM (Vic Issues Paper, 2007)

Figure 2 - Global production of canola seed
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83% of global canola production in 2005 was GM-free, while GM canola was just 17% of the global total. The
area of GM canola grown stalled in 1999 and has not significantly increased since then (ISAAA, 2007). Most
countries consume their own GM-free canola (EU, December 2006) so Australia can preferentially meet any
short fall in their production only by remaining GM-free. There is a large actual and potential market for GM-free
Australian canola. From: EU Technical Report Series, EUR 22547 EN, December 2006)

Figure 3 - Global adoption rates for GM crops 2005
The global picture of canola production and consumption represents an overwhelming repudiation of GM canola
varieties by most countries that produce and consume canola products. By joining Canada and the USA as GM
canola producers we would be siding with our competitors in world trade, slamming the door on our customers
and giving up our precious competitive advantage in global markets and trade.

Australian GM-free canola gives us a competitive advantage
In 2006, Canada had 70% of the global trade in canola and Australia 19% (Vic Issues Paper, 2007). Hence,
Australia is in the enviable position of being the major global GM-free canola seller and we have reaped
substantial benefits from it.
“Australia should avoid the problems, disappointments and market losses that the US experiences with GE”,
says US agronomist Dr Charles Benbrook. The US and Canada lost big European and Asian markets for GEfree corn, canola and soy when they began growing GM crops. The US lost $12 billion when Europe refused its
corn and Canada lost its European canola market to Australia.
It is this competitive advantage and the premium prices it brings that will be sacrificed if we adopt GM.
Why any government would support such a foolish decision could only be explained by the unbridled influence
and power of foreign corporations and governments with global reach. The companies are cashed up from
making monopoly profits at the community’s expense and the US government’s intervention on behalf of the
corporations is explained by the revolving door phenomenon, where Monsanto and other executives move freely
between senior company and government service. They make policy decisions in government that directly
benefit their client corporations.
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This same influence has enabled the US Farm Bill to dramatically increase taxpayer subsidies to American
farmers during the Bush Administration. Up to 80% of these tens of billions of dollars per annum goes to support
farmers who would otherwise make substantial losses on their GM crops, including canola (US Agronomist
Charles Benbrook, in The Future of Food, Lily Films 2005)
In their bid for re-election, the Howard government is pulling out all stops to curry favour with Australian
agribusiness interests that have aligned themselves with Bayer, Monsanto/Nufarm, Cargill and the US
government line. Their policies pay no regard to the interests of Australian family farmers or shoppers.
To date, all GM crop introductions around the world have been subsidised, one way or another. Without the
benefit of direct government subsidies (as in the USA and EU) or an indirect subsidy where no technology fees
are charged to the seed or crop (as in South America where patents are unenforceable) Australia is the first
country to attempt bringing in GM crops unsubsidised.
Major destinations for Canadian canola exports included Japan, Mexico and the United States. (Vic Issues
Paper, 2007) As Canadian canola in the human food supply is not wanted by European shoppers and would
now require full labeling, Australia won that market from Canada in 1999 and still enjoys unique access at prices
above the world benchmark Winnipeg price. Our canola is favoured in Europe and Asia for sale directly into the
human food supply.

GM canola revenue gains small or non-existent
The 2005 RIRDC economic report ‘Global Responses to GM Food Technology: Implications for Australia’ by
Anderson et al gives the lie to claims of an economic bonanza for Australia from adopting GM canola. ABARE
claims that we stand to earn an extra $3 billion over the next decade from GM canola are just fanciful. The
RIRDC paper says:
“Net economic welfare for Australia would be US$28 million per year higher as a result of GM adoption, less any
negative value domestic consumers place on not knowing if they may be consuming GM products. With the EU
moratorium, the net economic welfare benefit to Australian producers and consumers of GM adoption in this
case is estimated to be US$15 million per year. … However, the average Australian farm household income
would decrease with GM adoption – even with rice and wheat included – if the EU moratorium remains.”
There are few signs that the EU moratoriums will end, despite the USA’s WTO action, and with all GM foods
except animal products comprehensively labeled
It also says that: “Five Australian states have delayed GM canola approval because they perceive insufficient
economic benefit from GM crops to warrant the cost of the necessary co-existence system (which will fall more
on non-GM producers, the smaller the share of GM varieties in total output) and the expected loss that
would result from a downgrading of their status as a ‘clean, green, safe food’ supplier domestically and
abroad.”
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The GM crop industry has stalled
GM crops are not a global industry. In 2006, 99% of GM crops were grown in only eight countries — USA 53.5%;
Argentina 17.6%; Brazil 11.3%; Canada 6%; India 3.7%; China 3.4%; Paraguay 2%; and South Africa 1.4%.
(ISAAA, 2007)
The ISAAA’s industry-backed report also emphasises that 10.3 million of the world’s 1.3 billion farmers grew GM
crops in 2006 — but that’s just 0.7% of all farmers. And of the GM farmers, just 600,000 on industrial farms in
North and South America grew 85% of all GM crops. Despite ISAAA claims, small-scale third world farmers do
not greatly benefit from GM crops developed for big energy-intensive mechanised farms. Nor will GM HT canola,
developed for Canadian conditions where the growing season is 100 days and they plant into melting snow, suit
Australian conditions.
Not one new commercial GM crop or trait has been released since 1996. The GM industry’s (ISAAA) annual
review of GM crops shows they stalled in 1996, the first year they were grown. The four broadacre commercial
crops — soy, corn, cotton and canola — contained just two commercial GM traits then — herbicide tolerance (so
they could be over-sprayed with weed killer) and Bt (to make their own caterpillar toxins). In 2007, only the
same four crops with the same four traits are available.

