
Letter to Members of the South Australian Parliament about the 
Moratorium on the Cultivation of Genetically Modified Crops in 
South Australia 
 
An open letter was recently written by five scientists making claims about the SA moratorium 
on GM crops, seeking to end the moratorium. The following should be noted. 
 
The five scientists have vested interests in the matter that they have not declared. 
 
In contrast to the claims by the five scientists, the moratorium does not prevent research into 
GM crops in South Australia. Nor does it prevent scientists from growing GM crops in trial 
sites in SA. The moratorium does not prevent the development of more resilient crops, or 
more sustainable farming.  
 
The letter from the five scientists suggested that the moratorium has harmed scientific 
research and innovation in the State more generally. In fact, the GM crop research sector 
undertakes a tiny proportion of all scientific research conducted in the State, and employs a 
tiny proportion of all scientists in the State. Most SA scientists are not even aware that the 
sector exists in SA.  
 
Crops that are genetically engineered to allow farmers to adapt to a changing climate are still 
undergoing research and are not currently available for farmers to plant. Such GM crops may 
never be commercially available. It is absurd to end a moratorium now, in order to plant crops 
that are actually not available.   
 
Much of the debate in SA is about whether to grow GM canola. Yet GM canola is a small 
fraction of SA’s agricultural produce, and those who want to grow GM canola are a small 
fraction of all canola growers. GM canola costs more to grow, has no yield advantage and 
routinely sells for a lower price. Consequently, GM canola remains a minority crop compared 
to conventional canola in States that allow it to be grown.  
 
An argument has been put forward that ending the moratorium will allow non-GM farmers to 
market their produce as non-GM, which will allow them to get a premium for their crop, and 
therefore increase their income. This ignores the inevitable contamination of non-GM crops 
by GM crops, and the subsequent loss of any premium.    
 
GM crops easily contaminate other crops. In North America alone, there have been 
contamination incidents from growing GM canola, wheat, flax, corn, rice, alfalfa and 
creeping bentgrass. Some of these have been from trial sites, before any commercial 
production. Losses have been in the billions of dollars.1 
 
GM canola has also contaminated non-GM crops in Australia. Pollen from herbicide-tolerant 
canola has been found to travel up to 5km in Australia.2  
 
If the moratorium ends, any initial freedom to choose to grow a GM crop or a non-GM crop 
will end once contamination occurs. Then farmers will be growing GM crops whether they 
want to or not. Under Australia’s system, farmers who have been contaminated with a GM 
crop can be charged an end point royalty and fined for growing a GM crop without a licence. 
This is expected to push farmers into the arms of GM crop companies, to grow GM crops 
under licence rather than facing such costs from contamination.  
 
GM crops have not increased yields compared to non-GM crops. Europe (which does not 
grow GM crops but invested in conventional plant breeding instead) and North America 
(which grows GM crops) both grow corn (maize) and canola, allowing yields to be compared 
between the two systems for these crops. Yield improvements in Europe have significantly 



outperformed those of North America for these crops since GM crops were introduced.3 
Europe also reduced herbicide and insecticide use to a greater extent than the USA.3 
 
Repeated surveys show that consumers prefer not to eat GM crops. Why would SA drop its 
moratorium in order to plant crops that people don’t want to buy?  
 
Dropping the moratorium will allow all GM crops to be planted, including GM wheat. GM 
wheat has never been commercially grown anywhere in the world, and any escapes of GM 
wheat varieties from old trial sites are quickly eradicated. 4 This is because wheat is eaten by 
people on a daily basis and is labelled in many countries. When Canadian farmers asked their 
markets whether they would accept GM wheat from Canada, they found that: “The 
international customers that buy 82% of Canada's wheat crop say that they will stop buying if 
Canada introduces GM wheat. These customers have been clear—they will stop buying all 
wheat from us—GM and non-GM alike. This market loss issue applies to all GM wheat, not 
just RR wheat.” 5 Any introduction of GM wheat into South Australia therefore risks losing an 
industry, that is worth $7.1 billion per year nationally (5-year average). 6 
 
We urge the South Australian Parliament to maintain the GM crop moratorium until there is 
evidence that contamination can be prevented and farmers and the SA economy can benefit 
from its introduction. 
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Signed 
 
Dr Judy Carman BSc (Hons) PhD MPH MPHAA 
Director, Institute of Health and Environmental Research, Australia 
 
Dr Christian Vélot,  
Molecular Geneticist,  
University Paris-Sud, France. 
 
