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STANDING COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, & ENVIRONMENT
Wednesday, January 19, 2005

2:00 p.m.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): We’ll call the
meeting to order. We do expect two more
members if they come. 

Okay, we have an agenda before us.  Is there any
questions on the agenda, any changes to be
made?

Jim Bagnall (PC): So moved.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): The agenda has
been moved by Mr. Bagnall.  All those in favour
say, aye.

Members: Aye!

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Contrary, nay.
Motion carried.

Okay.  First on the agenda was, of course, to
welcome everyone.  We welcome people who are
with us here today and we have the second part is
briefing by Louise Pollard, Research Assistant for
the Standing Committee.  If the Standing
Committee so . . . we asked the department last
week to give us a person for a research assistant
and Louise is here so, Louise, would you like to
give your presentation and to us now?

Louise Polland: Sure, I can do that.  I think
everybody has a copy of the binder that’s got
some background material so I thought, and, oh,
thank you.  Just a few minutes ago I also passed
around because I saw,  I noticed in the transcripts
of the last meeting and I forget who requested it,
but somebody was interested in having information
on how many acres we’re talking about in terms of
GMOs on PEI so there’s something I just passed
around now that should -  and I’ll get to that in a
second.  I think we’ll, we may as well just start at
the beginning of the binder and just sort of
highlight some sections.  I know there’s a lot of
reading material and you may want to come back
to it later on and at least you’ll know what
information is going to be in what sections.

We just, I started with the definition and looked at
a lot of them and this seemed like a good one in

that it seemed not to have a lot of jargon, and I
forget where I got this now but I have it
somewhere in my notes.    A genetically modified
organism is a plant, animal, or micro-organism
whose genetic code has been altered, subtracted,
or added to either from the same or different
species in order to give it characteristics that it
does not have naturally.  

The research for GMOs did begin in the 1970s.
Part of it centered around the technology that was
being developed at the time and the applications
were thought to be, have been used -  in the area
of medicine- it would be drugs, vaccines, and
diagnostic tests and in the area of agriculture, it
would be herbicide resistance, insect and disease
resistance as well as there are some nutritional
traits.

Now there are social issues and environmental
issues and it’s a very controversial topic, as I’m
sure you know, and I think some of the fear is that
there’s the potential for genetic contamination in
nature and where you have a contamination of, for
example, if you had a super weed that was then
herbicide resistant as a result of growing
genetically modified crops or threats to bio-
diversity.  Now there’s some producers who use
GMOs who are happy that they can use fewer
pesticides but again, there’s some who think that
that’s a good solution and there’s some who think
there’s not.  And the benefits to soil conservation
through reduced tillage.  Again that’s, there are
producers here on PEI who do use genetically
modified organisms in their production and then
there are those who don’t. As an employee of the
Department of Agriculture, we have clients on both
sides of this and I’m not here to, you know, go in
favour of one position or another because we
have, as I said, clients.  We represent a
department that has clients on both sides of this.

The social issues are the issues of concern I think
and you’ll probably hear more from the other
presenters but there is the private ownership of
genes and that’s an issue, especially if there’s a
corporate control of the research agenda and the
corporate ownership and monopoly.  
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Consumer acceptance has been iffy.  There have
been some cases where genetically modified
products have not been used because consumers
didn’t want to buy them. And so at the end of the
day, it’s really the consumer who decides but
those are really the main issues, I guess, that fuel
the debate and, again, I’m sure you’ll hear more
about it.    As a result of this debate, there’s been
a push in some places for legislation on genetically
modified organisms.  There is legislation in
different parts of the world.  Most of it pertains to
the labeling of products because consumers want
to know what they’re buying generally and a lot of
consumers want that information available, so I
think that’s a big issue.  There is a small body of
legislation dealing with restriction and there are
certain jurisdictions . . . I know in the United States
in California there are at least two counties,
Sonoma County and I think it’s Trinity County, no
I’m sorry.  Mendicino County and Trinity County
that have made those counties GMO free zones
and there’s one other county, Sonoma County
that’s also considering it.  There’s, Albania has put
a five year ban on GM crops to protect bio-
diversity.  Iowa was actually thinking of banning
the sale of seed that is modified to be sterile seed,
the so-called “terminator seed” and California has
prohibited the spawning and cultivation of GM fish.
Norway has an actual gene technology act which
ensures that production and use of GMOs takes
place in an ethical and socially justifiable way and
observes the principles of sustainable
development.

So I’m just going to go through now - I’m just going
to shift over to this sheet here that talks about
GMO production in PEI.  It’s hard to track the
amount of GMO crops being produced because
neither the federal government nor the province
tracks this specifically.  One way to get an
approximate value of this total is to track the
pedigreed seed production once the variety has
been registered with the CFIA so it has to be
registered with the Canadian Food Inspection
Agency.  The three crops that are grown here on
a field scale that have some genetic modification
are soybeans, corn, and canola.  And there are
14,000 acres approximately of soybeans planted
in 2004.  Nearly 60 per cent of 8400 acres are
varieties that have been modified to be tolerant to
glyphosate, an herbicide.  And of the 3,000 acres
of corn planted in PEI per year, there are varieties
that have been modified to be resistant to the
European corn borer as well as an herbicide

resistant variety; between 1,000 to 2,000 acres, 30
to  40 per cent.   And there’s very little canola but
what is grown here is seed canola.  There are, I
think, about six growers who produce about 850
acres of seed and about 200 acres of that would
be a GMO variety.