Figure 4 - Global adoption of biotech crops by crop type
GM canola has clearly failed to find favour around the world in the 18 canola growing countries. The acreage of
GM canola grown stalled in 1999 and the crop is cultivated by only two of the twenty countries that grow canola.
83% of the global crop is still GM-free (EU, 2006). The eighteen GM-free canola states include China and the EU
which each grow more canola than Canada and the USA combined. (Vic Issues Paper 2007) They are major
customers of ours and we should meet their needs and preferences, not side with our GM competitors.
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Figure 5 - Global adoption of biotech crops by trait

Public Opinion Supports GM-free
Despite recent unfair claims by Federal Ministers, all public opinion polls clearly show that public opinion strongly
favours GM-free. No-one actively seeks to buy and eat GM foods anywhere in the world so, on rational
marketing grounds alone, the bans should be extended.
As no-one anywhere is shopping for the GM foods now available, we should not grow them.
The latest Biotechnology Australia survey of Australian opinion found strongest support for organic foods (rated
8.2 out of 10), GM-free conventional (scored 6.1) and various varieties of GM foods rated last (ranging from 5.2
to 3.6 on the 10 point scale of willingness to eat. (BA, 2007, Vol 2 Fig 25)
By going GM we would take away our overseas customers’ choice of GM-free, lose our GM-free
premiums and sacrifice our competitive advantage over GM canola to Canada. Only fools would
sacrifice our competitive advantage for GM-free in world markets by siding with our competitors –
Canada and the USA - to remove the GM-free choice of our many customers.
Polls show most Australians, Europeans and Japanese shoppers reject GM foods, putting local and export
markets at risk. Consumer and community groups are concerned about the potentially adverse impacts on food
safety of GMOs (‘Will they cause cancer?’) and the environment (‘Will they lead to pesticide-resistant
superweeds?). (Anderson et al, 2005).
In polls taken by AC Neilson, Roy Morgan, Millward Brown, the Age, the Sydney Morning Herald, Swinburne
University and Choice magazine, a majority of Australians did not want to eat GM foods. A Biotechnology
Australia 2005 study found that “the Australian public see great risks from GM foods and crops and concerns are
continuing to rise.”
An ABC reported there was ‘no market’ for GM canola in Australia. (ABC Radio National, Sunday April 4 2004) It
asserted that processors will not buy GM canola because “customers are not interested in buying GM product”.
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A 2002 poll taken by the SA Farmers Federation found that 80% of farmers surveyed support a ban on GM food
crops. In an August 2003 Biotechnology Australia poll, 74% of farmers surveyed were not considering using GM
crops.
A June 2007 dairy GM policy review documented a study of consumer attitudes toward GM. It said: “75% of
respondents would reduce or never purchase products with traces of GM and no perceived benefits.” In the
absence of benefit, the report said, consumers will avoid GM products. Even the small sample of those surveyed
who will consider GM products said they would purchase GM milk only if it offered a discount of 30%-60%. The
researchers concluded: “it is likely that to commercialise [GM] foods they will need to be heavily discounted, at
least in the early stages of market development.” In the 2001 Eurobarometer study (16,029 people, roughly
1,000 people for each member state of the EU), 70% of Europeans did not want GM foods.
The UK’s journal of Agrobiotechnology Management and Economics (vol 6 no 3 article 6) reported that of 2,568
consumers surveyed, only 2% said they’d eat GM breakfast cereals when asked: “which would you choose
when the prices are identical between GM and non-GM foods?” 71% said they would choose conventional, with
the remainder undecided or having no preference.
An online poll by rural newspapers, The Land and Stock and Land, conducted from August 16 to 20 2007
asked the question: Is there now enough evidence to support lifting the ban on GM crops? The default
response Yes scored 26.4%, whereas 71.8% answered No and just 1.8% were Undecided. Though not a
scientific poll it nevertheless suggests substantial public uncertainty over the evidence for an end to the
bans.
Worldwide, shoppers are wary of GM foods. Greece has extended for two more years a ban on GM maize seed
MON 810. Cyprus wants to declare itself a GM-free zone. A federal judge in Brazil has banned the use of
Bayer's GM 506285 corn. The Security Committee of the Russian Duma (the lower house of the Federal
Assembly) has drafted a bill banning the production and sale of GM food. A number of EU states are wary of GM
maize.
Germany's government is introducing a de facto ban on MON 810. Austria banned the Monsanto maize back in
1999. Hungary outlawed the planting of MON810 seeds in January 2005. The same year, Greece and Poland
put restrictions in place against MON 810. Bulgaria's parliament has also indicated support for national
restrictions on growing MON 810 maize.
In a democracy and in a market, this clear message from shoppers, traders, processors and citizens must be
followed. If the GM bans are solely on marketing grounds, the market is telling the government it rejects GM food
crops outright.
GM proponents, however, eager to have the technology adopted, are attempting to change public opinion
through push polling, while others wish to pass GM foods onto an unsuspecting public though poor labelling
requirements. Recently, a Canadian MP tabled a bill that calls for mandatory labelling of GMOs in food. It
appears time now for full disclosure, an end to secrecy.
If GM production is given the go ahead, shoppers here and abroad will continue to flock to organic and GM-free
conventional foods.

8

No added segregation, identity preservation or shipping costs for GMfree canola
The federal government now provides cost free certification that Australian canola is GM-free for export
purposes. If GM canola were grown, DFAT’s David Morgan and Gavin Goh says: “A number of studies,
including by the European Commission, have also estimated that the cost of such segregation and identity
preservation systems would be significant. Estimates of the increase in farm-gate prices range from 6-17 per
cent. Given the higher costs associated with GM food, GM product-tracing requirements could have the effect of
discouraging traders and processors from trading or using GM foods.”
The unfairness of this is that those who want to introduce GM canola into Australia say the GM-free sector
should bear the costs of staying GM-free as they expect to earn a premium from GM-free. But hang on a
minute!! That’s the premium that everyone now earns as GM-free producers which would in future go principally
into Bayer and Monsanto’s pockets. This argument turns on its head the established principle that any new
innovation in farming (such as a new farm chemical) should be the responsibility of the adopter to keep out of
neighbouring properties and supply chains. GM proponents must bear all the many additional costs of providing
assurance to GM-free customers that they are provided with a GM-free product.
The GM-free market cannot and should not have to bear any added costs. Worldwide, the market is withdrawing
from GM. The European Union is now discussing the official withdrawal of five GM foods and crops: Bt176 maize
(Syngenta); ms1xrf1 oilseed rape (Bayer); ms1xrf2 oilseed rape (Bayer); topas 19/2 oilseed rape (Bayer); and
ga21xMon810 maize (Monsanto). Another unfairness of the GM companies’ aggressive policies is that even as
the varieties were being withdrawn European taxpayers had to pay for the disputes between these companies
and the markets that refused them.

