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Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry & Environment

Tuesday, September 13, 2005

9:15 a.m.

Part I - Canola Council of Canada: Tyler Bjornson, Vice-President, Corporate Affairs

        John Mayko, Agronomic Research and Extension Manager

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):   W e’ll call the

meeting to order.  Just to remind everyone, we are

here because of Motion No. 30 of the Legislative

Assembly and we are here to discuss genetically

modified organisms.  I want to welcome all the

members back.  W e’ve had a fairly large recess

and we are going for three days, today, tomorrow

and Thursday.  I want to thank Marian, our clerk,

for a lot of work to arrange these meetings.  She

tells me that some people cancelled because they

can’t make the certain days and so on and we may

indeed have to come back in October for one

more day in trying to wrap this up.  

W e have a fairly large agenda today.  Is there

anything that any of the members would like to add

to the agenda or anything?  If not, can we have a

motion to accept the agenda?  

Unidentified Member: So moved.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, it’s

been moved and seconded that we accept the

agenda and the first one on - 

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    Mr.

Cheverie has cancelled.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, at 11:15

we had the PEI Federation of Labour, represented

by Mr. Leo Cheverie and that has been cancelled.

I presume he will -

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    He sent

a brief.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Sent a brief,

and we probably all know why that has happened.

So the first presenter today is the Canola Council

of Canada and I see they are all ready to go.  I’d

like you people to introduce yourselves and then

carry on with your presentation.  After your

presentation, we may indeed have some

questions.  

Tyler Bjornson:   W ell thank you very much, Mr.

Chairman, members of the standing committee

and ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Tyler

Bjornson.  I’m Vice-President of Corporate Affairs

at the Canola Council of Canada; and I have John

Mayko, my colleague who is the Manager of

Agronomic Research and Extension with the

Canola Council of Canada.  

First of all, just a brief overview of our industry.

Canola represents around six billion dollars worth

of economic activity per year.  The Canola Council

of Canada represents the entire value chain of our

industry which is a bit of an unique organization in

the agricultural sector.  So that includes the seed

developers, the biotech companies, the growers,

the elevators and exporters, as well as the

crushers.  So that whole value chain represents

roughly about six billion dollars of economic activity

per year in Canada.  Canola is number one or

number two cash crop in Canada by value

depending on the year.  That was the case in

2004.  W e had a good year.  And of course, we flip

flop with wheat in that regard.

In 2004, you’ll see from this particular slide - we

had roughly a little over 12 million acres planted in

Canada and that resulted in around 7.7 million

tonnes of production in Canada.  Around 75 per

cent of that annual production gets shipped abroad

every year, so that means our industry is highly

dependent on international trade.  The remaining

25 per cent that stays here in Canada, represents

around 60 per cent of the domestic edible oil use.

That means we’ve got also a very good share of

our domestic market.  

W hat this is trying to illustrate is that we have a lot

of experience in our industry in dealing with market

access issues in foreign countries and also

regulatory issues here at home which we hope to

expand upon a little bit in this presentation.   W hat

this slide here is showing you is the difference

between seed and soil market exports from

Canadian canola, roughly 75 per cent or three-

quarters of our exports are seed exports and the

remainder is oil exports from crush here in

Canada.  
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So the issue of plant biotechnology, I’m sure you

are well aware is a multifaceted one and one that

elicits opinions from all spectrums of society.  W e

know that you’ve heard from a multitude of others

on all angles of the discussion so far.  So what

we’ve tried to do is rather than overlapping in that,

we saw a need for practical information to be

provided to you in a commodity’s experience in

using this technology and how that may or may not

have a market advantage.  W e’ve provided a full

report that the Canola Council of Canada did on

agronomic and economic aspects of this

technology in 2000 and that’s been provided to the

clerk.  It’s a fairly lengthy study which I believe,

your expert researcher has gone through in detail

but we would be happy to answer any questions

on that particular report.  

So why are farmers adopting this technology?

W ell, it’s probably because it’s simpler and better

weed control that fits with direct seeding systems.

You also see that GM herbicides can delay the

weed resistance to conventional herbicides.  It

provides growers with more flexibility within the

rotation and it also allows growers to seed earlier

in the year.

John, maybe you can provide a bit more detail on

what those last three bullets mean.

John Mayko:   W ell on the first issue regarding

weed resistance to conventional herbicides, the

herbicide tolerant traits that we have at present

were not available in canola previous to that and

we have the introduction of two new herbicide

groups - the one group 9 dealing with the Roundup

or glyphosate chemical and the group 10 which is

the Liberty or gluphosonate herbicide and those

two new herbicide families offer us a better or

more opportunities to control weeds with different

herbicide groups, thereby delaying the onset of

weed resistance which has been an issue,

especially in Australia and in the US and in other

areas as well.  So this technology offers us

additional tools in the toolbox to take care of those

types of issues.

As far as the issue with flexibility and rotations in

the past, the previous herbicides that we had

available for conventional varieties, may of them

were relatively limited in terms of the weed

spectrums in which they could control.  And so

consequently, it either became prohibitively

expensive to apply three or four different

herbicides on the canola crop if there was some

special weed problems and thereby, that particular

field might have been deemed not to be suitable

for canola production.  Or by the same token,

there was other herbicides that required, pre-

emergence herbicides that required incorporation

prior to sowing.   So obviously, that would require

extra passes over the field and would delay the

seeding date which we found with much research,

there’s to be big advantages to earlier seeding.  So

it’s opened up the rotational aspects in advantages

for growers.  

Tyler Bjornson:    Thanks, John.  But don’t listen

to that schbeel.  W e’d rather you look at the

numbers that we present in front of you as clear

evidence of the rapid rate of adoption by growers.

Obviously, there is an advantage because you can

see from 1995 until 2004, there has been roughly

75 per cent uptake of GM technology in the canola

crop.  So from when the first health and safety

regulatory approvals were provided in 1995,

straight through you can just see a nice gradual

slope in increasing field acres of GM technology

planted in canola.  

So I should mention from a market advantage

perspective, sitting in the seat of a grower, there’s

two ways that using this technology could be an

advantage.  The first is a reduction in input costs

and the second, of course, is a price premium.  So

we’re going to talk a little bit about the first of those

angles on input costs.  And as I mentioned before,

the Canola Council of Canada did a thorough

study of an agronomic and economic assessment

of GM canola and what that means to growers

bottom lines.  That’s going to be the main study

that we’ll talk about here in a bit.  But there are two

other studies related to GM canola, one other that

has been done again by our organization on

herbicide tolerant volunteer canola to look at that

issue.  And then the other one, the last one that’s

cited there that’s a private study.  

So I think farmers were quite clear in that first

study.  They told us essentially that the economic

benefits to using GM technology more than offset

the higher seed costs and the technology use

agreements that they would have to incur as a

result of using GM seeds.  There’s four main

aspects to the savings and input costs.  The first is

simply you get a higher yield in using this type of

technology, roughly 10 per cent.  You get a much

lower dockage because you’re able to use a
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herbicide that removes weed seed in your crop

and so the dockage is much lower; therefore,

increasing the quality of the end product and the

price that they would receive.  There’s much less

tillage that’s needed as John discussed earlier on

herbicide use and as a result, there’s less fuel

that’s being used and finally, the herbicide costs

themselves are significantly lower because you’re

putting on one herbicide rather than two, three

herbicides in order to catch all the various weed

families.

In 2000, these growers estimated that return to be

in and around 5½ dollars so $5.67 we’ve quoted

here, per acre.  W e think that’s a pretty significant

savings and that’s why you’ve seen such a rapid

adoption of this technology by canola growers.

In addition to the economic benefits, I thought it

would be helpful to touch on some of the

environmental benefits that we’ve also seen with

the use of this technology, in particular, three main

aspects.  The first being that there’s less

herbicides in total being used.  W e’ve seen a

decrease from 6,000 in 2000 or 6,000 tonnes in

2000.  The GM herbicides fit better with

conservation tillage and it allows for more flexible

rotation and that’s what John was discussing

before.  

Second of all, less tillage means, of course, less

fuel being used.  Yes, it has an economic benefit

obviously.  But there’s also a benefit in terms of

the environment from that perspective as well.

And one that isn’t on here that should probably be

on this list that will be of interest to you here today

is less soil erosion as the result of low tillage.

Using that in a crop rotation would undoubtedly

help in conserving soil and stopping soil erosion

from occurring.  

W e also felt it would be useful to maybe dispel

some of the myths that are out there about

volunteer management.  That second study that I

quoted looks extensively at this issue and what we

were trying to get at with this study was what are

growers’ experience with this?  They’re in the best

place to tell us whether or not it’s difficult or easy

to manage GM canola volunteers.  W hat we heard

was that volunteer canola, in general, whether it

was GM or non GM was rarely a problem and it

was easy to control.  That was the overriding

message was it didn’t really matter whether or not

it was GM or non GM canola, the volunteer was a

volunteer and it was occurring and it wasn’t

wanted in that field and there were very easy ways

by using readily available herbicides in order to

knock those volunteers out of your next crop in the

rotation.  So that was clearly considered by the

vast majority of growers not to be a problem. 

They also felt that growing herbicide tolerant

canola was more beneficial than conventional

types including for volunteer control in other crops.

So on co-existence, another issue that I think

you’re interested in, we would say yes, it’s

possible.   If the economic incentive is there, it’s

possible.  In fact, we’re doing it right now but not

talking in the context of GM or non GM, in talking

about a specialty trait canola where we have high

stability oil or high uric acid oil that’s being grown

on contract in very specific terms with very specific

quality management systems.  And obviously, they

need to be relatively consistent in order to gain that

price premium that the end user wants for that

specific specialty canola.  

The issue isn’t whether or not you can do it.  The

real issue that underlies all this is at what

threshold?  Now there is quite a bit of experience

in the commercial field with this concept.  You can

talk to any oilseed processor likely, I think, almost

all of them deal with specialty trait canola and

therefore, have experience in doing testing on the

purity of that specialty trait canola for their end use

and so they have internal commercial thresholds

that they set in order to say yes, indeed this canola

meets our specs and we’re willing to give you this

premium on that product.  

I think there’s the regulatory environment on

thresholds, however, internationally speaking is

less developed and I think you know, we’ll need to

give some consideration to how it is that regulatory

systems treat the issue of thresholds but certainly

one thing that we understand is zero is not

achievable.  Under no circumstance, is a zero

threshold achievable.  W e have quoted, I think, for

commercial commodity canola in and around the

five per cent mark.  Some jurisdictions are looking

at a .5 or a .9 or a one or a 1.5, it’s all in that range

there.  And it’s probably manageable slightly

higher than that but this is clearly an issue of

thresholds.