Canada produces about 10.8 million acres of GM
crops, mainly canola.  Worldwide production of GM
crops would be about 167 million acres and it’s
increased by 15 per cent  from 2003 to 2004 and
this breaks down the U.S. - 105 million acres;
Argentina - 34 million; Brazil - 7.4 million; China -
6.9 million. In the developing world, 1.25 million
more farmers planted GM crops between 2003
and 2004 and that’s one of the things I found very
interesting about the research I’ve done is to see
how much it’s really taken hold in countries like
India and China in particular.  Of the 17 nations
who planted genetically modified crops in 2004, 11
of them are developing countries and the reasons
that have been given are for pesticide control,
decreased runoff, and improved yields.  Many of
the new varieties have been developed to
withstand drought or heavy rains and most of the
GM crops grown in the developing world are soya,
maize, cotton, and canola.  And at least 55 per
cent of the world’s soya crops is genetically
modified.  That’s now.  

I’m going to go to the second section, which is sort
of a discussion framework, and I’m not going to go
through all of this.  It’s a document that sort of talks
about the use of bio-technology and GMOs in
Atlantic Canada.

Richard Brown (L):   You prepared that.  

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Richard Brown (L):   Good job.

Louise Polland: Thank you.  I had some people
review it and I guess the people that reviewed it,
one person thought it was too pro GMOs and one
person thought it was too anti GMOs, so I guess I
felt like, well, I was right in the middle.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): I wonder before
you move to section 2.

Louise Polland: I’m in section 2.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Should we ask if
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there’s any questions of the section so far.

Louise Polland: Yeah, we could ask questions on
section one, sure.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Mr. Collins.

Wayne Collins (PC): You mention here the
14,000 acres of soybeans of nearly 60 per cent
modified to be tolerant and you mentioned the
canola - 850 acres, about 200 of that would be
GMO varieties.  In both crops, soybeans and
canola, does your department know yet what the
yield differences are one versus the other?  I mean
is there any comparison to be made?

Louise Polland: That’s a really good question and
I would suggest when we get to who we should
bring in, I’m going to suggest Peter Boswell ‘cause
he’s really the crop specialist and he would
probably be the one to be able to   . . .

Wayne Collins (PC): Thank you.  I’ll wait for that
then.  I appreciate that.

Louise Polland: Yeah.  I’d sort of put his name on
the list of people that - ‘cause he actually works
directly with a lot of producers so he’d be a good
person to bring in.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Okay.  Question
from Mrs. Rodgerson.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Now you, in here we talk
about four countries that grow GMO crops.  Now I
don’t know where I have some information that
there were 60 some countries in the world.  Is that
accurate because when I’m doing the math here,
it shows 154 million acres and there’s 167 so is
there more countries that’s not mentioned here?

Louise Polland: I think so.  These were just sort
of highlighted,  especially the areas where it’s
increasing and, again, that tends to be, well the
United States is still the biggest producer so far but
the rate of increase is growing faster in some of
these other countries.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Now back  when you
started talking, you talked there about super
weeds.  Is there anything - and I know this has
been a bit of a debate when you mentioned there
(Indistinct)  - is there any information that supports
this?

Louise Polland: Yeah, there is and I can bring in
some research on that.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Okay.

Louise Polland: There’s been some cases where
that’s happened and, again, the trouble is there’s
been when I’ve looked, I’ve found arguments on
both sides.  I’ve found scientists who were saying:
Absolutely not! There’s no threat of contamination
at all and no threat of creating super weeds.  And
then I’ve found other instances where there are
and then I’ve found instances that deal with that
instance and it’s, I think what I’d really like to say
to this committee, I guess, is this is such a
complex topic.  I think you’re going to have to get
in experts in many different areas to really get a
much more . . . you’ll probably want a plant
scientist to come in and really talk at length about
that.  You know, my knowledge would be pretty
superficial, you know, probably a mile long and an
inch deep.  So I think for this  kind of thing, you
would really want somebody who’s studied plants
and the department has some of those people and
that could maybe shed some light on this ‘cause
this is a very difficult problem.  And if there’s going
to be, well, it’s going to be one way or another.
This is something that you’ll want to investigate in
a lot more detail I think.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Yeah, because you do say
here there was numerous studies by expert panels
of scientific and learned societies and . . . 

Louise Polland: Yeah and I have quite a few in
my, I have a big, huge stack of paper that has, that
would have a lot of that that would have some of
those studies and what they’ve shown.  You know,
some of them are studies on the grasses and golf
courses where they were trying to figure how far
GM pollen can spread so if you had, and in some
cases it spread farther than many scientists
expected but that’s, again, I’d say we’re still, as
much as we’ve been at this for awhile, it’s still in
the very early stages and, but I can get ahold of
some more stuff on both sides for you.  I could just
photocopy the research articles that I used from .
. . I went to a lot of different scientific publications
and I can photocopy some of those if you’d like to
read them; but I also suggest that the committee
do bring in a plant geneticist and plant scientist
and/or a botanist.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Okay, thank you.
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Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): You’re moving
on to section 2 or is there more there on the
genetically modified organism and the discussion
framework?  Is there anything there you want to or
is that simply for us to read?