Conclusion to ToR 1
Australia has benefited greatly from the state bans on growing commercial GM canola. The state bans should be
extended for at least five years until 2013 so Australia’s access to GM-free markets and premium prices for GMfree canola products can continue. There are many good reasons to continue the ban and no good evidencebased reasons to end it.
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2. Assess the expected economic impacts of allowing the GM canola ban
to expire
Lifting the ban would end Australia’s GM-free competitive advantage in local and global markets. The
farming and general community’s food production, environmental management and economic costs
would rise. These imposts include:


















GM companies and agribusiness intend to impose the costs of GM herbicide tolerant canola - GM testing,
identity preservation, segregation and handling - onto the GM-free and organic industries even though
shoppers and farmers don’t need or want it;
GM canola would negatively impact the export and domestic markets of other primary producers, including
dairy, pork, honey, etc;
The many uncertainties about the liability and insurance aspects of GM crops and foods must be resolved
before any commercialisation;
Even if systems were implemented, the successful segregation of GM and GM-free canola depends on the
goodwill and vigilance of supply chain managers. There appears to be a lack of intention to segregate and
identity preserve GM and GM-free (Bidstrup, 2006)
Bayer and Monsanto/NuFarm will reap monopoly profits from farmers and shoppers because of their market
dominance (EU, 2006);
Bayer and Monsanto/NuFarm are set to use their duopoly to restrict the supply of seed and chemical inputs
to conventional farming, to make GM the dominant crop whether we like it or not;
The loss of locally adapted farm saved seed through restraints on farmers’ options and state governments
selling off remaining gene banks;
Extensive additional research and development would be required to minimize the various impacts of GM
canola in Australian farming systems;
Loss of some markets, and lowered prices for Australian canola;
Loss of current premiums for GM-free canola and other foods in some markets;
Lowered confidence in Australia’s clean, green, GM-free reputation for all foods, here and abroad;
Managing herbicide tolerant weeds (radish, turnip, charlock, ryegrass & barnyard grass). All land managers
and tax payers - local councils, parks authorities, landcare groups, etc. will pay;
Managing herbicide tolerant volunteer canola in crop rotations and on neighbours farms with tank mixes of
narrow spectrum chemicals;
Managing new pathogens in GM canola and subsequent rotations of other crops;
Increased public demand for comprehensive labelling of all foods made using GM;
Meeting the community’s preferred options of organic, biodynamic and conventional foods labelled GM-free,
and excluding foods produced using GM (Fig 25, BA Survey, 2007);
More shoppers here and abroad will flock to organic and GM-free conventional foods but confidence in these
foods would also be lowered by GM, incurring substantial social costs.
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1. GM owners to impose supply chain costs on GM-free producers
The GM companies are seeking government permission to guarantee their profits by transferring the costs of
deploying GM canola onto those farmers, processors and shoppers who want to remain GM-free. We absolutely
reject the spurious argument that the GM-free sector should pay to protect themselves from GM contamination
through segregation and identity preservation systems, since it is GM-free that would derive any premiums for
their products. This discredits agribusiness’s false assertions that there are no enduring premiums for GM-free
that are now available at no additional cost while the bans remain.

2. GM impacts on other primary producers
In his 2003 “Report of the Independent Reviewer to the Government of Victoria”, Professor Peter Lloyd outlined
the concerns of representatives of the dairy, pork, poultry, honey, beef and lamb industries. Professor Lloyd
asserts that products from animals fed on feed processed from GM grain and oilseeds such as GM canola or
cotton do not contain any genetically manipulated material. But few independent and thorough multi-generational
studies have been undertaken on the long term effects of GM feed and its implications for human health. In
response to this information vacuum, shopper concern globally has prompted many major companies to adopt
GM-free animal feed policies, which also underpins the many GM-free labels on hundreds of food products.
Different industries have various issues, so they are separately addressed.

2.1 Dairy Industry
The Dairy Industry would be adversely affected by the commercial growing of GM canola. Exporters of GM-free
produce have guaranteed markets which mandate that suppliers implement GM-free policies. For instance, the
Murray Goulburn Co-operative has a 35% share of Australian milk production and a turnover of $1.87 billion. It
requires its suppliers to feed at least 95% GM-free feed to their stock. It operates a Quality Assurance program
that documents the supply chain from the stockfeed supplier to the milk company. Dairy farmers are regularly
audited for compliance and milk companies require GM-free stock feed declarations. They place an additional
burden on farmers, who are expected to monitor the GM levels in their stock feed to comply with the processing
company’s QA programs.
Tatura Milk Industries, Warrnambool Cheese and Fonterra also guarantee the milk they process is GM-free.
Tatura Milk Industries says its inflexible stance on GM is dictated by the sensitivity of its product mix that
includes infant milk formula for the Japanese market.
As dairy farmers have to comply with processor policies, it is imperative that all stock feed is fully labeled as to
its source and composition so that those who must comply with GM-free requirements can do so easily, cheaply
and with assurance.
Without commercial GM canola, dairy farmers can buy feed labelled “Free of GM material” and be reasonably
sure of the veractity of the label as stock feed companies predominantly source Australian product. Much stock
feed labeling is now ambiguous and uninformative. For instance, “by-pass protein” or “X% crude protein” must
be replaced with clear and concise labels that disclose the plant source of protein and provide complete
traceability for feed components.
In droughts, failed canola crops are commonly sold as hay so a certification system for hay sales would need to
be implemented so that dairy farmers could avoid GM hay, as required by their dairy processors. The practice of
grazing stock on canola stubble would have to be discontinued, unless the stubble were guaranteed GM-free.
With GM canola contamination, this would soon become impossible.
Dairy Australia lists many companies, including Jalna, National Foods and Murray Goulburn Cooperative, as
marketing GM-free milk products. Visit:
http://www.dairyaustralia.com.au/component/option,com_wrapper/Itemid,297/
Dairy farmers and shoppers would likely bear the additional costs of testing and/or labeling.
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In the absence of a comprehensive stockfeed labeling regime there is no assurance that milk producers or their
processors will be able to comply with the GM-free requirements of their customers around the world so that
costs and markets would be directly affected. The full labeling of stockfeed is essential, whether or not GM
canola is commercialised.