W e also do it in the context of seed growing.  So in

Canada, the threshold for variety Purity is .25 per
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cent and obviously GM canola seed is meeting

that standard.  But again the quality management

systems have to be pretty stringent in that context.

But there’s an example of a higher premium

product that’s using coexistence that might actually

have a fairly interesting application in PEI and I

know that there is some work being done in the

seed development area in PEI, the seed breeders.

Is there anything else to add to that?

John Mayko:    Just with the last point there

regarding commercial production, there hasn’t

been much demand for non GM canola other than

in small organic type of–very small niche market

sense, so consequently there hasn’t been a lot of

demand for segregation of GM versus non GM

crop and so there hasn’t been a lot of experience

to that other than in the previously mentioned

points regarding the specialty oils.  

Tyler Bjornson:    So we’ve covered the first half

of market advantage, what growers are telling us

about input costs and what they’re saving by using

GM technology and now we’d like to talk a little

about the market access and premiums related to

commodity crops.  For GM canola, all

commercially grown Canadian GM canola has

been approved in Canada, the US, Mexico, Japan,

China and South Korea.  

The one jurisdiction of interest, I’m sure, to this

committee is the European Union.  Even in the

European Union, five out of six canola GM events

have already been approved for oil import.  One

GM event is approved for seed input for

processing.  That was actually just recently done.

That’s for Roundup Ready GT-73, it’s called, from

Monsanto and that was two months ago that was

announced.  All others are in the system for seed

import approval into the European Union and quite

clearly, even the European Union is moving

forward on this technology.  

I think it is being difficult for the European Union

because they have a different environment for

public perception of the use of this technology.   In

some applications where public perception isn’t an

issue, they’re using it in spades.  Pharmaceuticals

is a good example, GM yeasts, GM enzymes in

wine and beer production and cheese production.

I mean these are flagship European products that

they’re using this technology in.  They’ve just been

able to manage the public perception issue in

those particular products.  That’s clearly not the

case yet in grains and oilseeds in particular.  

The recent announcement by Brazil and Argentina

that indeed they are growing large amounts of GM

soy is going to put a lot of onus on the EU to

ensure that its regulatory system does not create

a trade barrier.  So we’re even seeing movement

in the EU that yes, this is a safe product; yes,

we’re giving it the regulatory approvals but quite

clearly, this then becomes an issue of public

perception and the management of public

perception and consumer interest rather than a

regulatory issue.  So I thought I would just put that

out there for your consideration.  

For the canola industry, we actually actively

manage the use of this technology and in

particular, the commercialization of this technology

in Canada from a market access perspective.  W e

have full agreem ent from  the industry

organizations not to commercialize a GM canola

product in Canada until it’s received the regulatory

approvals in our main markets of the United

States, Japan, Mexico and China in addition to

Canadian regulatory approval.  That has worked

extremely well for us.  That means that when

growers put the seed in the ground, they can be

rest assured that there won’t be regulatory barriers

that hinder Canadian canola exports into these

major marketplaces.  

I would just add that the US, Mexico and China are

also significant users of GM technology as well so

not only are they, have they gone through the

regulatory approval process for end use, they also

have gone through the environmental release

regulatory approvals as well.  And as I’ve just

shown you in the previous slide, the EU is moving

in that direction as well and so we feel that we

have all of our key markets regulatory approvals

and that isn’t a problem from our perspective for

market access.  

The other angle to the price issue or the access

issue is of course, a market premium for this

product.  In Canada, GM and non GM canola are

commingled on the farm and at the elevators and

in transport so we don’t have a segregated system

in Canada for non GM and GM canola.  That’s in

large part, because the economic signals aren’t

there in order to do that.  Segregation is costly.

W e’ve got a bulk handling system in Canada and

the transport system and it would cost those

companies quite a bit of money in order to
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segregate that product and so therefore, if they’re

indeed was a market signal at the end of the day,

then these companies, I can rest assure you,

would have already started moving toward

segregation because they have customers that are

willing to pay more for that product.  That clearly

isn’t the case.  That said, there is a limited market

for non GM canola.  There is some demand for it.

But the demand is so limited that it wouldn’t

warrant any sort of wholesale segregation between

GM and non GM.  

The very interesting comparison in all of this is of

course, Australia because Australian canola is non

GM and so therefore, we can look at a direct

competitor in our particular commodity and see

whether or not, they’re getting a premium price for

their product in other key markets.  I can tell you

that we compete on price point in every single

market with the Australians.  They’re not receiving

a premium for their non GM canola in Japan or

Pakistan.  Certainly not in Pakistan, that’s a price

sensitive market and we’ve seen the Australian

canola industry actually edging us out in some

sales to Pakistan in such a price sensitive market.

So I think there’s direct evidence here to

demonstrate that for the vast majority of this

product, there isn’t actually a market premium

being paid for a GM free or non GM product to the

major markets.  

Just looking to the future, I think that all of

Canadian agriculture understands that innovation

is really going to be the future for our industry.  It’s

going to be the way that we can ensure that farm

income stays at reasonable levels, that there’s a

good profit return for the growers and for everyone

else in the value chain.  W e can see from genetic

modification, future enhancements in agronomic

techniques such as more disease resistance or

drought and stress tolerance but I think we can

also look to biotech companies looking at specialty

profiles for GM technology canola as well such as

increasing the amount of omega-III in the product

or improving the meal quality.  

So there’s some nutritional characteristics that the

industry is already looking at and we know that

there’s a premium for these products.  W e’re

already selling it in non GM for specialty canola

and we know that with increased nutritional traits

that the market will respond to that and pay a

higher premium for these products.  So those are

the sorts of things that we’re looking to in the

future for our crop in order to enhance the

profitability of growing canola in Canada.  

So in summary, as we’ve said, if there is an

agronomic or economic advantage for a GM crop,

growers will adopt it.  Canadian farmers are ready

adopters of new technology when it benefits them

and we can see that through the rapid increase in

GM canola acres in Canada.  

There is a demand for non GM.  It depends on the

crop in the market.  The one that’s often cited is

soybeans but even for soybeans, the demand is

pretty limited when you look at the overall

production of soybeans.  Throughout the world, the

vast, vast majority of soybeans are GM in the

world today and they’re being used in the

commodity oil and meal markets around the world

but there is, as I’ve said, a market for non GM in

particular in food uses.  But it’s limited and you

have to consider whether or not your total

production justifies whether or not you would move

towards that.  

In our case, we’ve clearly decided that that’s not

the case and that segregation doesn’t make sense

because the market isn’t sending those signals.  In

addition, we’ve seen that regulatory approvals are

becoming more widespread and we think that will

be even more so the case as the biosafety

protocol is adopted by other countries.  W e think

that the coexistence issue depends on the crop.

For canola, we have particular issues with canola

because it’s a rather promiscuous plant in

comparison to other crops.  So a problem with

coexistence in canola isn’t necessarily a problem

with coexistence in soybean or potato, for

example, because of the way that they pollinate. 

So just to leave you with a thought that we firmly

believe that we should leave the choice to the

grower as to whether or not they adopt that

technology to see whether or not it makes sense

to the grower, whether used as part of their

rotation as a primary cash crop or for some other

factor.  But clearly when there’s an economic

incentive and the health and safety regulatory

approvals are in place, then we think that it’s the

grower’s job, not the government’s to decide

whether or not they should adopt that technology.

Thank you very much for your time and we’re open

to any questions.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Any

questions?  W ayne.



6

Wayne Collins (PC):   You talk about $5.67 per

acre as significant savings.  Am I correct in what

you said?  Could you put that in some perspective

for us here - $5.67 per acre doesn’t sound like a

whole lot.  Correct me if I’m wrong.  

John Mayko:    That figure of $5.67 is the figure

that was derived using the farmers’ own - their own

records and their own returns for those particular

years leading to the year 2000.  Now $5.67 by

itself isn’t necessarily a large amount but when you

multiply that over the approximately 13 million

acres that are grown in W est Canada and if well -

when we group together the GM varieties as well

as the Clearfield varieties which are not regarded

as GM varieties, they comprise about 95 per cent

of our acreage so when you multiply that by that, I

mean it’s approaching between 70 million and

$100 million.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Talking about current

prices though, what would be the average yield of

GM canola per acre in terms of what it would fetch

in the marketplace?

John Mayko:   In terms of our yields are

concerned, the average yields in W estern Canada

last year were in the mid-20's bushels per acre.

Some of the provincial averages though are well

over 30 and the GM varieties would generally be

slightly higher than average depending upon which

particular varieties because we have a whole

range of varieties within that whole spectrum and

the higher yielding ones could approach 50 per

cent, well 30 to 40 per cent higher yield than

average.

Wayne Collins (PC):    I’m thinking though in

terms of the - canola is sold by the tonne, right?

You’re talking about bushels.

John Mayko:    Bushels or tonnes, yes.

Wayne Collins (PC):    How much did GM canola

sell for per tonne on average in W estern Canada?

John Mayko:    Last year, probably in the order of

about 275 - $280 a tonne, somewhere in there.  It

all depended on what average price one would

have used because it ranged from as low as about

245 up to over 300 so it all depended on what

particular time period the producer marketed it at.

Wayne Collins (PC):    I’m still trying to get a clear

perspective on this.  W hen you talk about 20

bushels per acre and we talk about so much

dollars per tonne, how many bushels in a tonne?

John Mayko:    Okay, approximately 44 bushels

per tonne so our average yields in W estern

Canada are slightly over half a tonne an acre.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Alright, and in that half a

tonne an acre which you mentioned the price was

200 and how much per tonne?

John Mayko:    Two hundred, well last year’s

figure was - I would say roughly around 275 - $280

a tonne might be a fair figure to use for an average

price last year.

Wayne Collins (PC):    About $137 per acre if you

cut that in half.

John Mayko:    Right.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    And you’re saying of that

$137 of GM canola, $5.67 would be the kind of

premium you’d receive.

John Mayko:    No, it’s not a premium, it’s a

reduction. . .

Wayne Collins (PC):    Oh I realize, yes, but okay

it’s the savings.

John Mayko:    That’s right.

Wayne Collins (PC):    It’s the extra profit.

John Mayko:    It’s a combination of reduction

costs and an increase in yield.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Alright, I appreciate that.

You talk about there being 6,000 tonnes fewer

herbicides used in the year 2000.  W as I right in

understanding your graph there that 6,000 tonnes

less were used on GM canola?  