Louise Polland: Yes, yeah.  I would expect
there’s a lot of material in here you probably want
to go over and, actually, on page 3 there it talks
about the GM bentgrass study that I was telling
you about.  The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency discovered that plants had acquired
modified gene material up to 13 miles.  This is the
second paragraph there just at the top.  And this
was a herbicide resistant Roundup so and it was
for golf courses mostly and the idea was that it
would kill the weeds but leave the grass.  And the
U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management were concerned that the herbicide
resistance could be transferred to weed relatives
of bentgrass making them then immune to the
regular chemical controls.  Now the U.S. Forest
Service said that bentgrass has the potential to
adversely impact all 175 national forests and
grasslands so that’s quite a statement. And Dr.
Norman Ellstrand, a genetics professor at the
University of California, said that it’s the longest
distance gene-flow study that I know of and he’s
very concerned that this gene is going to get out
and that it’s going to get out faster and go further
than people anticipated.

Richard Brown (L):  A minute ago you said that
GMOs can’t get outside or they stay within their
own group but this is 13 miles.

Louise Polland: No, no.  It depends on what you
have.  If you have any kind of plant that produces
pollen that’s going to travel, then, yeah, you
conceivably could have a problem, sure.

Richard Brown (L): Then you get modification. 

Louise Polland: The question is: How far does it
travel?

Richard Brown (L): Thirteen miles here.

Louise Polland: Yeah.  That’s just for the
bentgrass though.  That’s going to be the tricky
part here because it’s going to be different for
everything.  You know, there’ll be a different
distance for canola and a different distance for
corn and a different distance for wheat and

potatoes wouldn’t be a problem because there’s
no airborne pollen that’s going to go anywhere so
in that case . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L): Potatoes aren’t going to
move.  

Louise Polland: No, exactly, so they wouldn’t be
a problem so GM potatoes would not pose a threat
to a neighbouring field but bentgrass is kind of ,
the only time you’d really, the commercial
applications of it are more for urban lawns and golf
courses.  It’s not a food crop.  It’s not a . . . and
that’s the thing.  The bentgrass study, you can’t
extrapolate from that that the genes from GM corn,
for example, cotton or canola would go that far into
the natural environment and that’s what I think the
committee is going to have to look at down the
road is which of the different applications, which of
the different crops, which of the different if there’s
going to be some . . . well, I don’t want to
anticipate anything the committee is going to find
but it’s not going to be a “one size fits all” thing for
all crops.  That’s the bottom line I guess.

Ron MacKinley (L): This discussion (Indistinct). 

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Ron MacKinley (L): They ask you if there’s  an
increase in yields?  You’re saying in this paper that
it does increase the yields.

Louise Polland: There have been some. I’ve
found . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L): By almost 5.3 million pounds.
Like a study by the National Center for Food and
Agriculture showed that farmers that adopted six
GM crops: corn, canola, cotton, soybeans, squash,
increase overall income by almost $2 billion and
boosted yields by 5.3 million.

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Ron MacKinley (L): So that would tell you that
soybean raised in PEI would produce more than
regular soybean.

Louise Polland: Yeah, except it would be good to
hear it from the producers ‘cause I also hear
people saying that it hasn’t improved yields
significantly.  You know, it really depends on who
you talk to and I . . . 
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Ron MacKinley (L): Well, I’m just reading your
brief book here.

Louise Polland: I know.  Well, because I had
more stuff there suggesting they’re higher yields
but I also had some stuff suggesting that they’re
not that much higher, you know.

Mr. MacKinley(L): Well, is that in here in the
briefing book?

Louise Polland: It’s in my notes.  It was, let me
see.

Mr. MacKinley(L): Anyway, it doesn’t matter.

Jim Bagnall (PC): What page are you on,
Ronnie?

Mr. MacKinley (L):  I’m in section 2. Put it that
way.

Richard Brown (L):   You know, the page number
is at the bottom.

Mr. MacKinley (L): Well, I just lost it - 14 -
Economic advantage to U.S. producers using
GMOs.

Louise Polland: Yeah.  There are a lot of
producers in the U.S. who claim that there is more
. . . 

Mr. MacKinley (L): I just glanced through your
section you’re in.  You mentioned one or two
places that it increased yields.

Louise Polland: Yeah, yeah.  I guess really it
depends on the cost and I think what some
producers were hoping that it would, is that it
would also reduce their input costs, their pesticide
input.

Mr. MacKinley (L): Yeah, but if you look at your
briefing notes . . . 

Louise Polland: Yeah. I’m looking at it.

Mr. MacKinley (L): Your canola increased yields
in Canada by 8 to 11 per cent.

Louise Polland: Yes, yes, and most of the
research I found . . . 

Mr. MacKinley (L):  So when the gentleman
asked you there if there’s increased yields, you
said we should get (indistinct)

Louise Polland: We should get these other
people that know the situation on PEI.  The one
thing I’ve learned from the research I’ve done so
far is every time I think I have an answer,  I read
some other piece of research that suggests it’s not
the case.  I went with the more ,  I saw more
research than not that it did increase yields.  That’s
why it’s in there but I can’t say categorically that it
does for sure at all times and under all conditions
because somebody will make a liar out of me and
come in and say I grew GM canola and I didn’t
have any increased yield, so that’s my point.  I’m
very worried about saying hard and fast this is this.