Dr. (PhD) Angelika Hilbeck, Institute of Integrative Biology,  
Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, Zurich, Switzerland  
Please note that I have been studying the risks and safety of GMOs for 25 years in a 
flourishing country with a profitable agriculture sector that is benefiting from a moratorium 



on GM crop cultivation and with near zero import of GMOs for food or feed for almost 15 
years. 
 
Erik Millstone 
Professor Emeritus 
SPRU - Science Policy Research Unit 
University of Sussex, Brighton, England 
 
Dr. Hans R. Herren  
President Millennium Institute  
2200 Pennsylvania Ave, 4th floor 
Washington, DC 20037 
 
Bernadette Oehen, FiBL – Research Institute of Organic Agriculture, Switzerland  
Please note that I have been studying GMOs for 25 years with a specific focus on risks for 
biodiversity, organic farming and coexistence with GM crops. Switzerland has a moratorium 
on GM crops since 2005. 
 
Dr Michael Antoniou 
Head: Gene Expression and Therapy Group 
King's College London, UK 
 
Dr Ricarda Steinbrecher 
Developmental biologist and molecular geneticist, Oxford, UK 
Member of the UN CBD Expert Group on Synthetic Biology 
 
Jonathan Latham, PhD 
Executive Director 
The Bioscience Resource Project,  
Ithaca, New York, USA 
 
Dr Eva Novotny, PhD 
Former Co-ordinator for GM Issues, Scientists for Global Responsibility 
United Kingdom 
Please note: Almost universally, scientists who are independent of the GM industry and GM 
research find that feeding GM food crops to any of a variety of animals causes harm to the 
health of the animals, which may include damage to the immune system, digestive system, 
liver, kidneys, pituitary gland and to reproductive disorders. 
 
David Schubert, PhD 
Director, Cellular Neurobiology Department 
Salk Institute for Biological Studies 
La Jolla California, USA   
 
Prof Jack Heinemann,  
Centre for Integrated Research in Biosafety,  
University of Canterbury, New Zealand 
 
John Fagan, Ph. D.  
Chief Scientific Officer 
Health Research Institute  
Fairfield, Iowa, USA 
 
Emeritus Professor Peter Saunders, 
Department of Mathematics, 
King's College, 



Strand, London, UK 
 
Dr Ulrich Loening, D.Phil. FRSA  
Retired molecular biologist, 
Retired Director of the Centre for Human Ecology, 
University of Edinburgh, UK 
 
Doug Gurian-Sherman, Ph.D. 
Senior Scientist and Science Consultant 
Strategic Expansion and Trainings, LLC 
Minneapolis, MN, USA.  
Honorary Research Fellow,  
Centre for Agroecology, Water and Resilience 
Coventry University, UK 
 
Prof. Gilles-Eric Seralini 
University of Caen, France. 
 
Alja S. Hoeksema MA. 
Ethicist. 
 
Brendan Hoare, MAS 
New Zealand 
 
Stephanie Seneff 
Senior Research Scientist 
MIT Computer Science and Artificial Intelligence Laboratory 
 
Dr. Ramon Seidler, Ph.D. 
Former US EPA Research Scientist 
Former Professor of Microbiology 
 
Dr Vandana Shiva, PhD 
India 
 
Hector Valenzuela, Ph.D. 
Full Professor, Crop Specialist 
Dept. of Plant and Environmental Protection Sciences 
University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Hawaii, U.S.A 
 
Dr. Michelle Perro, MD 
USA 
 
Thomas Bøhn, PhD 
Research Professor 
Ecotoxicologist with 15 years of experience testing GM crops and related pesticides 
 
Don M. Huber 
Professor Emeritus, Purdue University (60 Yr research career) 
COL (Ret.) U. S. Army (Medical Intel). 
Former Chairman, USDA-APS Natl. Plant Disease Recovery Program (NPDRS) 