John Mayko:    Six thousand tonnes less of

herbicide were used in GM canola as compared to

conventional herbicides if they’d relied on

conventional herbicide.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    Okay, how much was

used then in GM canola?  How much herbicide?

How many thousands of tonnes were used?  I
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want to put that in perspective if I could.  Is 6,000

significant?  

John Mayko:    Right, unfortunately, I don’t have

that number off the top of my head.  I’d have to go

back and look further to that.

Wayne Collins (PC):    You referred to five of six

GM events approved in the EU.  Could you explain

that?   W hat do you mean GM events?

Tyler Bjornson:    W ell essentially, it depends,

maybe our friends from Health Canada or CFIA

might be the better individuals to ask that question

to because I’m not a technical expert in this area.

So I’ll defer to their knowledge when their

presentation comes up next.  But essentially as I

understand it, an event is something, a

characteristic that’s put into the plant and you

could have multiple events in one variety.  Okay?

So you have to get approval for each event.  So if

there is an event that gives you herbicide tolerance

for Roundup Ready, that’s one event that occurs.

John Mayko:    And in fact, on the various

herbicides there are more than one event.  It all

depends on what specific genes are targeted and

so, for example, with Roundup Ready canola,

there are more, there is more than one event

involved with –

Wayne Collins (PC):    So how many events could

there possibly be or have taken place or

documented scientifically to this point?  Again, I’m

trying to put five and six in context.

Tyler Bjornson:    Six.

Wayne Collins (PC):    There were six events, five

of the six have been accepted by the EU?

Tyler Bjornson:    That’s for oil.

Wayne Collins (PC):    For oil?  I see.  W hat does

that mean in terms of the EU’s willingness then to

accept canola, GM canola products?

Tyler Bjornson:    That means that the health and

safety regulator that’s responsible for that part of

the regulatory system has gone through the

process and approved five of the six and in fact,

the sixth one is in the system for approval.   

Wayne Collins (PC):    Those approvals, what is

that translated into in terms of GM canola product

making it into the European market?

Tyler Bjornson:    That’s a good question

because I know that there has been some but I

don’t have the figure at hand that I can provide it to

you.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Are they ready to open the

doors?  I mean, are they (Inaudible)

Tyler Bjornson:    Not yet because we need that

sixth event to be approved as well.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Alright.  You talk about

Australia where there’s no GM canola and we talk

about the EU right now where there is none

coming in, if I’m to give it, that understanding, what

has been the recent trade history between

Australia and the EU market when it comes to

canola?  

Tyler Bjornson:    Again I don’t have that data in

front of me.  I could look it up but I would probably

say it’s minor.

Wayne Collins (PC):    It’s minor.

Tyler Bjornson:    Yes, in comparison.

Wayne Collins (PC):    One would think that if the

EU isn’t accepting GM canola at the moment and

hinging on this sixth event approval, that Australia

having non GM canola, I realize it’s the other side

of the world but we’re shipping to China too.  W hy

isn’t Australia making inroads into the EU?

John Mayko:    Primarily because the EU to this

point in time is a primary producer themselves.

They most often, most years import very little if

any.

Wayne Collins (PC):     So they’re self-sufficient.

John Mayko:    They can produce more than

enough.  Many times they’re net exporters

themselves.  

Tyler Bjornson:    Even when–before Europe ban

it in 1998, when they were importing canola from

Canada, when there was GM canola that was

going into the EU market, we weren’t significant

exporters to the EU because they produce a lot of

rapeseed themselves.  So in lean years, yes they



8

were importing from Canada.  And in answer to

the Australian question, I suspect that they import

more soybeans from Brazil and Argentina than

they would canola from Australia.

Wayne Collins (PC):    So I didn’t quite hear all of

that but where is the Australian market for canola,

non GM canola?  You mentioned Pakistan as one

place.  

Tyler Bjornson:    The market is one in the same

for–we’ll just call it commodity canola rather than

the market for non GM because it’s the same

market so Japan, China, Pakistan, I don’t think any

to India.

Wayne Collins (PC):    You used the term

segregation of the crop, the GM for the non GM as

being difficult when it comes to canola, less so

with soybeans.  Some would use the term

contamination.  If I’m growing a GM field of canola

over here, what do you conceive would be–how,

what’s the furthest extent geographically would you

concede desegregation, if you will, or

contamination could occur on a normal basis in a

growing season?  How far away?

John Mayko:    It all depends on what you regard

as the level of coexistence or what your threshold

level is.  If it’s zero, I’m not sure if you could safely

say that anything would be safe because you have

the potential of bees carrying the pollen for many

miles kind of thing.  So zero is very difficult.  But if

you have a certain level in place, I mean,

commercial fields, for example, right now where

we have the speciality trait oils being grown, they

can safely be grown within five, ten metres of each

other and be within, well within their limits for

what’s regarded for thresholds in those areas.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Do you think, is it your

considerate opinion that if you have GM canola

being grown alongside of the same agriculture

community as non GM canola, that eventually it

will be almost impossible for anyone to say that

they are growing non GM canola?

John Mayko:    If you have a tolerance of zero,

that’s correct.  But if you have a certain tolerance

or threshold values that are set, then no, it still

would be possible.  But if you use the threshold of

zero, then you’re correct, it’s impossible.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    That brings us to the issue

then of control of seed and copyright on seed and

ownership of seed because if it is conceivable that

given the growth of the GM product, if it is

conceivable that and almost inevitable that at

some point in time no farmer will be able to stand

up and say, I am growing non GM canola.  W hat

issues does that give rise to when it comes to the

control of seed?  I mean we’ve heard situations

where one farmer was lambasted and dragged to

court because he was apparently growing

someone else’s seed.  Is this a situation where

farmers are destined to grow GM seed whether

they want to or not?

John Mayko:    No, because again with

commercial canola that we have now, there are

tolerances that are set between the specialty lines

and the non specialty, non GM lines and so for

regular commercial production now, it’s working

well within the tolerances that are set.  They can

grow it.  W here one does run into those types of

issues more directly is if you have very tight

tolerances set for seed production or if one is

looking at the present regulations that they have

for organic canola which is zero and unfortunately,

with the tolerance of zero, it’s impossible to grow

anything with that type of tolerance.

Tyler Bjornson:    I’d just like to add to that

question.  W hat you’re asking, if you look at the

reverse side of that is would farmers tolerate poor

yields and poor quality canola in comparison to

what their neighbours are growing?  I think the

answer to that question is no.  And that’s why you

see–it’s not a question of whether or not the

farmer is being forced to grow the GM canola,

they’re choosing to grow the GM canola because

it has an advantage to them.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    Final question, a bag of

canola seed and a bag of non-conventional, what’s

the difference in price?  

John Mayko:    In price, it would work out to

be–right now, if one were looking at just varieties

of similar yield potential and the technologies that

is–I’m just using conventional seed, not hybrid

seed, they are probably would be in the range of

75 cents to a dollar a pound so per bag, maybe

$50 a bag difference.

Wayne Collins (PC):    For the GM, more for the

GM.
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John Mayko:    More for GM seed.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Thank you very much.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Eva, followed

by Andy.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   W ayne covered quite a

few of my questions but when you talk about the

10 per cent higher yield, lower dockage, less

tillage, less fuel, less herbicides, I know we had a

young farmer here in the province come and

present and he talked about–he owned a small

hog farm and he said if he had to, he can now

manage the operation by himself because of some

of these factors that you’re talking about.  So in all

of that, I’m looking at again, I’m like W ayne on this

price–if I had a 10 per cent higher yield and the

price per pound, I’m wondering, are all these

things factored in to come to the $5.67?

Tyler Bjornson:    Yes, it’s all factored in so for

example, the higher price in the seed is actually

factored in to that as well.  So whether it’s an

advantage or an economic advantage or a

disadvantage, it’s factored into that price based on

the input we’ve received from growers in that 2000

study.  

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Plus his time–that’s one

thing he emphasized.  He said, right now I can

farm alone because I’m doing this, this and this.  If

I had to go the other way, then I couldn’t more or

less afford to farm.  So I’m just wondering, would

his time and all that be factored?  

Tyler Bjornson:    W ell I’m going to let John

answer this because he’s a great example.  He’s

a–I don’t know if you can be a part-time farmer but

he has a full-time job and he farms.  So he’ll be. .

.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    He’s a hobby farmer.

John Mayko:    Regarding your question on the

costs of the labour – that’s included in the

equipment operational costs.  So less time over

the field would be factored into the combination of

equipment costs and labour that it takes to run

over the fields the extra passes.  

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Okay and the other

question I had was around necessary approvals.

W hen you talked about–it can’t be fully

commercialized until these necessary approvals

are in place within Canada, US, Japan, Mexico

and China.  How close are you to those approvals

being given?

Tyler Bjornson:    W e already have the approvals

in Canada, the US, Mexico, China, Japan, so that

was only in reference to the EU and the reason we

used the EU as a reference is obvious because

the EU is the one jurisdiction where they have

come out very vocally in opposition to importing

this technology in grains and oilseeds and so we’re

saying, even the EU regulatory system is moving

forward with their regulatory approvals for this and

in fact, we almost have all of them already.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Okay, so that’s the one

you meant was almost. . .

Tyler Bjornson:    Yes, everything else is already

approved.  

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Okay.

Andy Mooney (PC):   I just have a couple of quick

questions at this time.  How many sprays would

you normally put on, on canola if you were growing

conventional?  Like just so I know in my mind.

John Mayko:    For conventional canola with the

common spectrum of weeds that we would have in

W estern Canada, if one were growing it on re-crop

land, not on summer fallow, a minimum of two and

many times three separate herbicides would have

to be applied for weeds there.

Andy Mooney (PC):    W ell there would be one

Roundup prior to planting.

John Mayko:    That’s right.

Andy Mooney (PC):    And then possibly one or

two weed sprays after.

John Mayko:    No, this would be, you would

probably use a mixture in conventional ones, you

would use Edge which is ethylfluorene or Treflan

which is trifluorine, pre-emerge and then would

follow up with probably a grass herbicide, post

emerge grass herbicide and then usually a

broadleaf product like Muster which would control

wild mustard and stinkweed or Lontrel which would

be for control of thistles.  
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Andy Mooney (PC):    So with a Roundup tolerant

plant, you basically put a spray on before planting

and then just after the plants are up and running,

you put your, just a broad band of Roundup on.

W ould that be correct?

John Mayko:    Yes, that’s right, if one were direct

seeding.  And again what you’re mentioning with

using Roundup pre-plant, that would be applicable

that–to everything if one was using direct seeding.