Mr. MacKinley (L): Well, if it doesn’t increase
yields and doesn’t cut back on chemicals, they
wouldn’t bother growing it ‘cause it’s going to cost
more money to grow.

Louise Polland: Well, some people would argue
that it does and some people would argue that it
doesn’t.

Mr. MacKinley (L): So then the ones that don’t
just don’t grow it.

Louise Polland: Well, that’s right, exactly.  The
ones that have chosen not to don’t.  And I know
you talk to organic producers that will tell you the
same thing.  There’ll be some that have increased
yields and some that haven’t noticed a significant
difference.  Some say it’s made a big difference in
having reduced input in cost and some not so I
think we have to figure out . . . 

Mr. MacKinley (L): You’re saying organic
producers are using GMOs.

Louise Polland: No.  I’m saying, I’m taking the
argument that you’re going to have different
producers telling you different things in the same
type of production.

Mr. MacKinley (L): Well, you’re going to get that
but you got to go by the studies that were done
and take the average of those studies and that
gives you the facts.

Louise Polland: That’s right and the fact is I
looked at studies before I put that in there and I
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can find you those references and I’ll try to find the
other ones that said that they didn’t notice
significant changes.  So . . . 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Do you want to
proceed then to section 3 or whatever you want to
take us.

Louise Polland: Well, I’d like to just look at the co-
existence between GM and non-GM food
productions on page 10. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Of section 2?

Louise Polland: Yes, still on section 2.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): Okay.

Louise Polland: Because the British Government
is doing some interesting work in their Department
for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs. That’s
their depart. .. that’s their equivalent department of
agriculture, and what they’re looking at is a public
consultation to discuss the co-existence of GM and
non-GM crops, and their minister wants to move
forward on this issue. They want to have some
measures in place for co-existence so that
producers that grow GM products and those that
don’t are able to . . .   and there are other countries
that have done that.  Spain has worked on that
and Australia has worked on that, and they’ve
been discovering, they’ve been looking at things
like buffer zones.  If you wanted to grow GM
canola and your neighbour doesn’t, how much of
a buffer zone do you need and how much . . . what
kind of mechanism will be in place if there is
damage to,  say the non-GM grower finds that their
seeds have been affected?  What, who decides
what’s the regulation for it? What amount of GM
product in the seed would constitute contamination
and what kind of recompense would there be?
What kind of mechanism would there be?  Would
it be a government organization?  Would it be an
offshoot?  They’re sort of at the beginning of that
discussion now to get some kind of measures in
place for co-existence,  which I think is sort of an
interesting approach to it.

And in Spain they’ve done . . .  I guess they’ve had
co-existence in Spain since 1995 by using
separation of crops, by space time, good
communication between neighbours.  That’s been
pretty straightforward and they had some five
principles that they’ve gone on, which is the

context, the consistency, the proportionality and
the equity to fairness and practicality.  So this is
something that I think the committee might want to
look at as well is that co-existence model.  

Now in the UK -  just continuing at the bottom of,
middle of page 11 there under “consumer
demand”, -  their study by the Institute of gross re-
distribution found a general wariness to GM foods
on the part of the British public and I think there
are a lot of reasons for that.  I think many people
started to distrust government’s reassurance in
food safety because they salmonella, listeria in
dairy products and, of course, the BSE disaster.
So there’s a reluctance to trust the regulatory
environment and the government assurances,
which I think is something that producers also are
going to have to deal with in terms if people don’t
feel that - if they have concerns about it.  

So I think that if consumer acceptance comes, it
will probably be because there’s some genetically
modified product that they want or that they find
beneficial.  I think, again, that’s why you see so
much growth in the third world,  in the developing
world,  because you have real problems of
nutrition, nutritional deficiencies and caloric
deficiencies that we don’t’ have in the west and so
you have some of the GM products that are grown;
GM rice with added B vitamins or added zinc are
very attractive in a nutritionally deficient
population.  That’s really basically, I think, why
those, why the adoption has spread so much in
those parts of the world and so much research is
now occurring in those parts of the world.  That’s
what’s very , that’s what I found very interesting
when I was doing this background just to see how
much actual scientific work is being done in China
and India and they’re really going to go ahead and
do it no matter what we in the west do.  They’re
going to continue along this path because they felt
there are real advantages for them and so in a
way, it’s . . . we probably, we’re already sort of
behind in that area and it’s a in the consumer
acceptance part of it.  And if consumers here don’t
want it, then they just won’t buy it.  That’s really the
bottom line.  You can only sell what people will
want to buy and if people don’t see . . . 

Richard Brown (L): It’s not labeled, right now.

Louise Polland: Well, that’s a big question and I
agree.
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Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): There’s nothing we
can do.  That’s federal law -  labeling.

Louise Polland: Yeah but there is a concern
about it because . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): It’s a federal law.

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): We can’t really do
anything about it here.  We can suggest whatever
we want but it falls down with your MPs and your
federal government.