2.2 Pork Industry
Increasingly, pork companies market their products as free of GM feed. This is part of a general trend to
guarantee that pigs’ diet is “not GM and free of added hormones and growth promoters” (KR Castlemaine’s
policy). This company exports to Japan, Taiwan, Korea, Singapore, Hong Kong and New Zealand.
The trade body Australian Pork issued technical notes in 2002 entitled “Australian Canola Meal – a valuable
component of pig feed” that warns: “pig producers need to consider trade implications of introducing GM feed in
pig diets”. Visit:
http://www.australianpork.com.au/media/TechNote_Canola2.pdf
Farmers would have to be guaranteed that feed supplies are GM-free. Like dairy, if GM bans are lifted the pork
industry would incur additional labeling, testing and segregation costs, to be passed on to farmers and shoppers.

2.3 Poultry Industry
In early 2005 Australia’s leading poultry companies - Inghams, Bartter-Steggles and
Baiada - announced they would avoid using GM feed. This followed action by the Australian Competition and
Consumer Commission over two poultry processors possibly misleading shoppers with claims that their chickens
were not GM when, in fact, they were raised on a diet containing GM soy.
The Australian Consumers Association commented that: “While GM animal feed could be seen as being one
step removed from the consumer, many consumers feel that a product derived from animals fed GM feed is still
a genetically modified food and they want to avoid these foods because of this.” Australian Chicken Meat
Federation Inc - Commitment to the use of GM-free feed 16/02/2006
In recognition of public concerns, Australia’s largest chicken meat processors that produce over 85% of chicken
meat have committed to using their best endeavours to source non-GM ingredients for their feed. Visit:
http://www.chicken.org.au/files/ACMF_Statement_on_GM_Feed.pdf
Again, if the GM canola ban is lifted, the added costs of testing and labeling GM-free feed would likely be passed
on to farmers and shoppers. Sourcing GM-free feed at a reasonable cost would be the poultry farmers’
responsibility. Milawa Free Range Chickens say: “Our policy still remains that we are following a GM free
regime. No chemicals, no antibiotics, no growth hormones and GM-free feed.”

2.4 Honey Industry
Before any decision to lift the GM canola ban, a comprehensive foolproof system of GM crop site notification
should be established to enable apiarists of GM sites, to protect their product from GM pollen contamination and
to guard against market loss.
Issues of concern to apiarists include:
2.4.1. Quality Assurance
Major honey packers such as Capilano have a Quality Assurance program. It requires apiarists to notify the
company if their hives have been near a GM crop site and on delivery of their honey consignments apiarists
must sign a declaration to certify that their hives have not been within 5 kilometres of a GM crop. Honey packers
require this documentation to allay concerns about GM contamination among their European and Asian buyers.
Professor Lloyd concedes that, for an apiarist to market GM-free honey, clear knowledge of where GM crops are
grown is essential. He says: “As bees fly a maximum of around 8 kilometres, beekeepers can identify honey that
is not GM-free, provided they know of any GM canola varieties in the neighbourhood.” Without full location data
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on GM crops, apiarists would be unable to guarantee that their hives had not been within 5 kilometres. If any
trace of GM material were detected in Australian export or domestic honey supplies, rejection of the product,
loss of market and a damaged reputation for Australian honey would surely follow.
2.4.2. Loss of Productive Areas
If commercial GM canola were released, apiarists would suffer a substantial loss of areas where their hives
could be located, to guarantee GM-free honey. Apiarists now have full responsibility to inform themselves on the
location of GM crop sites, either on the DPI website where GPS coordinates only are posted each season, or by
word of mouth. If commercial GM canola were allowed, apiarists would have no way of knowing where GM
canola is grown. They would be unable to sign the GM-free declarations required by honey packers.
2.4.3. Costs of testing
Testing to verify the absence of GM pollen would be very expensive for apiarists and honey packers. Increased
costs, to satisfy the requirements of overseas buyers pose a significant threat to the competitiveness of
Australian export honey. Capilano, the largest Australian honey packer, exports to more than 45 countries
around the world, including the EU, North America, Middle East, Indian sub-Continent, Asia and the Pacific
Islands.
2.4.4. Pollinators:
Pollination is a growing industry for apiarists. At present, the pollinators of GM plantings are required to dispose
of the honey collected at GM sites. However, as GM pollen persists in beehives for up to a year, a process
would be needed so hives used for pollination did not carry GM material from site to site, risking GM pollen
contamination in honey sent to market.
With inadequate information available, non-GM pollinators would risk going within 5 kilometres of a GM crop, so
that their honey would be rejected and their GM-free reputation compromised.