Andy Mooney (PC):    And the other thing, I just

want to make a point, as far as zero tolerance, I

mean whether you’re growing high class potatoes

or no matter what, I don’t think there’s such a thing

as zero tolerance.  I know even farming ourselves

in potato land, we’ve had seed–we cropped a field

that was not in production for 30 or 40 years and

our next door neighbour who has passed away

now, was near 70 and still working with us–there

were volunteers in that field.  They were blue

potatoes which we’ve never grown but he

remembered planting this 35 years ago - blue

potatoes.  The field was surrounded by woods so

it’s fairly sheltered and then potatoes just kept

coming up every year.  It was an old–just left in

hay for all them years.  So I mean there’s

tolerances in everything.

John Mayko:    That’s right.  There’s tolerances in

everything and if you set at zero with the

technologies that are available now for detection,

I mean it’s getting worse and worse.  Zero is not

achievable.  

Andy Mooney (PC):    The one concern I have

and I’ve brought this up before is there’s different

ways for testing for GMO and for example, there’s

been companies that have been buying whether it

be potatoes or whatever, and they do a quick test.

W ell the quick test they do, it may show GMO

which if you had a complete GMO ban and you’re

selling potatoes to this company, let’s say, and

they do this quick test, then they send–an alarm

bell goes off and it could be GMO.  If you had zero

tolerance in Prince Edward Island, merciful Moses,

it would drive you right out of the marketplace.  But

what this quick test does is just, it sets an alarm

bell off.  They should send it further on for tests.

And with this particular company, two or three

growers, they said, you have GMO product, we’re

not buying them.  But when they sent the product

on for further testing, it wasn’t GMO at all.  

Actually, what they’ve done also to prove their

point is they’ve taken a sample to the company

and they split each individual potato and had them

tested and they took the other to another lab and

it flared up again as possible GMO and the other

half of each potato they sent they were clean as a

whistle at a lab that did the further testing.  

John Mayko:    That’s right.

Andy Mooney (PC):    So that’s my only concern

as a farmer that people could have–you know,

even if we are GMO free on Prince Edward Island,

it could hang a power of us out to dry.

John Mayko:    Yes, because of the testing and

you’re right.  Simple kinds of testing is involved in

BSE in cattle as well.  If you use the principle initial

test, that could give you a false positive and that’s

not a. . .

Andy Mooney (PC):    I believe the test they use

on potatoes is called the ELISA test, I believe, and

it can give false positives.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Any more

questions?

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Just one - going back to your

yield - you said that you would get ten per cent

higher yield; your spray materials would be down;

other costs would all be done and yet, you only get

4.1 per cent increase profit at the end of the day.

So where is the other seven per cent go, six per

cent?

John Mayko:    W ell some of the increased costs

are in the–although there’s a reduction in herbicide

costs itself, there’s an increase in the seed costs

and then there’s also an increase in TUA or

Technology Use Agreement for the Roundup

Ready crops.  Because in addition to the seed

costs and herbicide costs, you have to pay a $15

per acre TUA fee to Monsanto.  So that’s what

offsets the increases in the yield and the savings

in the fuel and operational costs.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I have just a

quick question.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, go

ahead, Robert.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Thanks, what



11

year did Canada start to grow GM canola?

John Mayko:    Ninety-five is when they approved

and 96 would have been when–there would have

been probably a few acres in 95, but the majority

would have been in 96 when it would have started.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I’ve heard some

arguments with regards to spraying that after the

first number of years, in fact, the GM crops

required just as much spraying as regular crops.

Is that true?  Have you noticed now?  It could be

ten years since the initial crops in.  Is there still

less spraying going on in a GM crop compared to

a regular crop?

John Mayko:    Yes, there still is less spraying.

There maybe more spraying involved if one looks

at the whole farm approach because there’s been

more of a push towards direct seeding and zero

tillage as compared to conventional tillage.  So we

have more herbicide applications going on pre-

emergence for burn-offs and then we have also a

lot of crop that’s been–has Roundup applied in a

pre-harvest situation for control of perennial

weeds.  But those types of technologies would be

used whether one is looking at GM varieties or non

GM varieties.  So it’s not–one is specific to just the

GM varieties.  But if one is looking–if one took a

snapshot of what an average grower was using for

passes over the field with herbicides prior to that or

what he would be doing with conventional varieties

versus GM varieties.  No, there still would be

reduction in herbicide passes.  

But in some cases, the trend that you’ve

mentioned it does hold true in some regards

because of two reasons.  Number one - the

opportunities for better weed control with the

transgenics especially with Roundup allows a

grower to use up to two passes in crops.  So as

one–if one is looking specifically for a maybe seed

production or something where one wanted a very

clean field, one would be able to go ahead and do

that, go ahead with two passes with Roundup in

there which might be the equivalent of what one

would use in a conventional crop depending on

what their weed spectrum was.  But I would almost

venture to guess, put any information down that if

one is looking at targeting a comparable weed

spectrum in crop for a re-crop situation that one

would have to apply more, either a combination of

more passes over the field and/or more herbicides

with conventional canola than you would with GM

canola.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    How many acres

of canola are growing in Canada?

John Mayko:    This last year there was over 13

million acres.

Richard Brown (L):    Thirteen million - and how

many of those are GM?

John Mayko:    GM would be about 75 per cent or

so.

Richard Brown (L):    If you can make more

money growing GM, why are they still growing 25

per cent?

John Mayko:    Because of that 25 per cent, 20

per cent is the clear field which is regarded as

mutagenesis, mutogenic, not as transgenic so but

one is looking strictly at the conventional canola,

that only comprises about five per cent of the

acreage.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W ho makes

up the Canola Council of Canada?

Tyler Bjornson:    The Canola Council of Canada

is as I was explaining before, is the entire value

chain so it includes the seed developers, the

grower, all of the grower organizations, the

elevator export companies and the crushers.

John Mayko:    And users as well, there’s feed

manufacturers and food companies are involved.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    One of the

things that we’ve heard more and more, it seems,

is the control of the industry by the multinationals.

Now I know that the multinationals is part of your

council.  W hat is your feeling on that?  Are we

moving more and more, like in Prince Edward

Island for years, you could go to the neighbours

and change your seed, for example, you know,

and you could do things like that.  But the

multinationals, you have to buy the seed from

them and that seems to be a real concern within

the whole area.  So what is your comment on that?

Tyler Bjornson:    W ell it seems to me that there’s

a couple of issues in that question.  The first on

farm safe seed, I’m sure John will have some

comments on that but I think I made a comment

on that earlier about the farmer won’t use
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necessarily farm safe seed all the time because it

does give lower yield.  It isn’t as high quality.  It’s

less consistent and so that’s why they’re not doing

it because the technology that’s available now in

comparison to ten, 20 years ago just has changed

so much and it wasn’t available back then.  I can

guarantee that when I was on the farm with my

father, had this technology been available that we

would be putting it in the ground too, because it’s

economically viable and it produces a better crop

over all for us.  Maybe John, do you have a

comment on that?

John Mayko:    On the issue of farm safe seed

and that sort of thing, again with conventional

varieties, farmers still have that opportunity to be

able to do that and they still overwhelmingly

choose to grow the GM varieties because of the

advantages in terms of better weed control and

higher yields so obviously the issue of seed costs

is one that they’re willing to bear in essence

because of the advantages of that.  Much like it is

in the US, for example, with the option of hybrid

varieties of corn as well you know.  Corn hybrids,

they’re willing, they could still grow the old non

hybrids but obviously, the agronomic advantages

are way, overwhelm the disadvantages that you

have in terms of higher seed costs in having to

purchase that seed every year.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    But you

haven’t answered the question though about the

multinationals.  

Tyler Bjornson:    That’s the second part.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    And that’s the

question we hear.

Tyler Bjornson:    Okay, so for the second part of

the question, multinationals, well the largest grain

handling company in Canada is actually a farmer

directed company, Agricore United.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W hat’s it

called?

Tyler Bjornson:    Agricore United.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    It’s not here

then.

John Mayko:    No.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    But in the

west, it is.

Tyler Bjornson:    Yes, so that’s the largest grain

handling company in Canada.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Does it do

research into GMO’s and so on?

John Mayko:    That particular company markets

seed from several of the different seed companies,

from Pioneer, from Vader, from (indistinct), so they

have, yeah, they have seed partners in from many

companies.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Does all those

companies then grow, do research work with

GMO’s?

John Mayko:    Yes, they do, yes.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):    Okay, so when we talk

about multinationals, then Monsanto is the famous

name we hear all the time.  Monsanto does not

have complete control then of the GMO canola or

soybeans?

John Mayko:    It competes with Bayer, BASF and

other biotech companies that are operating in

Canada.  If we look at it from the flip side of the

coin, let’s say we removed all those multinational

companies from the Canadian agricultural sector,

what sort of large scale research do you think will

happen in the agricultural sector in Canada.  I

would venture a guess that there would be very,

very little, very, very little research would be

undertaken.  And that’s in large part because I

think growers focus on what they do best which is

growing the product much in the same way that

these large companies don’t go buying up massive

tracts of land and start doing the farming

themselves so everybody specializes in their

particular area and you know, I would be very ill

prepared to take on the role of biotechnology

research experts in my capacity at the Canola

Council.  It just doesn’t make sense.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Is the

Canadian Federation of Agriculture in the research

work that used to be carried on in many

Experimental Farms across the country, is that

being lowered or deteriorating?

John Mayko:    I believe you are referring to, you
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referred to the Canadian Federation of Agriculture,

I don’t know they’re doing much work themselves.

I think you’re perhaps referring to Agriculture

Canada, the research branch themselves?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Yes.

John Mayko:    Yes, in terms of development

work in some areas, they have backed off.  But for

example, in the area of canola, they have

spec ia lized spec if ica lly in  germ  p lasm

development which is not in producing varieties

like they were last or in, let’s say, ten years ago

and previous to that, it’s more in developing

specific traits, quality traits.  For example, they’ve

got a line of yellow seeded canola varieties

available which offer reduced fibre in the meal and

higher oil content so those are the types of traits

that they’re working on that would have

advantages to the whole industry.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    I’ve just been

informed that the next people have a flight to

catch, so I guess I better - so I want to thank you

Tyler and John for coming.  It was a really good

summary of what you do and we appreciate very

much.  I know you came all the way from out west

so we really thank you for doing that and we’ll be

prepared in a minute now to meet with Health

Canada.

John Mayko, Tyler Bjornson:    Thank you very

much.   

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you.  

PART II - Health Canada:  

Paul Mayers, Acting Director General, Director

General’s Office

Karen McIntyre, Acting Director Food Policy

Integration;

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W e have Mrs.