Louise Polland: Well, and it’s an important
question for a lot of people and not just GMOs.  I
think people generally . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Might be an important
question but there’s nothing we can do about it on
PEI.  We can talk and we can come out one way
or the other because it falls down to a federal
issue.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Got four MPs.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Yes, and we’ll  have
four after them too or three or two or whatever but
it’s a federal issue.  You guys can’t get anything
straight here, let alone get the federal government
straight.

Andy Mooney (PC): Is there work being done on
the other plants other than food plants as far as
the GMO?  There’s ornamental plants and things.

Louise Polland: Yeah, there’s some and a lot of
cotton and a lot of the countries in the Third World
are growing cotton as a cash crop and so that
there’s a lot more GMO cotton.  I think part of it,
part of the medical application they’ve talked a lot
about are potato vaccines where the vaccines
would be grown actually in the potato.  The potato
would be modified to produce something or
produce a certain chemical so it wouldn’t go into
the food chain.  It would no longer really be a food
crop and bananas have been used as well for
vaccine and I think it’s really interesting to see
where that might go but, you know, so far there
hasn’t been very much commercial development
but I think there’s some stuff happening in that
area.

Wayne Collins (PC): You may have answered my
question, I believe, but I’m talking about things
other than just food crops when it comes to GMO,
right?

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Wayne Collins (PC): Are there things, I don’t
know, you  mention ornamentals, landscaping
plants and things of that nature?

Louise Polland: Yeah.

Wayne Collins (PC): Could be a lot of other GMO
products in Island soil that we’re not aware of, just
coming through various nursuries and around the
country and around the world.

Louise Polland: Right, yeah.  I’m not sure about
the ornamental products.  I know that for in terms
of forestry, Fleming Centre in New Brunswick has
done a lot of work on GMs.  They’ve been
genetically modifying their trees in their plantations
for faster growth and to resist certain pests and to
.. . basically they’ve been doing quite a bit of work
on it and it might be interesting to have one,
somebody from there to come here and talk about
that but I don’t think there’s been that much on
PEI.

Wayne Collins (PC): There’s no public interest in
that that you’re aware of.

Louise Polland: Not that I’m aware of.  There is,
there’s always concern with any kind of exotic
species and it would be, you know, you’d have to
really look at the bio-diversity and look at the
possibilities of that.  Like when you import any kind
of an ornamental plant from another environment,
what then happens, you know, if it gets loose and
how does that affect? 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): They’ve got to be
claimed coming into Canada, don’t they?

Louise Polland: What’s that?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Like if you take a
plant from outside Canada, you got to claim it
when it comes in, declare it?

Louise Polland: Yeah.
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Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Then if the federal
government decides it’s not welcome in Canada,
they quarantine it.

Louise Polland: If it’s an invasive species, that’s
right.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): That’s how it works.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC)(Chair): You tell us the
page you’re on when you’re moving there.

Louise Polland: Well, I thought maybe we’d move
into section 3 and this is just a reprint from the
international service for the acquisition of agri-
biotech applications.  They’re kind of a worldwide
non-profit organization that’s been doing a lot of
study of transgenic crops.  
 
But I don’t know. This is the kind of thing you might
want to go back and read later on. Because it sort
of talks about some of the worldwide growth and a
lot of the information that I got from the - on some
of the other developments in other countries
comes from this section here.

Now this section four is the overview of legislation
and this was done by Chris Prouse, in our
department and you might want to talk to him as
well because he’s our regulatory specialist and
he’s been the one that really has been looking at
the legislation in other places.

Ron MacKinley (L):Let’s say we decide we’re
going to not allow GMO plants of any kind in the
Province of PEI, do we have authority to do that
here?

Louise Polland: Well we could have. If we could
put - if we wanted to cast some kind of - I mean
there is nothing as far as I know that says we
can’t.

Ron MacKinley (L): All right

Louise Polland: We don’t have anything on the
books.

Ron MacKinley (L): No but it could be made ours.

Louise Polland: Yes, we don’t have anything that
says PEI can’t do it. If you look at section four, you
will see some of them are temporary moratoriums.

Like Vermont has a moratorium until 2006, and
there are moratorium on certain products. Like
Ohio and the terminator seed, the New York has a
prohibition of planting of any GMO crops in New
York for five years and they’ve amended their
agriculture and market laws so prohibit the sale of
transportation or planting of seed for terminator
genes, those unable to reproduce.  

So some of them have temporary moratoriums
until they can make a final decision on it.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): I noticed that
there is a number of them referred to committees
of agriculture.

Louise Polland: That’s right.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Are they
available, those  (Indistinct) .

Louise Polland: We could ask. I don’t know if they
are available or not.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):   Could you check on
those please?

Louise Polland: But we could - you mean to see
the actual deliberations and that kind of things?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Well even the
final report.  

Louise Polland: Yes, we could find out about that.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Okay. Not that
we have to follow what they do, but it would be
interesting to know.

Louise Polland: Yes.

Richard Brown (L): Nothing in Canada?

Louise Polland: Nothing so far. That’s why people
are going to be watching with interest from around
the country. I think there will be a lot of attention
paid to what happens on PEI because no other
province has really gone this route of the public
consultation and making - thinking about a
restriction or a ban so I would say we would have
people from all over the country that are probably
going to want to study what goes on here. 
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Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): One of the
things we are going to have as a committee is a lot
of reading.  