2.5 Beef/Lamb Farmers
A growing number of meat producers cater for quality markets that require traceability and specify: “No
hormones/antibiotics/artificial feed and no genetically modified feed”.
Again, the labeling and testing of stock feed would be required, with additional costs. Stock grazed on canola
stubble would also be at risk of rejection. This practice would likely have to cease if farmers were to comply with
“no GM feed specifications.
Tatiara Meat Company, based in Bordertown, South Australia is the nation’s largest lamb processor. The
company wants GM-free to continue. In the “Border Chronicle” 26/7/07 he emphasised the strong trend to
natural and organic food in wealthy countries. He said: “Tatiara Meat Company is a dedicated lamb exporter.
Our lamb is exported as “natural free range lambs” and has a unique reputation in the world. Once we lose this
status, prices will drop as lamb would become just another food commodity”. Tatiara Meat Company exports to
France, Germany and the USA.

2.6 Seed Cleaners
Cleaning GM canola seed out of other seed before planting may prove difficult and expensive. Contamination of
the Grace variety of canola seed already led to the setting of GM thresholds that compromised the GM-free
status of some farms. GM also raises legal questions about possession, ownership and handling that have not
been explored. For instance, will a seed cleaner who sells contaminated seed be liable for any necessary
cleanup? Would the GM companies take the view that seed cleaners pay a royalty for possession of proprietary
seed without a licence?
The governments of all canola-growing states in Australia banned commercial Genetically Manipulated (GM)
canola in 2003. Despite these bans, the Grace variety of canola turned out to be GM and contamination of farms
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and an export shipment occurred. As a result, governments set thresholds of contamination in seed (0.5%,
promised to be reduced to 0.1%) and in harvested grain (0.9%). If the GM canola bans are lifted and GM canola
is grown everywhere, seed cleaner compliance will be difficult.
The bans are now being reviewed and seed cleaners should have a say about your industry’s difficulties with the
costs and practicalities of implementation and compliance with segregation and coexistence systems that would
be required. On past experience, it appears certain that GM contamination will routinely occur in all supply
chains through pollen and seed dispersal.
To secure premiums for GM-free Australian canola, many canola growers will wish to market their canola as GM
free even if the GM ban is lifted. Governments have made no commitment to recompense seed cleaning
companies or any other supply chain managers for the extra time and costs to attempt to keep GM and GM-free
canola segregated.
Please contact the state review panels and the Premiers listed on the enclosed sheet to inform them of any
concerns you may have. This is urgent as the states which may soon lift their GM bans.

2.7 Grain harvesters
Contract grain harvesters support extending the GM bans until their rights and responsibilities are fully clarified
and protected. Who would be responsible for the extra costs of machinery clean downs between harvesting GM
and GM-free are unresolved. Their legal liability for contamination events is also unclear and of concern to them.
The AGHA website says:
“The introduction of GM canola into Australia’s grain industry will impose significant operational problems, create
additional expense & ignite the very real predicament of legal liability for our members. It is well recognised from
all those with any practical experience in grain growing & handling, that there will be an inevitable spread of GM
canola onto & into, our customers – the grain growers of Australia – farms or supply chain(s). Many of our clients
have been quite adamant that if GM canola comes in & our headers have been in any GM crops they do not
want us on their properties no matter what hygiene assurances are given whether verbal or formal.”
Please refer to:
http://www.agha.org.au/cms/index.php?mact=News,cntnt01,detail,0&cntnt01articleid=16&cntnt01origid=53&cntn
t01returnid=66
These and the other costs, risks and uncertainties throughout supply chains must absolutely be resolved before
the ban could be lifted.

3. Insurance
GM canola must not be commercially released without ensuring that insurance cover is available. Under the
“public liability” provisions of insurance policies a claim may be made if a non-GM crop were refused at point of
purchase for being GM contaminated. However, the claim would likely be contested, as the issue of whether the
farmer had taken appropriate measures to avoid contamination under the “recognised standard” would come
into play.
The CGU Countrypak Insurance Product Disclosure Statement and Policy section “When we will not pay” page
47, says the company will not pay claims in respect of the following:
“Liability in connection with personal injury or damage to property or any loss whatsoever, caused by or arising
out of, any genetically modified product grown, stored, sold, transported, processed, handled or distributed by
you where the personal injury, damage to property or loss has been caused by, contributed to, or has arisen
through your non-licensing condition or recognised standard for the growing, manufacture, handling, transport,
storage, processing, sale, supply or distribution of any genetically modified product.”
Another area for concern is whether farmers’ insurance policies would protect them if GM-contaminated seed
were purchased in good faith. Depending on the level of contamination, the GM canola harvest would be another
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potential market loss for farmers. Market loss due to GM contamination continues to be a “grey area” for
insurers.
The position taken by the Insurance Council of Australia in 1999 still relates.
Please refer to: http://www.non-gm-farmers.com/news_details.asp?ID=311
Insurance costs are likely to increase if GM canola were commercialised, as the standard rural insurance
policies do not cover the cultivation of GM crops. Accidental contamination of non-GM crops and also stock
feed, are grey areas for insurers. For an insurer to meet a claim, it would have to be shown that the grower took
reasonable steps to ensure that their crops were not contaminated, and this is as yet an untested area of the
law.

4. Segregation systems: costs and goodwill
The following letter from Jeff Bidstrup of the Producers Forum to the Australian Grain Harvesters Association (in
the middle of Page 2) relates a conversation with Peter Portman of Co-operative Bulk Handlers of Western
Australia. The report strongly suggests a lack of will and intent by CBH to segregate GM from GM-free canola for
more than two years after commercial release, and then only as political window-dressing. This is not a first hand
account but it highlights the problem of trust, and the absolute need for independent, stringent, enforceable GM
and GM-free segregation systems. Any segregation system must include constant testing and monitoring, as
well as tough mandated enforcement provisions. Anything less will betray GM-free producers who must be
enabled to continue exercising their choice to grow GM-free canola and send it to market.
It is also crucial that the GM owners and their licensees at all levels be responsible for meeting the costs of
segregation and that these imposts not be off-loaded onto GM-free supply chains and shoppers.
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5. Monopoly control & ownership of seed, chemicals & supply chains
Numerous mergers and acquisitions characterise the seed and agrichemical industries. So a few very large
corporations exercise vertically integrated control over large segments of the world’s food production and supply
systems. For instance, Monsanto, the largest seed company on the planet recently acquired Delta and Pine
Land which is developing Terminator technology and Cargill’s international trading arm is also now controlled
and/or owned by Monsanto. Bayer is the largest agrichemical company and its objective in making and
marketing a ‘new breeding hybrid system’ that for all intents and purposes is a terminator crop will also maximize
its sales of proprietary chemicals. Jointly, their enormous power and control over increasingly marginalized
family farming enterprises and the choices of shoppers is against the public interest. The state government bans
on GM canola are just one appropriate intervention in a very unfair system.
If the bans are lifted we can expect the duopoly of Bayer and Monsanto/NuFarm to co-operate in producing the
optimum outcomes for all their shareholders by pursuing:




monopoly profits from farmers and shoppers (EU, 2006);
restrictions on seed and chemical inputs to conventional farming;
the loss of locally adapted farm saved seed through loss of farmers’ options.

Mergers and acquisitions characterise the industry and are leading to fewer players with more monopoly power
and control.
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6. GM Canola will increase weed control costs
A Weed CRC report on the costs of weed management in Australia puts the cost to these land managers at
around $80 million pa. This substantial impost on the community should not be increased by the deliberate
introduction of GM herbicide tolerant canola that will irreversibly become a weed itself and create new, harder-tomanage related weeds on a wide scale.
The licensed varieties of GM herbicide tolerant canola are designed to tolerate being over-sprayed with the
broad spectrum herbicides – Roundup (active ingredient glyphosate) or Liberty/Basta (active ingredient
glufosinate ammonium).
GM canola field trials in Tasmania in the 1990s contaminated the environment. Government and the GM
industry have audited the trial sites three times a year since the trials were stopped and Tasmania placed a ban
on GM crops in 2003. The most recent audit data from October 2006 shows that in spite of active management
to eradicate GM canola and the related weed, wild turnip, only three of the fifty eight sites have been cleared of
GM contamination. The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries and Water says that some “sites still
exhibit high numbers of germinating seedlings indicating strict management requirements must continue to
apply.”
Overseas experience confirms the difficulties and substantial costs of controlling the germination of unwanted
GM canola and related weeds that also acquire tolerance to these herbicides, especially Roundup which is the
main management tool for Landcare, Rural Councils, park managers, etc. Canada, the main grower of GM
canola, now has the extensive problem of multi-resistant weeds on the prairies. Tank mixes of older more toxic
chemicals such as 2,4-D are now used to control them.
Native vegetation degradation through escape of volunteer GM canola is significant. Weeds in native plant
corridors are of great concern to the Landcare movement. Seeing other weeds added to the list of those that are
difficult to control is demoralizing for landcare members and other land managers, requiring additional volunteer
hours and associated costs of weed removal (pers. comm. Christiane Jaeger, secretary Kulkyne Way Landcare
Group, 13/8/07).
Roundup resistance in weeds related to canola (wild radish, turnip and charlock) are predictable. No other broad
spectrum herbicides are under development to replace Roundup (glyphosate formulations) (Weeds CRC, 2007;
Marsh, Llewellyn & Powles, 2006). This will adversely affect the long term viability and sustainability of GM
canola and conventional minimum tillage cropping systems based on Roundup use. Since GM crops do not
deactivate Roundup (Pline-Srnic, 2006) the formulation would also exert its negative soil health effects long after
the crop is harvested. Such soil impacts will impose additional costs on farmers.

7. Extensive additional research and development is required
The long term impacts of GM herbicide tolerant canola on soil fertility, and the costs of this in terms of lost
productivity and as a threat to Australian food security, are poorly understood. Birchip Cropping Group research
suggests a ten-year crop evaluation period is needed for new cropping systems (Best, Bell, van Rees, &
Lenaghan, 2003). Bayer and Monsanto have conducted many field trials over many years, but none of their data
is publicly available for independent assessment to ensure that the economic and ecological costs to Australia
are acceptable. The onus is on the proponents to show why more research should not be required before the
ban were allowed to expire.
Independent National Variety Trials of GM canola are also needed to determine how GM canola yields compare
with the best conventional varieties. But Bayer and Monsanto have been unwilling to submit their seed to such
tests.
Yields of GM canola are probably no higher than those from conventional hybrid canola varieties (Diggle, Smith,
Neve, Flugge, Abadir et al., 2002; Newman, 2006). Rainfall, previous break-crop effects on soil fertility, disease
pressure, weed population, and harvesting systems are some other determinants of canola crop yield and oil
content (Robertson & Cawley, n.d.) that will affect profitability and need research before adoption.
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Monjardino, Pannell & Powells (2003) found the economic value of Roundup (glyphosate) tolerant canola may
be higher than triazine tolerant canola but their research used a theoretical model of the population dynamics of
two annual weed species over a 20-year period and not real field data. The model excluded the complex climate,
soil microbiology and plant interactions that determine yield which should also be further explored in the
Australian context. Growing conditions here are very different from Canada, so no projections from the Canadian
experience can be relied on.
The secondary impacts and costs of growing GM canola should also be explored. Glyphosate may reduce soil
fertility, productivity and profits through its impact on soil micro-organisms and its reactivation in soil. For
instance, Glyphosate is known to change plant root exudates in a way that stimulates the growth of some
pathogenic fungi and to change soil microbe populations in the rhizosphere (Kremer, 2005). These would need
controlling through the spraying of other costly and toxic synthetic chemicals. Glyphosate may also be
reactivated in the soil upon the application of superphosphate, when phosphate groups displace glyphosate from
clay particles (Cornish, 1992). It may also reduce vigour and nodule formation in legumes, especially under
water stress conditions (King, Purcell & Vories, 2001). The functioning of beneficial mycorrhiza, may be
perturbed and may cause reduced nutrient uptake, e.g nitrogen, manganese (Estock, Freedman, & Boyle,
1989).
The proposed control of volunteer GM canola plants with substitute herbicides from the A, B, C, and D groups
can cause concern. All of these herbicides can inhibit vigour and nodule formation in legumes, with the potential
to reduce nitrogen fixation by 60% (Drew, Vadakattu, Roget, 2006). Substituting the lost nitrogen by external
urea fertilisation would cost farmers $34 per ha (pers. comm. Elders merchandise representative, 09 August
2007).
Controlling volunteer plants in the buffer zone by slashing, as suggested by Salisbury and Downey (2002), would
add to farmers’ labour, fuel, and machinery costs.
The risks associated with GM canola cultivation include contamination of other farmers' land, native vegetation,
and of food products, all of which would add to costs. Since legal liability questions have not been clearly
answered in Australia, a prudent farmer making a cautious risk cost estimate would buy professional indemnity
insurance for at least $1,000 annually, if indeed it were available at all. Some other countries such as Germany
and Austria address liability issues through specific legislation, and German law makes liability insurance
mandatory for GM operators.
Andrew Broad (2007) calculates a GM canola profit of just $0.92 per ha compared to non-GM canola. But GM’s
long term persistence and probable irreversibility suggests that long term economic optimisation is required (e.g.
Brandes & Woermann, 1969), rather than the short term view that Broad accepts. The yield increase of Bayer’s
hybrid GM canola is mainly attributable to the hybridisation rather than the glufosinate resistance trait, included
to secure patents on the GM seed.
If the ban were lifted, Australia would pay a high price for irreversibly losing its GM-free status. There would be a
substantial decrease in welfare in the long term through losing our competitive advantage in GM-free food
markets.