Karen McIntyre and Mr. Paul Mayers, both from

Health Canada.  So I encourage you to give us

your presentation.  W e’ll see what questions we

can ask you after.  W e’ll try - what time is your

flight by the way?

Paul Mayers: Our flight is just past noon and we’ll

work with your schedule.  I think there’s still time

for most of our presentation.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Yes, there is,

and it’s not a big airport.  You don’t have to be

there an hour.

Paul Mayers:   (Indistinct) W e appreciate that very

much and thank you for the invitation to Health

Canada to appear.  W hat I will do is provide a brief

overview of our role and responsibility as it relates

to the regulation and safety assessment of

genetically modified foods in Canada, and in that

context, we have provided your clerk with a fairly

comprehensive presentation.  I’m not going to

present the entire thing but to work my way

through it and so please do take advantage of the

more comprehensive brief to cover any points that

you might want to explore beyond the questions

themselves and of course, at the end of the

presentation, we’ll be happy to take your questions

and engage in discussion.

Under the Food and Drugs Act and its

Regulations, Health Canada is responsible for the

provisions that relate to public health, food safety

and nutrition.  And with regards to foods, Health

Canada establishes the science-based policies

and standards relating to the safety and nutritional

quality of all foods, including those developed

using genetic modification.  Our colleagues at the

Canadian Food Inspection Agency have the

responsibility for enforcing the standards and

policies established by Health Canada as it relates

to GM food and the safety of those products.  W e

have a rigorous process in place for that

evaluation.  Regulations exist under the Food and

Drugs Regulations that require novel foods, which

include GM foods, to be reviewed by Health

Canada prior to entering the Canadian market. 

I noted two of your questions which really related

to that context.  The issue of event by event,

clearance and the issue of Clearfield.  So let me

just pause for a moment and clarify.  Each genetic

modification is in itself an event and when we say

event, what we mean is the process of

incorporating into the genome of one organism,

DNA from another organism.  So even though the

DNA m ight be the same, each time that

incorporation occurs, we consider it a separate

event.  And we do that because in order to be

comprehensive in our safety assessment, we not

only assess what has been changed.  Roundup

Ready, for example, has a particular set of DNA

associated with that particular outcome but each

time that’s introduced into the genome, it might

introduce in a different point in the genome and so
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we treat the events separately and we assess

each one separately in order to be comprehensive

in our safety assessment.  

The other issue raised was with the issue of

Clearfield and while it is true that when generic

speaks of GM, it focuses on transgenic.  For

Health Canada, we make no separation.  Any

method used to modify the genome is considered

to be genetic modification for us.  So the Clearfield

technology referred to, the mutagenesis is

reviewed for safety in the same manner that we

would review a recombinant DNA event, a

transgenic event.  So a mutagenic event is also for

us genetic modification.  Again, it’s part of the

comprehensive assurance that we focus on in

addressing the safety of products before they enter

the Canadian marketplace.  

The approach that we take to safety assessment

is currently applied by regulatory agencies around

the world including colleagues in the European

Union, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, the United

States, all countries that you were discussing

earlier in terms of their approach.

The safety assessment process itself is the

subject of an international standard which has

been adopted by the Codex Alimentarious

Commission which is the United Nations body

responsible for developing international food

standards and guidelines.  And Canada was an

active participant in the development of the

international standard and the approach that we

take to assessing safety in Canada is entirely

consistent with that international standard as is the

case for the other countries that I mentioned.  

So when you look at safety assessment, what you

have is a very clear international consensus on

what are the appropriate requirements to establish

the safety of a genetic modification event and that

is what is employed here in Canada.  The

approach that we take is a comprehensive team

review.  W e have provided a schematic that

outlines that process.  The assessment

encompasses the expertise of molecular

biologists, microbiologists, toxicologists, chemists

and biologists as part of reviewing the safety of a

particular product.  W e consider the source of the

genes at the molecular level, the composition of

the food both chemically and in the context of its

nutritional contribution.  W e consider as well the

potential for the food to produce a toxic element or

to cause allergic reaction.

The review process, therefore, is one that we

characterize, as I said, as comprehensive because

it covers the range of disciplines relevant to

establishing food safety and at the completion of

that safety assessment, if and only if, there are no

outstanding concerns regarding any aspect of the

safety assessment and if it’s determined that there

are no health risks associated with the

consumption of the product, would it then move

from the review team to what we call in the

department, our Food Rulings Committee for a

review of the review.  So not only is the review

comprehensive but there is an additional level of

oversight to ensure consistency of review

conducted by our Food Rulings Committee which

is chaired by the Director General of the Food

Directorate, the position I currently occupy and

composed of the senior management in the Food

Directorate and representatives of the Canadian

Food Inspection Agency.  

Once that committee is indeed satisfied that the

review was indeed comprehensive and left no

gaps and provided that the outcome of the review

is an acceptable one, at that point then the

petitioner is notified that Health Canada would take

no objection to the sale of the food as human food

in Canada.  W e would communicate that through

our website.  W e employ decision documents so

as to alert all those who are interested as to the

basis for the decision that we’ve taken and at that

point, it would be permissible then for the product

to enter the marketplace.  

Now of course, you have already heard from Dr.

Stephen Yarrow of the Canadian Food Inspection

Agency on the processes that that agency

employs as it relates to the environmental safety of

products.  W e have what we call a no-split

approvals policy in Canada which means that even

though we may have completed our safety

assessment, if the Canadian Food Inspection

Agency has not completed their environmental

safety review, we will not provide authorization for

the product to enter the marketplace.  

So a product can’t enter the marketplace until it

has both food safety and environmental safety

approvals.  Because what we want to avoid, of

course, is the situation where a product might

have environmental safety.  It starts to be grown

but it doesn’t yet have food safety and it might

inadvertently enter the marketplace and be

presented to consumers for food without that food
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safety oversight.  And so hence, the approach of

no-split approvals avoids that situation.  

As you might imagine from the department’s

mandate, protecting the health and safety of

Canadians will always be our priority when

assessing new food products for consumers.

Over the last decade plus, we have assessed

more than 60 GM food products and we have

permitted, therefore, over that 11 years based on

that comprehensive assessment products to enter

the marketplace.  

In that period of time, there have been no adverse

events associated with products, not only here in

Canada but around the world.  There have been

interesting examples of products from GM that

raise issues of safety which I believe are important

demonstrations of the efficacy of the approach

taken to safety assessment.  Point two - the need

for an appropriate safety assessment strategy

before products are permitted because like any

other technology, GM is simply a tool and there is

no guarantee when employing simply a tool that

you can take an absolute position.  You can

neither say that all products of GM will

automatically be safe or that all products of GM will

automatically be unsafe.   Neither is true.  GM is

simply a tool.  It is the outcome that is important

and it is the outcome that we assess.

Labeling of GM products has been an important

consideration.  Health Canada and the Canadian

Food Inspection Agency share the responsibility

for food labeling policies under the Food and

Drugs Act.   And in light of Health Canada’s

mandate regarding health and safety, our

responsibility relates to labeling focused on health

and safety.  And so we would require special

labeling for genetically modified foods or frankly,

any novel food where safety concerns such as a

significant compositional or nutritional change

were identified and the intent of that special

labeling would be to alert consumers or

susceptible groups in the population to that

change.  So our focus is not on whether or not the

product is GM but what is the relevant issue as it

relates to the product for the population in terms of

health.  

So where that concern might be mitigated through

labeling, then we would employ such an approach

to alert on a mandatory basis.  W e have no current

legal authority under the Food and Drugs Act to

require mandatory labeling for any other reasons

other than health and safety because the Food

and Drugs Act, of course, is a health and safety

piece of legislation.  And so the limitations in

regard to mandatory labeling are on that basis.  

Of course, our colleagues in the Canadian Food

and Inspection Agency are responsible for general

food labeling provisions and regulations not related

to health and safety and instead focus on the

protection of consumers from misrepresentation or

fraud with respect to food labeling, packaging and

advertising.  

One of the interesting challenges that we’ve seen

around GM and in fact, much more broadly than

GM is our ability to enhance the transparency of

our process.  As I described, the process is

comprehensive but nonetheless, it’s equally

appropriate that we consider, is it sufficiently

transparent to allow others to understand what

goes on in that process and this isn’t an area that

we have taken very much to heart and we are

currently working on pilot projects to increase the

transparency and participation of the public and

experts in the decision making process on novel

foods.

One pilot project that we’re conducting jointly with

our colleagues in the Canadian Food Inspection

Agency and with the cooperation of CropLife

Canada who I believe, you heard from as well,

consists of posting notices on both the Health

Canada and CFIA websites as per the receipt of

new submissions.  Notices describe the product,

summarize the scientific information provided for

the regulatory evaluation and provides therefore,

for the public a 60-day period to provide input on

the scientific matters relevant to the evaluation.

So for the first time, we are providing a public input

process to raise issues related to the submissions

that we draw into our consideration of the review of

the products.   W e had the first notice which was

for a genetically modified corn line on October 31 ,st

2003 and we have continued to post notices since

that time.  

A second pilot project focuses on the inclusion of

external expert participation in our process.  That

pilot project is about to get underway and it

involves the inclusion of experts from outside of

Health Canada, drawn from the academic

community to participate in that Food Rulings

Committee that I described earlier in their

deliberations on novel foods so as to bring an
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additional set of eyes and insight into the process

as part of how we review and make decisions on

accepting novel foods in Canada.  So a roster of

experts has been established and we anticipate

this fall to have the first inclusion of an external

expert in that process of review.

One of the interesting issues as I wrap up here

relates to attitudes around process.  And

interestingly in May 2004, Agriculture and Agri-

Food Canada commissioned an Ipsos-Reid study

to assess consumer perceptions, attitudes and

behaviours related to food quality and safety.

They concluded that Canadians use quality and

nutrition and price as their top-of-m ind

considerations when making food purchases; that

Canadians express great confidences in our food

supply and only a minority, nine per cent

expressed any level of concern with the safety of

food in our country.  Of that nine per cent, five per

cent identified genetic engineering as a problem.

Issues of animal disease and contamination were

felt to be much more significant, perhaps not

surprisingly in the context of BSE, Belgian dioxin

and similar contamination issues that have

emerged over the last several years.  

W e recognize in Health Canada the interests of

Canadians in information concerning GM foods.

W e remain committed to sharing information on

how we regulate, how we assess the products, the

decisions that we take.  As I mentioned for each

product decision, we post a decision summary

over viewing the information that we considered

the basis for our decision.  W e provide fact sheets

like Q’s and A’s.  W e respond to requests for

speakers, all in the interest of sharing more

information in terms of our processes.