Louise Polland: I know.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): We are going to
have a lot of reading. So we have to keep up to
date as we go along.

Louise Polland: Section five - if there are no
questions on that, section five is really the - it’s just
the list of resources that I used for the paper, it’s
not the list of everything I have, but I do have quite
an extensive amount of stuff and I think some of
these people come and make their presentations,
they’ll be tabling some of their own research and
some of their own documents.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): So anyone of
these references that we need you can make them
available to us.

Louise Polland: Yes. You want the photocopies
of it?

Ron MacKinley (L): I was agreeing with him.

Louise Polland: Oh yes sure, I’ve got them all
and a lot of them have websites also, so we can
make a list of websites.

Ron MacKinley (L): You wouldn’t have it down
here (Indistinct). 

Jim Bagnall (PC): Pardon.

Ron MacKinley (L): She wouldn’t have it on the
book but she did get off something, it’s a lot of
research.

 Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):   So there’s a
fair amount of research done already.

Louise Polland: Yes, that’s actually part of it, is
there is so much out there, it’s a question of sifting
through it and trying to find -

Ron MacKinley (L): The question is who is right
and who is wrong? That’s what we don’t know.

There is so much research. You can go and
research it one way or the other.

Louise Polland: I know.

Ron MacKinley (L): And if you take that guy that
met with us from Saskatchewan, The Supreme
Court found him guilty and ruled with Monsanta.
So is the Supreme Court, are they wrong or is it
(Indistinct) that much money that they - I don’t
know. There is so much of this - but yet you can
prove that unless its potatoes, you can pollinate 13
miles away.

Louise Polland: With the bentgrass again, as
different people find different things when they
study it. Some people find three or four miles,
some people find you know (Indistinct) .

Ron MacKinley (L): You can get - potatoes could
also cross over - if you call (Indistinct) foreigners
and they grow up in three years time you plant
another variety in that field. And another variety is
GMO free so you are growing a seed variety and
there’s foreigners in the field, which are tubers that
didn’t get killed or died they are GMO modified,
they can grow up and into the pile and be mixed.

So you can get cross pollination or you can get it
mixed. Then when that seed is cut together you
would have maybe 100 per cent of GMO potatoes
in the field and the rest would be -

Louise Polland: Yes. It could happen.

So now Section 7 is just a farm net article that
Wayne MacKinnon wrote that was printed in The
Guardian. 

Section 8 is some background and definitions and
it goes into - and this was done by Tech PEI by
Gaylene Murphy and she’s another person we
might want to add, you might want to add to the list
and she goes into the differences between
traditional breeding and recombinant DNA. 

She’s gone into the again the technically aspects
here in Section 9. Terms and definitions as well as
some of the applications. So I think this is
something you might want to read over later on.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Eva, Ms.
Rodgerson has a question.

Louise Polland: Sorry.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):When you are finished
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there.

Louise Polland: The rest of it really I think the
only thing to do is just go through it and then
maybe if you have any questions after going
through the binder, because I know you haven’t
had the chance to look at it before this.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): I’m looking at Section 2
here and it says - I’m just wondering - numerous
studies by expert panels of scientific and learn
societies have concluded that the benefits to be
gained from any types of genetic manipulation far
out weigh the risks and environmental and health
safety concerns can and are being addressed by
appropriate introduction in use of technology, in
both medicine and agriculture. Is there anyone
study that tells you that or is this something that
was gathered by everything that was looked at to
date?

Louise Polland: That was based on somebody
who’s done a lot more study of it in the department
than I, who felt that based on all of the research
that he’s been looking at this for years and he felt
that the balance of the research showed that. I
really haven’t studied it as much so I really can’t
say.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): So would that individual be
-

Louise Polland: I’m going to suggest that he
come in because he actually knows much more
about it then I do.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Who is that?

Louise Polland: Bob MacGregor. I have him on
my list, because he’s been studying this for a
much longer time.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): I was sitting here thinking,
we’re no experts, and we’re scientists but if there’s
been numerous studies done by these types of
people than that would be very interesting to -

Louise Polland: Well that’s the thing. He has kind
of a stack of stuff. He actually has been following
this. Probably on a daily basis for well, I would
think at least five years. And he is more
knowledgeable, no question. Because it’s just hard
you know to try and remember from your genetics
class 20 years ago in your microbiology and going

through all this material and trying to really make
sense of it.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Okay, thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Any other
questions.

Andy Mooney (PC): I guess every living creature
on this earth is put here to just to multiply basically.
When you look at seedless oranges, seedless
grapes, bananas are seedless, I seen a program
where they are doing work on bananas and they
go through thousands of bananas which they
mashed up to find one seed. So how are these
plants been manipulated to be seedless? Is that
GMO?

Louise Polland: Are you talking like sort of
traditional cross-breeding?

Andy Mooney (PC): Well I’m wondering was that
achieved through cross-breeding or was it
achieved through genetically modifying?

Louise Polland: Well I guess it depends on how
long ago it was done and what they are. Like a lot
of the seedless varieties were done through
conventional breeding, cross-breeding.

Andy Mooney (PC): Which is still modifying? 