8. Markets and economic welfare
8.1 Canola market
Over the last five years, government backed demand for biodiesel has raised canola demand as feedstock. GM
canola is accepted for this purpose. But it is likely that this demand bubble will burst soon as more efficient
feedstocks are developed - in terms of energy efficiency and production inputs, especially land, water, fertilisers,
pesticides. Producing biodiesel from algae (Briggs, 2004) may be one option. A lack of productive capacity to
satisfy biodiesel demand from canola (USDA, 2002) and other crops will drive the development of alternative
feedstock resources. In response, GM canola prices may fall but the prices of organic and conventional GM-free
canola for direct human consumption should be more stable, following recent trends (McCoy & Parlevliet, 2000;
BFA, 2006).
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8.2 GM-free conventional food market
Currently, strong consumer demand for GM-free food already exists in the countries to which Australia exports
canola: Europe and Asia. In China, 32 food producers have gone GM-free (http://www.biotechinfo.net/China_food_producers.html). In 2005, 21 Japanese consumer groups signed a letter urging the WA
Government to keep the state’s crops GM-free (Newman, 2005).
The largest European food retailers have policies that all own brand food products are GM-free and their
biological/organic product range is expanding. The companies include: REWE, that has supermarkets in 14
European countries, Tesco, Marks & Spencer, Waitrose, Sainsbury, Co-op Group, and Metro Group (pers.
comms Silke Audehm, REWE Group, 27 July, 2007; www.tesco.com/; www.marksandspencer.com/;
www.sainsburys.co.uk/www.waitrose.com/; www.co-op.co.uk/;
http://www.metrogroup.de/servlet/PB/menu/1100880_l1/index.html).
Between 2003 and 2005, Australia produced an average of just 20% of Canada's canola production and
exported only 24% of Canada's export volume (GM Canola Review Panel Secretariat, 2007, p. 13-14). Given
Australia’s lack of market power compared to Canada, it makes no sense to try to compete with Canada in the
GM canola market, when we are in an ideal position to realise our full profit potential in the GM-free food and
natural cosmetics sector by extending the ban.
8.3 Organic produce markets
Shoppers here and abroad will continue to flock to organic and GM-free conventional foods. Global certified
organic production has increased by an estimated 8 million hectares since 2002, to over 31 million hectares in
2005 (Apted & Mazur 2007). In Australia, an estimated 8-12 million hectares were devoted to organic
management in 2005 (Yussefi & Willer, 2007). Export earnings amounted to $50 million in 2002. In Victoria,
organic production is worth $32 million. Victoria is Australia’s leading producer of organic milk and the leading
organic food processor, particularly of dairy products, fruit juices, flour and flour mixes (Australian Bureau of
Statistics 2006).
McCoy et al. (2000) correctly predicted a strong growth in the green, clean, and organic agricultural sector on
the basis of consumer attitudes and trends, business trends, and the domestic and world markets. Green, clean
and organic signifies food products that have "low or zero risk of contamination" (McCoy et al, 2000, p. 9).
In contrast, food products from GM herbicide tolerant canola risk chemical contamination as glyphosate
tolerance results from inserting the gene for the analogue of an enzyme (EPSPS) inhibited in herbicide
susceptible plants, which means GM technology does not deactivate glyphosate inside the plant (Pline-Srnic,
2006).
The steady increase in certified organic growers, processors and marketers (BFA, 2006) from around 500 in
1990 to 2,567 in 2006, and the existence and expansion of biological and holistic, soil oriented farmer networks such as Biological Agriculture and Mallee Sustainable Farming - show the trend of working with and drawing
productivity increases from nature's complexities, instead of relying on short term technological quick fixes for
complex agronomic problems. Australian organic production has steadily expanded since 1997 from under
$500,000 domestic supply to an estimated $400 million overall production value by 2005 due to growing
domestic and export demand (BFA, 2006; RIRDC, 2001).
There are no signs that this trend will slow or reverse. In Europe, where Australia has market opportunities due
to season reversal, and Asia, where Australia has a competitive advantage due to its proximity (McCoy et al,
2000), the demand for biological/organic produce continues to grow, as evidenced by the largest retailers
expanding these produce lines. Japanese organic food demand is expanding and exceeds Japanese domestic
supply (International Trade Centre UNCTAD/WTO, 2007). Korea is a potential export market for organic produce
(Austrade, 2007). In 2006 Austrade also identified Asia as a growing market for natural and certified organic
health products and cosmetics, which supports the value adding organic processors in Australia.
These markets will be jeopardised by a lifting of the ban in two ways: Firstly, the green, clean, and organic image
of Australia's biological and organic produce will be lost due to contamination with GM cranola. Contamination is
inevitable, as shown by contamination incidents with legal and cost repercussions
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(http://www.gmcontaminationregister.org/), various reports (e.g. Anderson & Jackson, 2005; Salisbury &
Downey, 2002), and the governments setting contamination thresholds. Contamination may spread from
broadacre farming into horticultural areas with the risk of outcrossing to vegetable Brassica oleracea species
(OECD, 1997: Roemer, 1935; Röbbelen, 1966; Yamagishi and Takayanagi, 1982).
Pathways of contamination may include horticulturalists planting canola for soil amelioration purposes, a
common and widespread practice. Contamination of non-GM canola seed with GM has already often occurred
all over the world (http://www.gmcontaminationregister.org/). Also, outcrossing with Brassica juncea "is likely to
occur at some point in time" (Salisbury & Downey, 2002, p. 48). Results to date (eg: Ford et al. 2006), strongly
suggests more research is needed to ascertain gene-flow to other species and on a spatial scale (Belcher,
Nolan & Phillips, 2005).
The costs of segregation and identity preservation will be transferred from the GM industry onto biological and
organic producers and processors (Anderson et al., 2006; Laplan & Moschini. 2004).
Thresholds of contamination were set, before GM canola is even introduced, so it is clear contamination is
accepted as inevitable. Since GM traits cannot be contained, testing for GM traits would be necessary and would
cost $760 per sample for identification of the presence of GM, with a turnaround time of three to five days. A
positive qualitative sample would need further quantitative testing at the cost of an additional $400, to establish if
there is a breach of the threshold (pers.comms AgriQuality, 13 August 2007).
These kinds of costs are prohibitive for the organic and non-GM conventional industries and would cripple them.
As organics and those who label GM-free are required to maintain a zero threshold of GM contamination, the
introduction of GM crops into Australia could, in the worst case, lead to the demise of the organic industry and
with it the main sustainable agriculture option for the future.
The introduction of GM canola would therefore reduce the overall economic welfare of the Australian community.