So to conclude, Mr. Chairman, Health Canada

continues to work with colleagues, both federally

and beyond in the international arena as well.  W e

work with the Royal Society Expert Panel that

provided us very useful insight in terms of the

regulatory process, the Canadian Biotechnology

Advisory Committee, health professionals,

consumer groups, industry associations with our

interest in ensuring that the products produced

using new technologies, including GM, continue to

be safely introduced to the Canadian marketplace

with appropriate regulatory oversight and to ensure

that consumers have access to the information on

those processes and that they can participate in

the decision making processes should they

choose to be involved.  Thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you

very much, Eva, questions?

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Yes, getting back to the

statement, 91 per cent of Canadians seem

satisfied with the excellent work done by Health

Canada.  And again like you say, that’s a

perception.  Is there any indication of how we

compare to the rest of the world in regards to food

safety?  Like is there anyway that we can compare

that?

Paul Mayers: W ell most countries do public

opinion surveying.  So the challenge, of course, is

comparing the outputs from various public opinion

surveys.  In most of the industrialized countries,

public opinion around food safety has tended to be

fine, with some notable exceptions that have

resulted in very interesting changes.  In the UK,

following their initial BSE crisis and a number of

other very large food outbreaks, one associated

with Listeria and another with Salmonella, there

was a tremendous loss of public confidence that

resulted in changes in terms of infrastructure and

with the introduction of the new UK Food

Standards Agency. 

Recent public opinion polling in the UK has

indicated that consumer confidence in terms of

food safety has gone up tremendously since that

time.  How that compares directly to Canada, I

wouldn’t hazard a guess but it has gone up

tremendously.  Japan similarly faced a crisis of

confidence in terms of food safety again as a

result of a number of significant food borne illness

challenges.  They too, have made infrastructure

changes with the introduction of the Food Safety

Commission in Japan.  I haven’t seen any polling

since the introduction of the Food Safety

Commission, that’s a bit more recent.  So it’s a bit

more difficult to say whether food safety

confidence has started to go up in Japan.  But in

other industrialized countries, food safety has

tended most recently to not be a top of mind

concern for their citizens.  And in fact, the W HO

recognizing this, is increasing its efforts to remind

governments that they can’t ignore food safety

simply because it is in the developed countries, not

a top of mind concern.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    And another question, in

regards to like the pharmaceuticals, is there any
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connection to Health Canada in that regard or is

that a separate organization because we hear talk

about - well one example is insulin.  There’s one to

talk about, GMO’s.

Paul Mayers: GM products that end up being

used by consumers all flow through Health

Canada.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Even medicines.

Paul Mayers: So in the same branch that I work

in, the Health Products and Food Branch, our

Therapeutic Products Directorate provides the

approval for therapeutics, medicines, including

those produced using genetic modification and

their review processes would be similar to those

employed in terms of food although the regulatory

structure is different.  Products have DIN’s if

they’re therapeutic, Drug Identification Number.

Foods, of course, don’t have DIN’s and so they’re

approved through a slightly different regulatory

mechanism.  But they’re both regulated.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Okay, thank you.

Karen McIntyre:   I just wanted to add one other

point on your question regarding international

opinions.  In the information that we provided to

the clerk that you’ll receive, in March of this year,

Decima did some polling through our Canadian

Biotechnology Secretariat out of Industry Canada

and in that, we’ve included a link to a report that

compares US to Canadian opinions as well as

breaking it down between provinces within Canada

which is fairly interesting.  

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    Okay, thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W ayne.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Mr. Mayers and Ms.

McIntyre, I want to congratulate you on a very

clear and precise presentation this morning.  I

have just a few questions of clarification here if I

may.  

You talk about how Canada being involved in

developing of policies and standards.  W hat about

the actual base research?  W hat material are you

reviewing and where does it come from?  W here

is it sourced?

Paul Mayers: W ell of course, we undertake

significant amount of research to establish the

basis for doing safety assessment.  However, for

an individual product, we place the responsibility

for demonstrating the safety of that product on the

person who serves to benefit from the product, the

petitioner, the legal owner of the product.  And so

they are required to submit the information that

would support the safety of the product.  W e

outline what that information should be in our

guidelines for the safety assessment of novel

foods and those are available publicly.  

Once a company makes a submission to us

providing that information, they are required in the

Canadian context to not submit summaries but to

submit the entire data base on which the

information is based.  W e review that information

along with a consideration of the scientific

literature and so we review that information along

the lines of what you would undertake in a peer

review.  So we not only look at what the studies

conclude but the study design, the statistical basis

for the interpretation of the results and the

consistency of the results with the scientific

literature.

Wayne Collins (PC):    How would you respond to

often heard criticism that because Health Canada

doesn’t do that initial research here for the product

that there exists now a credibility gap and that

Health Canada should be doing the basic

research?

Paul Mayers:   W ell it is a reasonable concern to

express, nonetheless, the public cost of assessing

for a petitioner the products on a research basis

would be enormous and so the approach that is

taken, and not just by Health Canada but every

regulatory agency in the world is to place that

responsibility on the shoulders of those who

benefit from an approval which is the owner of the

product and to define through the mechanisms

available to us both the information requirements

and the quality requirements for that information.

That same process is employed for every drug

that’s approved in Canada and around the world,

every food additive, veterinary drug, pesticide.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Given all this process that

you spoke about here and you mention the

expertise on the team review and the independent

people coming in the Food Rulings Committee, the

review of the review, is it possible that the–and I’ll

use a very common expression here–that you can
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get fooled by the people who brought you the

information to begin with?

Paul Mayers: Is it possible?

Wayne Collins (PC):    Yes.

Paul Mayers: Absolutely, because I would

characterize it, nothing is impossible.  But the

extent to which you would have to go to try to

circumvent the oversight may make it more cost

prohibitive than simply generating the data.  Now

one of the things, of course, that we rely on is the

pre market approval but we don’t stop there.  If

once a product is authorized, new information

becomes available, well then we will review that

and we are more than happy as you will notice in

Canada to then go into the marketplace and recall

products.  So the benefit to an unscrupulous

interest in taking that approach is limited.  But can

it happen?  I’m not going to stand here and tell you

that it can’t.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    You mentioned 60 GM

foods have been assessed by Health Canada. 

But I don’t know if I heard you say how many of

them have been approved.

Paul Mayers: No, 60 have been approved.  W e

have assessed more than 60 products.

Wayne Collins (PC):    More than 60.

Paul Mayers: But 60 have been approved.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Sixty have met with

approval.  How many have not met with approval -

just for the record, any idea?

Paul Mayers:   Off the top of my head, I can’t give

you a number.  W e rarely have the situation where

we actually have to say to someone - we’re not

going to approve your product.  First of all,

because before they come to us, they know what

data is required.  If they can’t meet that data

requirement, they don’t come to us.  And secondly,

during the assessment, if we believe that the

regulatory package provided to us is incomplete,

we ask additional questions.  W e have that right to

ask for additional information.  W hat often

happens with the products that go through our

process that don’t get approvals is that when we

ask those questions, if they can’t answer them,

they withdraw their submissions because they

would much prefer that to a formal disapproval.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    You mentioned labeling.

I just have a few more questions.  Please indulge

me if you will.  You say there has to be a

significant change in the food for there to be an

alert on labeling, right?

Paul Mayers: From a health and safety

perspective.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Have there been any

labeling alerts at all?

Paul Mayers: Yes.  W e have had products where

the nutrient composition of the product has been

modified.  So for example, high lauric acid canola

oil, one of those specialty oils mentioned and so

our requirement in terms of the labeling of that

product is to identify the fact that the lauric acid,

fatty acid of the fatty acid composition has been

modified.

Wayne Collins (PC):    You mentioned in the

beginning of your statement that the international

agreements, that everyone knows to talk about the

one standard and such, now we know that the EU

market is not right now enamored with the issue of

the genetically modified foods coming in.

Paul Mayers: I don’t think I would characterize it

that way.  W ithin the European community, there

are countries which are currently blocking

commission approvals, European commission and

its scientific body, the European Food Safety

Authority continues to assess products, to forward

approvals.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Have they had any

contradictory conclusions to Health Canada?

Paul Mayers: No.

Wayne Collins (PC):    On any of these products?

No contradictory conclusions?

Paul Mayers: No.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    One final question -

nutraceuticals.  W e talked about drugs and

medicines earlier.  W here do nutraceuticals fall

into this overall review?

Paul Mayers: W ell it depends.  If a nutraceutical
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falls into the category of a pharmaceutical, it would

be dealt with as a drug.  If it falls into the category

of a functional food, it would be dealt with as a

novel food.

Wayne Collins (PC):    And within the field of

nutraceuticals today, are we seeing an emergence

of GM products?

Paul Mayers: No, not at this point because it’s

much too young.  W hat we’re seeing right now is

the interest in many food technology areas and

many universities in developing products that will

be the future functional foods like the work at the

University of Guelph with fibre, soluble fibre from

oats, for example, or the Omega III’s from fish oils

being used to up the Omega III levels in a range of

products.  Those products are very much at the

developmental stage and so that basic primary

research is currently being employed.  Now as we

heard, there are interests in using GM

technologies to advance that interest but at this

time, we’re not seeing any of them coming down

the commercial pipeline.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Thank you very much, Mr.

Mayers.

Paul Mayers: You’re very welcome.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    You said there

were 60 GM products currently approved by Health

Canada?

Paul Mayers: Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    W hen was the

first one approved?

Paul Mayers: 1994, I believe.

Karen McIntyre: That’s right, 94.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    And what was

that?

Paul Mayers: That was - no, the first was a canola

oil, herbicide tolerant canola oil.  I can’t off the top

of my head remember which one.  The flavour

saver tomato came shortly after that.  That was the

first whole food that was approved in Canada.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    How long have

basically products been on the market that contain

GM products, since 94?

Paul Mayers: Since 94 because even though as

you heard the first commercial plantings in Canada

wouldn’t have started until about 95, commercial

plantings were already underway in the US so

once the approval was in place, then products

started to come into Canada via imports.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Okay, and has

there been–because sometimes you hear, well we

won’t see the ramifications of GM products for let’s

say 20 years down the road.  I’ve had a few people

say to me, you know, you’ll wake up one day and

there will be something wrong with your kids or

there will be something wrong with yourself.  Is

there any proof to any of that?

Paul Mayers: W ell there’s no proof.  There have

not been in products permitted into the

marketplace any identified negative health affects.