Louise Polland: You are modifying it through -
actually - I like their definition that they had in - that
the Tech PEI  - they sort of explained it well.
Actually I think I explained it - I think it might be in
Section 2 here, let me just - because I remember
when I was writing it, I obviously understood it.

Richard Brown (L): Well Monsanta would
basically take the nucleus out, the gene out,
modify it and put it back in, is that correct?

Louise Polland: Let me just find that.

Andy Mooney (PC): I’ll read through the thing and
-

Louise Polland: Actually I don’t know where that
part is.

Ron MacKinley (L): The BP corn is basically
genetic modified in order to kill the (Indistinct) .
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Andy Mooney (PC): I understand that. I know - I
just had a farmer say to me when he knew that we
were looking at this. He said you know everything
must produce seed so he said if you buy a
seedless orange or seedless grape, you know
what I mean.

Ron MacKinley (L): The seeds just don’t grow big
in them, they are still there, just smaller I think.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Wilfred has a
question.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC): First of all I appreciate all
of the information that you’ve brought forward on
such short notice.  

Did you have a list of people that you felt we
should be interviewing. 

Louise Polland: Yes.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC): For us to consider?

Louise Polland: Yes, I have a list. And I guess on
page 2 in section 2 - getting back to the seedless
variety question using traditional breeding
methods. Because genes have been transferred
and traits eliminated through selection and
backcrossing, but they - the assumption is that
there are no problems with this. We don’t do
testing on those kinds of traditional breeding. The
reason GMO’s I think are more contentious and do
make people nervous sometimes is because of the
unknown and the unknowable impacts that might
result when you’ve actually moved sequences of
DNA around. I guess that’s the only way I can
describe it.

Ron MacKinley (L): If you are getting a spud and
you eat that spud now - you know the carbs or
whatever. But if you also have a spud then all of a
sudden the insects will land on it and are dying it
makes people wonder what’s the long term effects
of the change of that potatoes and that’s what
people are - most people are worrying about is
something like that. Our BP corn if you take corn it
has to be sprayed every three days. BP corn
doesn’t have to be sprayed but it is still - the gene
has been bred in there that you got in that corn
now there’s enough product there of something
bred into it that produces on its own in order to
eliminate the insects and the question is what is
that going to do to people 30, 40 years from today,

that’s what the question is? That’s the whole basis
of the -

Eva Rodgerson (PC): I often wonder how is this
different from a flu vaccination. You go and get flu
vaccine before the winter, so if this bug comes
along you don’t take the flu. Well I wonder how
that difference -

Ron MacKinley (L): Yes, but the flu is not a bug
like a bug on a potato.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): It’s a virus, bacteria.

Ron MacKinley (L): It’s a virus where this is a bug
like a living creature, like a bug is a bug.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Yes -

Ron MacKinley (L): And it takes certain amount of
insecticides to kill that bug.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): What about blight though?

Ron MacKinley (L): Blight is a fungus.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Yes, same idea.

Ron MacKinley (L): And so you got a beet potato
that’s red - they never did breed that potato but
they were talking about having one that would be
resistant to A2 blight. See if you went into
Kennebec now, there’s some varieties that are
already out there that are resistant to A2 blight and
if you could cross the genes with those potatoes
and still come out, you might be able to do it
without putting in - it’s a fungicide. With a lot of the
stuff is when you get into these insecticides now
you are not putting insecticides in these potatoes
like (Indistinct) , but you are doing something with
the potato that in that potato or in that corn, say
corn there’s enough material in that corn in order
to eliminate the insects. And what the question is,
what is that corn going to do to somebody in 25
years from today, because there isn’t enough
study here. That’s the argument of GMO ban. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Could you give
us the names of the people that you think we
should meet with please?

Louise Polland: Sure -
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Richard Brown (L): (Indistinct) give it to the Chair.
Mr. Chairman, this will be available on the website,
will it?  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Yes, it will take
a little time. 

Richard Brown (L): Great, thank you Mr.
Chairman.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): But it will take a
little time.

Richard Brown (L): No problem, Mr. Chairman. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): We don’t want
to overwork our Clerk to bad. She has six
committee meetings next week so.

Richard Brown (L): Government has a bunch of
people down there that can put this on.

Ron MacKinley (L): Well if you hadn’t of gotten
into so much trouble your government, you
wouldn’t have had to have so many meetings.

Richard Brown (L): We have all these inquiries
going on.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): We have no
problem getting it on the website. Could you give
us these names.

Louise Polland: Sure, well actually I thought it
might be useful to start with the two people that
presented at the public meeting last March
because there was Dr. Bert Christie who is a
retired scientist from Agriculture and Agri-food
Canada and I have all the contact information
here, I can just give it to Marion.  

Ron MacKinley (L): The Clerk told me today that
there were some people from California -

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    Well I’m
happy to report to the committee that the ad has
gotten a lot of public response and as Louise has
mentioned there’s national, there’s certainly
provincial, there’s national and there’s even
international interest and the calls and emails are
coming in to my office by the hour.

Ron MacKinley (L): And the California one we

were wondering if you and I would go down to
California and interview them down there and
report it back here. One from each -

Unidentified Member: In the middle of winter.

Richard Brown (L): We don’t want you coming
back genetically modified.