9. GM innovation and trade model
Australia would worsen its terms of trade if Australian farmers locked themselves into contractual arrangements
to buy GM canola seed every year with a technology surcharge and herbicides for controlling volunteer canola
(Monsanto, 2003). Lapan and Moschini (2004) developed a two-country trade model to analyse the impacts of
introducing GM crops. They concluded that trading GM crops entails an endogenous market failure, since
shoppers perceive the GM crops as less than or, at best, equal in quality to non-GM product. However, shoppers
are unable to distinguish between the two products, as they are unlabeled. This endogenous market failure
would require government regulatory intervention by labeling all foods produced using GM technology, to
resolve. They conclude that economic welfare only increases in those countries where the GM companies which
reap the long term profits, are based. This conclusion is confirmed by Phillips (2003), who analysed the
economic welfare from the introduction of herbicide tolerant GM canola in Canada.

10. Social costs
Commercial scale cultivation of GM canola would create social costs. The salient costs are segregation and
identity preservation reducing economic welfare. However, three are additional social costs that are rarely
discussed. Glyphosate resistant weeds constitute a social cost, since herbicide efficacy is regarded as social
capital and herbicide resistance as capital extraction. Land managers would no longer be able to use one
relatively cheap herbicide that kills most weeds but would instead have to purchase and apply tank mixes to kill
resistant weeds (Marsh, Llewellyn & Powles, 2006). Glyphosate resistant weeds would spread, thus potentially
reducing the land value of a property (Belcher et al., 2005; Llewellyn, 2003). Researchers at the Weeds CRC
determined that increased herbicide use rates are needed to kill 100% of weeds, one prerequisite for preventing
resistance. Notwithstanding that glyphosate resistance would probably develop further over the next 15 years
through increased and repetitive applications of glyphosate and related chemicals. Frequent crop topping with
glyphosate – implicit in the GM herbicide tolerance strategy - is one risk factor leading to glyphosate resistance
(Weed CRC, 2007). GM herbicide tolerant canola is designed to enable farmers to frequently crop top as an
efficiency measure.
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Further potential social costs are decreased land values through contamination of neighbouring properties with
herbicide tolerant weeds through outcrossing, e.g. wild radish (Raphanus raphanistrum) and Buchan weed
(Hirschfeldia incana) - declared noxious in Victoria, NSW, and SA. Both weeds have been found to form
spontaneous hybridisations with Brassica napus (canola) (OECD, 1997).
Glyphosate has the potential in sandy Australian soils to leach into groundwater after rain where phosphorus
fertilizers have been applied during the decomposition of the canola stubble (Vereecken, 2005). Groundwater
contamination carries high social costs.
Another real social cost, but one that is difficult to quantify, is the health costs of emotional and psychological
stress from impaired trust in the healthiness and cleanliness of food. GM canola and the contamination is entails
mean the guarantee that the food supply is GM-free would be lost, even when buying organic foods. Loss of
trust may be seen as a 'daily hassle' or chronic stressor that results in negative health consequences for many
people (Westen, Burton & Kowalski, 2006). Chronically ill people, such as those with Crohn’s disease or irritable
bowel syndrome, who must always monitor their dietary intake are particularly affected.

Summary
Economic welfare would, both short and long term, be negatively affected by the GM canola ban being lifted.
Market opportunities would be lost, our terms of trade would be negatively affected by profits and control over
Australian agriculture being transferred to the largest international seed and chemical companies in the world.
The social costs, would be considerable and permanent.
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