There have been products that have not been

permitted into the marketplace that most certainly

would have had negative health affects.  The

Brazil nut protein introduced into soybean, for

example, is an excellent example where through

the Safety Assessment process, it was

demonstrated that the protein introduced into the

soybeans was indeed the major allergen from the

Brazil nut.  So for those who had a nut allergy, the

potential for an adverse event was very real with

that product.  The product was never marketed.  It

was never approved to go into the marketplace.

But certainly, had it been approved to go into the

marketplace, the potential for an adverse event

would have been very real.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    And how

widespread are GM products in the everyday

things that we use?  Like for example, if I go to the

grocery store today, how likely am I to pick up

products on the shelf that contain GM products?

W e don’t even know, you know there could be

somebody who’s totally against GM products that

may have been using them for the last ten years

and doesn’t even know it.  Is that possible?

Paul Mayers: W ell certainly it’s very possible to go

to the grocery store and pick up products with GM

because the products that were earliest introduced

are broadly used commodities - corn, soybean

canola, I mean in Canada, canola oil is our major

oil used in production, both in terms of as a liquid

oil and as a hardened oil through partial

hydrogenation.  Soybean is very widely used, I
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mean, there’s a little bit of corn in 70 per cent of

the products in the grocery store.  

Karen McIntyre: Yes, I think that was our

colleagues at the Canadian Food Inspection

Agency had estimated that about 70 per cent of

processed foods contain those ingredients in total.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Okay, and I

just–on an interesting note here - I have a meeting

with the ambassador from Portugal here in a

couple of minutes - are they for or against GMO

products in case it comes up?   You don’t know?

Paul Mayers: I’m not sure.  Their neighbour,

Spain, is the largest grower of GM products in

Europe so I mean we can’t interpret that the

European context doesn’t have GM because Spain

is an original EU member and is a significant

grower of GM in the European content.  But

Portugal’s context, I’m not sure.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Okay.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    I just have one little question

for you.  Do you see any reason for, in your

opinion, is there a reason why GMO products

should be banned in Canada?  

Paul Mayers: W ell I focus on only one

consideration.  Can products safely be consumed?

W e are satisfied, as I said before, that GM is

simply a tool and there can be issues of concern

and that’s why we have a regulatory basis and we

don’t provide a blanket approval.  But at the same

time, we can equally be confident in demonstrating

that the products are acceptable.  So I tend to

avoid taking any blanket approach because it’s

simply a tool.  

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Okay.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W ell, Sir and

Madam, we want to thank you for coming and I

think we’re going to let you get to the airport.

Paul Mayers: You certainly will.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    And if there’s

any further questions, you wouldn’t mind if we get

in touch with you.

Paul Mayers: W e’re happy, if either through

correspondence or if in further discussions and

deliberations, it would benefit you for us to come

back, we’re open to either option.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay.

Paul Mayers: Thank you very much.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you

very much.  W e’re going to take a five-minute

break and then we’ll be back for the Organic

Producers Association.

(Five-minute break)

Part III - PEI Organic Producers’ Association:

Raymond Loo

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W e’ll begin

again.  Some of our members just left and they

should soon be back.  I think Robert has had to go

and meet with an ambassador.  W e have the

Organic Producers’ Association and I see a

number of you people here.  Raymond, you’re

representing them and you’re going to give us a

presentation?  Okay, we ask you to do that and

maybe there will be some questions after, okay?

Raymond Loo:   Okay, well thank you very much

for the opportunity to speak.  I’m representing the

organic industry, the Organic Producers’

Association on PEI and one of the things - I’m

going to have a few slides here.  The organic

producers have commissioned the George Morris

Centre in Guelph to have a look at this whole issue

of whether PEI should become GMO free or not.

W e have an interim report back from them and we

are going to have the final report the first part of

October which we’re hoping to present again

although it’s a much broader perspective than

necessary.  Just the organic industry, we’re

looking at the whole thing.  So for today, I’m going

to be speaking very much on the organic

perspective here.

I’d like to begin by saying that PEI is

supportive–the organic industry on PEI is

supportive of a GMO free PEI grow zone and for a

number of reasons, not the least of which is that all

product that the organic producers or organic food

that’s being sold around the world by any

accredited agency has to be 100 per cent free of

GMO product.  And I think it’s very important to

say that it has to be 100 per cent.  Sometimes you

guys might hear that some countries allow three
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per cent.  Some countries allow six per cent and

still can be GMO free and all that.  Not an organic

product can’t be.  Maybe the conventional food

can be but the organic product cannot be.   So for

us, it would be very advantageous to be able to

say we’re coming from an area that is GMO free.

The testing, it’s becoming–when we’re shipping

into Europe, it’s also important to note that the

European market is, although it is GMO’s allowed

in some cases and in some cases, the regulations,

it’s not as regulated as it used to be.  They are still

requiring testing of product and the tests are really

quite expensive.  Certainly, the organic industry is

now has to be very, very careful about not having

any organic product.  

I’m just going to speak for a couple of minutes and

then I’m going to go through the slide presentation,

if that’s okay.  W e need to have, one of the things,

another issue that’s facing the organic growers is

sourcing seed and that’s of very great concern.

Most of the certification agencies are now asking

us, as organic farmers, to plant certified organic

seed, and specifically non GMO seed.  W e’re not

allowed to plant anything that’s been genetically

modified.  Really the biggest concern based

around there is the bacteria that’s been genetically

modified.  For legumes, you should be treating

your seed with a bacteria so that it will–we’ve been

doing it for a long time, inoculating seed so that it

will produce more nitrogen and some of the

nitrogen-fixing bacteria have been genetically

modified.  

So now, as an organic farmer when I’m buying

seed from Bishop Seed or somewhere anywhere,

I have to get an affidavit from that company saying

that the soil inoculants have not been or the

bacteria inoculants are not genetically modified.

That’s becoming harder and harder to fine.   If, in

five years down the road, everybody decides that

for some reason or other, you know, genetically

modified plants have to be gotten rid of all over the

place, we can do it.  Physically, somehow, even if

we have to burn the elevators, we can do it.  It’s

one way or another, get rid of all the equipment.

But the genetically modified bacteria that’s

released in the soil, we can’t get back and there is

no way of stopping that.  

So I think that’s important.  I don’t think in this

debate we’ve heard very much about genetically

modified bacteria being introduced into the soil.

W e’re hearing about canola and we’re hearing

about soybeans and we’re hearing about corn and

all of them crops, it’s a very important debate but

we have to look at the environmental risks, other

environmental risks.

One of the concerns in the organic farming

community too, is buffer zones around farms.  W e

have to have a minimum of 25 foot buffer zones,

that’s standard.  They can be much wider than

that.  It certainly is, the demand could be much

wider than that if the inspector–that’s very much up

to the inspector.  I’m inspected every year.  I have

to have an on-farm inspection.  They can look out

and say, well you have a field of genetically

modified crop growing beside you.  The pollen can

drift a very long area so suddenly, like happened

to me this spring, I can’t grow sweet corn on my

farm because we have a field of genetically

modified sweet corn, not sweet corn but cow corn

beside our place and the pollen would drift on and

the certification – the inspector said well, I can’t

sell it as an organic crop so basically, I’ve lost that

ability this year to grow sweet corn.   

Now it’s not a huge thing.  I grow other crops but

it’s just indicative of the problems that we face and

we would like to look at what Germany has done

and Germany has said, we will allow genetically

modified crops but whoever is growing them is

liable for the drift and we see that as a reasonable

argument to be made.  I mean, if you have an oil

tank leaks on your property and the oil runs onto

your neighbour’s property, you’re responsible for

cleaning up your neighbour’s property.  If you have

a car accident and you caused the damage, you’re

responsible for the other person’s damage.  W ell,

in my case, I feel that I have to keep the buffer on

my side of the fence to try and keep something

else out and somebody can do something.  I can

be established there for a long, long time and

somebody can just move in beside me and I can

loose all my certification for particular crops so I

think it’s very important for that issue to be brought

forward.  

You know the international markets are growing

for organics.  They’re growing very quickly and one

of the drivers that’s driving the growth in organic is

that because there’s not a lot of labeling.  W ell

there’s labeling in some areas and not labeling in

others.  The only thing that we can be sure of, it is

GMO free is organic product.  So one of the

challenges that’s happening is we’re having a big

increase in some of the costs associated–I
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shouldn’t say associated.   In one case, it’s

creating great opportunity for us to grow the

product and in another case, it’s making stuff very,

very expensive for feed.  

For example, soybeans are being sold for about

$900 a tonne, organic soybeans, and it’s just not

for the organic market.  It’s because people,

anybody that has natural product is also looking for

a GMO free product.  W e were told that Tyson’s

Chicken in the United States, the biggest producer

of chicken is doing a natural product.  They’re

looking all over the place for non GMO proteins to

feed their chicken.  On one hand, it’s creating a

great opportunity and on the other hand, it’s

making organic very expensive in some cases,

especially if you feed them.

The organic consumer, one of the reasons the

organic is growing is the organic consumer tends

to be very well educated.  There’s been lots of

studies done on this and who’s buying organic and

they tend to be people quite concerned about

health.  That’s why they’re going into buying

premium priced product.  They are also quite

educated about GMO’s.  So we’re having people

that are buying product because that is the only

way in the stores in North America that you can

find a product that you’re sure is GMO free

because we don’t have labeling.

As Robert MacDonald in Eastern PEI, many of you

guys know him, he’s growing genetically modified

free soybeans specified to sell into a Japanese

market which is showing that there is a prem ium

that can be garnered for being GMO free for

product.  Certification is becoming a much more

complicated issue for us now too, because we

have to find non GMO compost.  W e have to find

manure that’s from cattle, for example, off-farm

manure that’s been fed non GMO feed.  W ell it’s

becoming very, very difficult for farmers,

particularly dairy farmers or hog farmers to be able

to say, or chicken farmers that their chickens were

fed non GMO feed.  So we see it as being a great

opportunity for feed production here as well, for

grains.  There’s opportunities for doing this.  

Another thing I guess I could say is you know, we

can be–I think it should be clear that we would be

leaders and not followers.  Everybody is saying

well everybody else is doing it.  W ell, maybe we

can have a chance here to actually be leaders in

this and not necessarily, followers.  

I’m going to go through some of these slides here.