Ron MacKinley (L): In February. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): You could end
up modified. 

Louise Polland: And the other person from that
public meeting is John Argall, who is the Executive
Director from BioAtlantech.  His name is John
Argall.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): How long would
each one of those need now?

Louise Polland: Well -

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Would a half
hour do each one?

Louise Polland: Yes, I think - I forget how long
they took at the public meeting, but  - yes, we can
figure that out I guess. Anyway’s those two would
presented at this public meeting and presented
two sides and I think they would be a good way to
start it off. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Yes, Peter
Boswall for example would just have numbers and
stuff.

Louise Polland: Would have what?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Just the
numbers of acres and so on.

Louise Polland: Yes. He could give you more
specific information about producers and how it’s
going on the ground. So I’d put him down as a
specialist on the production side and Susan
McKinnon for information on organic production.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Information on
which?

Louise Polland: On organic production.
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Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Okay.

Louise Polland: Because she would be able to
give you a better idea about things from the
organic prospective, she’s been working with
organic producers.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Is it an
agreement of the Committee that we have those
four people in at the next meeting? We would give
them probably half hour. I can see where Peter
and Susan probably would not need a half hour
each because they are doing more figures unless
the questions. We can do the half hour, that would
be a two hour session which wouldn’t be bad
anyway.

Richard Brown (L): I’d like to keep them two
hours, yes.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Okay. So if it’s
agreement with the Committee, we’d ask them four
people and we’d ask the Clerk to arrange that
through you so that - and we’d set a date. Is it
agreed so moved, all in favour, signify by saying
Aye?  Contrary, nay.   Motion carried.

Let’s now move to - and I’m not wanting to cut you
off. Pardon.  

Richard Brown (L): No you (Indistinct) committee
now.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): She has four.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    How
many names do you have on your list.

Louise Polland: I only have - the other person
that I added was the Dr. Hubert Zandstra, the
genetic - he’s the Director General, sorry of the
International Potato Centre and he lives in Peru
and I don’t think he’d come but he might be
contacted for a presentation. And Bob MacGregor
from our department who’s the specialist that I was
telling you about.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): So what four
have we got for the next -?

Louise Polland: Well -

Richard Brown (L): Mr. Chairman I’ll leave that

up to you.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Okay.

Richard Brown (L): You run good committees, I
don’t mind leaving that up to you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Okay we’ll
arrange the numbers and try to do it within a two
hour period, okay.

Louise Polland: Yes, so we are talking about Dr.
Christie and John Argall and Susan and Peter
Boswall.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Yes. Anything
else to come before the committee today? Oh yes,
I have a 27-page fax from Lloyd Soloman from
Rollo Bay. I will ask the Clerk to take this and to
pass it around to each member and perhaps get it
on the website.   And I also have one page
submitted by Peter Verleun from Montague and
we’ll also do that too, the next meeting, okay? 

I suggest that each one of us, somehow or other,
get a fairly large folder and I just don’t know how
we can do it. This is probably not big enough, if we
are going to have a lot of questions. I wonder if we
shouldn’t have a larger folder where we can keep
everything. We have to keep up the reading and
keep abreast of this because we can get bogged
down awful fast in this issue. 

So maybe what I should do is ask the clerk if
somehow or other we can get a large folders that
we can put everything in and maybe we should
have one of those things here where the pages
can be so we can get it easy.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): (Indistinct) allowable hours
(Indistinct) enough time to read what we’ve got
rather than getting reams of it that we get lost in.
We want to be conscience of that, that we are not
going to get a big stomper on it.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): I wonder if the
committee would be interested in each session, as
we are finished of each session like the two hour
session if we shouldn’t have a ten minute, fifteen
minute little discussion ourselves so we
understand were we are.

Richard Brown (L): Sure.
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Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Because we can
get bogged down and I’ve seen our committees
before, you know you get tonnes and tonnes of
reams of material and if you don’t get time to read
everything, you can be in an awful problem at the
end and we don’t want to do that.  For example
this is an excellent thing to read and to get through
our minds and the technical stuff will come, no
question about it. There is some in that 27-page
fax that we received and we may want
interpretation as we go along. Okay somewhere’s
along the line, so if that’s agreeable, and I think the
session we may have maybe just between
ourselves. I think if we just want to talk about what
we’ve heard, how we understand it, if there is
anything we didn’t understand then we can ask if
those questions can be asked, okay.

Anything else. The date of the next meeting. The
clerk can not have one next week.

Eva Rodgerson (PC): Well we need time to read
this stuff.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): So what’s the
next week.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    The next
week is the first week of February, there’s a
meeting already on Thursday, February the 3rd,

another committee. But other than, the week is
open.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): What’s the
suggestion then?

Richard Brown (L): Whatever you say.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Could we go,
what day is today? Wednesday.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):  
Wednesday, February 2nd.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Do you want to
go with Wednesday, February 2nd at 1:30 p.m.?

Ron MacKinley (L): Yes, we can do that.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Agreed, okay.
Agreed then, Wednesday, February 2nd, 1:30 p.m.
Motion to adjourn.  It’S been moved, all those in
favour signify by saying Aye.

Committee Members: Aye.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair): Contrary Nay.
Motion carried. Thank you very much.

 


