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SUBMISSION IN RESPONSE TO THE INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN GM FOOD 

CROP MORATORIUM (2019) 

 

Tim Marshall 

 

This submission provides some response to the Anderson (2019) Independent review of the South 

Australian GM Food Crop Moratorium, prepared for the SA Minister for PIRSA It corrects some errors 

in the report and comments on the missing information that was not analysed in the report. We 

contend that the analysis in this report must be redone as a proper benefit cost analysis. In its 

current form the report shows a clear bias to overestimate benefits from GM and underestimate its 

costs, and hence needs to incorporate a differing number of sensitivity testing, and be peer 

reviewed before it can be accepted as policy advice. 

Areas of concern regarding this report include: 

1. The report was not peer-reviewed by an independent expert which is clearly not good 

scientific practise. The independent reviewer should be someone who is not pro or against 

GM, but has a very good understanding of all the benefits and costs that may arise. It is 

especially concerning that Prof Anderson has a reputation as being pro-GM, and given the 

evidence provided in this submission, it is clear that this has influenced the information he 

used and presented, and the benefits and costs he commented upon. Before this report is 

enacted into policy, it must be robustly peer-reviewed. 

2. The standard form of analysis should be a benefit cost analysis over at least a twenty year 

period – incorporating a range of potential uncertainties and sensitivity analysis. This was 

not done, only very simplified economic analysis was conducted, with the only sensitivity 

analysis done favouring only GM crops. This is poor policy advice. 

3. Finding 2.3, that “the majority of submissions, including those from organizations 

representing most of South Australia’s farmers, favour the immediate removal of South 

Australia’s moratorium on GM crop production and transport” is incorrect. As evidenced in 

the submissions, most favoured keeping the moratorium. It is hardly surprising that many 

farmers used the same template, given their meagre resources to argue the case when 

compared to the bigger corporate players. This does not reduce the legitimacy of their 

beliefs regarding the impacts of lifting the moratorium. Indeed, there is no evidence 

provided in any of the submissions that farmer lobby groups represent all the views of all 

farmers, rather than just the views of larger agribusinesses or corporates.  

4. Anderson (2019) uses a range of selective data to overestimate the net benefits of lifting the 

canola. For example: 

a. He uses data from his Figure 10 (which only uses a sample of the data available of 

the prices received) to use a premium price of 5.2% for non-GM canola versus GM 

canola. Paull (2016) shows the data from 2015 onwards below. What the graph 

shows is that there is at least a consistent 10%+ premium, since 2015, in non-GM 

prices. Anderson’s (2019) Fig 10 graph shows a structural break in the graph as at 

2015, however, this structural break is ignored and an average for 2011-2017 is used 

instead. This is fundamentally wrong in calculating the net benefits of the 

moratorium; he should have used average premiums from 2015 onwards. At the 

very least, he should have calculated sensitivity analysis using different time-periods 

of price premiums (which would have INCREAESED) the net benefits of the 

moratorium. 
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b. Anderson’s (2019) use of yield per hectare of GM versus non-GM is also incorrect, 

and again leads to overestimation of the benefits of lifting the moratorium. First of 

all, it is not normal to use best GM yields versus best TT yields as a base for 

comparison. He should be using results from the field of agricultural adoption of 

both varieties in the same area. Anderson uses field average of non-GM canola for 

South Australia as a sensitivity analysis (e.g. making yield gap 20% between non-GM 

and GM for SA), but this is an overestimate as there is no control for different 

climate or productivity of South Australian canola production compared to other 

states.  

c. The variable costs are also weighted in favour of GM crops. For example, historically 

the Technology Access Fee has been higher, and based on a Planting Seed Fee and 

an End Point Royalty Fee. If Anderson (2019) had followed the same methodology of 

using a weighted average price over time – similar to how he priced premiums, then 

he would have had to use a higher Technology Access Fee. The inconsistency 

between methods (with choices always favouring GM canola benefits) is concerning. 

Another concerning aspect is the use of Canadian data (with no justification or 

relevance to the Australian situation) as to the variable cost difference between 

crops (used as $23 more). Again, no justification is provided on the additional freight 

costs to transport GM canola to fewer delivery points (just that it would be 50% 

greater per tonne).  

d. In terms of future benefits from new GM canola crops – the report provides 

sensitivity analysis on a) improved premiums, increased adoption rates and reduced 

transport costs. However, this is only one direction of sensitivity analysis. There is no 

testing of a) GM food scare resulting in decreased prices (or worse still – no market) 

for GM crops; b) contamination and segregation costs; c) organic industry market 

negative impacts.  In terms of the segregation issue, Anderson (2019) relies upon a 

2007 ABARES report to support the claim that direct impacts on organic canola 
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production would be minimal. This reliance of a ‘hypothetical’ prediction from 2007 

and not looking at the evidence is unacceptable and poor scientific research. 

e. Overall, taking into consideration all the above factors, there is a definite bias in the 

results to overestimating the benefits of GM and underestimating the costs. 

5. Indeed, the industry that is going to be impacted the most from the lifting of the 

moratorium is the organic industry, as it will not be impossible to segregate organic from 

GM crops. Anderson (2019) provides no evidence of any consideration of the impact on the 

organic industry, with only a couple of references to very old reports. 

 