I’m just looking at the clock time, can you slow that

thing down a little bit up there, that clock?  W hat

we have done when we hired the George Morris

Centre, was we wanted to look at the (Indistinct)

Study and check the national/international

opportunities for non GMO product on PEI and we

wanted them to do a literature review and find out

what the GMO free potential would be.  And one of

the things that has come out of this is although

legislation prohibiting importation of GMO food is

declining and the production is declining, testing is

going up.  There’s other - well you can kind of see

there but when they’re talking about a liability,

that’s Germany that’s just introduced that

legislation that they’re putting a liability and the

onus on the people or the companies who are

growing the GMO products.  

The demand is being pushed largely in soybean.

A lot of the vegetables are not genetically modified

anyway right now.  Meat is gaining importance very

quickly and of course, canola oil is an interesting

one.  People say that the protein is not attached in

the oil but the meal that comes out after the oil is

extruded is probably going to be–one of the fellows

at the George Morris Centre is looking into it right

now, but the preliminary results look like there’s a

very great demand for that which could offer quite

a large premium for the meal. 

I think that’s pretty important when we’re talking

here about the canola being grown on PEI for oil

extrusion for burning, for bio fuel.  It probably

doesn’t matter in a tractor whether it’s genetically

modified or not when it’s being burnt.  But if we

can get quite a premium for the extruded protein

meal afterwards because the natural chicken and

the natural product, production and organic

production needs to have non GMO.  I think it’s

going to be interesting.

One of the things, when people talk about

demand, it’s interesting–I think, when you hear that

91 per cent of the population are quite comfortable

with our food supply, that’s probably true.

W henever I hear polls and the US politicians know

this too, it really depends on what questions are

being asked when you get a poll.  And you always

hear–so everybody can come up with different sets

of numbers.  Numbers that we found when the

company up there the George Morris Centre, when

they phoned they had a very specific list and we’ll

be presenting that with our final report of people
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who are buying and selling internationally food

products.  They found quite a different response

that people, 88 per cent of respondents think that

there’s an increased demand for non GMO for the

last ten years and 85 per cent think it will increase

for the next ten years.  They think that the lines are

blurring between non GM organic and fair trade

and the reason is that it’s generally all the people

who are buying them products are all looking for

healthy product and they’re all concerned.  It’s

basically–to a certain extent, it’s the same group of

people.  

The influence–we see it as being a big demand

probably for feed grains and that sort of thing

coming up in the next few years, particularly into

New England, particularly if Tyson continues to be

looking for protein or they come back saying

there’s a big demand for barley.  Certain areas in

the United States are not good for growing barley.

PEI has got a great barley opportunity here to

growing with a rotation with potatoes.  So there’s

other crops that are going to be of quite good

value.  

The willingness to pay is always an interesting

thing.  It comes up always that people are price

based and nobody is willing to pay any kind of a

premium and of course, what we know is that

people are quite willing or the organic industry

wouldn’t be expanding unless people were willing

to pay more for value, what they perceive as a

value.  If you put something in a package–if people

want to buy it, they’ll buy it.  Otherwise, everybody

would be driving the cheapest car on the road and

we’d all be driving Belarus tractors.  So you have

to provide a value or people won’t buy it.  

Some of the products, it’s going to be more, it’s

going to be crop by crop to an extent.  Some

things like canola are much more difficult to

contain.  They’re going to be much, probably much

greater value having an island that’s GMO free to

market that one around than it would be

necessarily for soybeans which are–you could

probably do easier–not easier but you could

probably do it somehow with testing and zones.

But for canola, it’s going to be quite difficult so

crop by crop, it’s going to be quite specific I think.

Some of - and that’s what they’re talking about

here - for the non GM assurance, when you ship

something and it has to be tested and it’s testing

free of GMO’s, the consumer assumes that it’s

GMO free, whether it came from a GMO free

Island or not necessarily.  But what having a GMO

free Island could do is reduce the amount of

testing we have to do quite substantially, we think

and that’s another thing that George Morris is

looking into, is another added value because we

would be able to–it’s 250 bucks a sample to do the

test so if you’re shipping into Europe and you’re

shipping any amount or shipping into Japan or

other areas that require testing, then having that

ability would be quite beneficial. 

 

One of the things that organic, obviously we’re

getting quite big premiums and as you see,

organic is saying 250 per cent paid for organic

feeds.  Right now, organic feed is in great demand

because as we’re getting organic milk being

produced and organic chicken being produced, the

organic feed is coming out of the same stream as

human food stream.  So I’m having to compete

with the fellows who are making tofu at $900 a

tonne for the soybean if I want to feed it to the

chickens.  W e don’t have enough – the demand is

so high that the price of the feed is very, very high

indeed and we think that we don’t need–we’d like

to have a premium on the grain we’re selling.  It

doesn’t necessarily have to be 250 to make it very,

very attractive.  So as more production comes in,

we think there’s great opportunities there.

The GMO free approach, it is important to

recognize it if we just decide to make PEI GMO

free and we don’t add other things to it such as

being organic or other things along with it.  It’s

going to be a push strategy.  Agriculture isn’t

struggling all the time if we do everything as

commodities.  W e think we got to add value to

things.  W e got–that was one of the things that

they did come back with from us, saying that you

know, it is important for us to understand that we

probably should be looking at a whole different

way of marketing from PEI.  Organic is doing it,

getting quite a premium and that there is going to

be–protocol is very important.  Probably having

protocols in place are more importantly saying a

little zone.   W e’re dependent, if we’re not careful,

we’re dependent on Sobey’s and Superstore

making the money and not us.  So we have to be

aware of that.

Consumers are driving the debate.  There is a

great opportunity to secure premiums.  There’s no

question about that.  Negatives don’t necessarily

add value so saying we think organic, for an



24

example, is a very positive feeling.  Many people

like that.  Having organic product coming from a

GMO free Island would be absolutely fantastic for

us for the marketing opportunity around the world.

W e see it as an expanding market for all crops

and meats and everything else.  W e can attach

this to a lot of things so it’s great, of great

importance for us.  They found that there was

undoubted market opportunities for PEI products.

They said, you know, we have Green Gables.  W e

have an image here already.  There’s an image

around the world of what PEI is and this would

actually add quite substantially to people’s

perception of PEI if we were declared GMO free.

I mean really, whether it be tourism or whatever it

is, it’s all about differentiating yourself somehow in

the marketplace when you’re selling something.

And nothing will happen overnight and it’s

important to recognize that when you switch to

organic, or whether you’re switching whatever, it

doesn’t, it takes awhile to really build the markets.

W e feel that the opportunities, we’re building a

future and we’re looking at building this into a

future thing as more and more of the world is

growing GMO’s, us being an Island here that’s not,

could have great opportunity.

I’d like to just mention one thing from when John

Argall was here speaking a little while ago and

talked about GMO’s, somebody asked him a GMO

question - I thought it was just interesting to just

bring it up here.  He was saying that because

sometimes we hear about all the science, it’s all

science based and he was saying, well if you take

a football and you take a 200 pound football player

and you run him at a certain speed and he kicks

the ball and you can pretty well predict where that

ball is going to go.  But if you take the same 200

pound football player and you stand a big dog in

front of him and he runs up and he kicks that dog,

you don’t know what’s going to happen.  Because

that dog’s alive and that dog might turn and bite

him and it might run sideways and it might run

straight ahead and it might hide.  You don’t know

what’s going to happen.  That’s what’s happening

what we’re doing with the GMO’s.  W e’re dealing

with something that’s not all science.  It’s alive and

we’re releasing something into the (Indistinct) what

I find as a farmer and anybody that’s worked

outside, if we don’t understand everything that’s

going on around us, that’s important for us to know

that.  

The other thing is when it’s mentioned, I noticed

that Health Canada was talking about GMO’s and

novel foods being looked upon the same as

conventionally bred foods and as a potato breeder,

my father was involved with breeding potatoes for

a long, long time and we do it home too.  I can

assure you that I can’t cross potatoes with other

crops.  I can’t cross them with barley and I can’t

cross them with dogs and I can’t cross them with

anything else.  And there’s a–I think there’s a

reason in this world why everything has to be, why

we’re species specific.  If you think that it’s just

random that all this happened, kaboom, kabang

and we all end up this way, I guess we don’t have

to worry.  But if we think there’s kind of a greater

reason why the world is the way it is, I think we

should be sitting back and being careful about

what we’re doing.

I guess that’s probably, I’ll leave it at there and see

if there’s some questions.  I see we still got five

more minutes on the clock.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Does anybody

have any questions?  

Wayne Collins (PC):    I do have a question

regarding the liability for drift in Germany.  Do you

happen to know how that is enforced or

determined and what consequences there are

when you say liable for it?

Raymond Loo:    W ell what we’ve asked the

consultants at George Morris to find out more

information about that.  From what we understand

is that you would be liable if you were growing a

GMO product beside a non GMO product and if

the farmer lost the sales for the non GMO product,

he’d be liable for paying certainly the difference

that the value of that crop.  I’m not exactly sure

who’s policing it, whether it’s government agencies

that are policing it or how it’s being policed and

we’re certainly going to look into that for our final

report.  I will say that the report that I’m giving here

is kind of a blend of two things and we will have a

final report coming back the first of October which

we think will be of great interest to you guys

because it’s going to deal with economics.   It’s

going to deal with certainly what’s going on in other

non GMO zones around the world because that’s

interesting.

Wayne Collins (PC):    I realize this is just an

interim report but I’m getting a feeling here from
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what you’ve said in your presentation that just

banning GMO’s would not be enough to really gain

great econom ic advantage.  It has to go further

than that.  You talked about protocols.  You’ve

talked about increasing organic farming on Prince

Edward Island.  Is that–am I correct in getting that

understanding from you?

Raymond Loo:    W hat they’re saying is. . .

Wayne Collins (PC):    You have to go more than

just conventional farming.

Raymond Loo:    W ell, they’re saying that I mean,

depending on how big a premium you want to look

at - there could be a ten per cent or 15 per cent

premium for just being non GMO, probably some

crops could be much greater than that.  And what

they’re saying is that it’s going to be crop by crop

specific so for some crops it’s probably going to be

a much greater premium than it is for other crops.

And for just making an absolute blanket ban, on

the one hand it would be grand.  It would be grand

for us to advertise and everything else.  It might be

more, it will be more advantageous for some

farmers than others and that’s kind of what’s

com ing out of here is that we need to build the

whole image of PEI.  I mean, there’s a whole other

thing besides just–if we just look at the monetary

thing for specific crops.  Some crops are going to

be much better than others.  

If we look at tourism, it m ight be great for tourism.

It could be great for a lot of other issues but when

they looked at just the strictly economics and

canola is one that they think is probably going to

be the most promising to be GMO free because

it’s the one that’s the most difficult to be GMO free

with and to take the island and so on.  So yes, to

answer your question, it’s probably going to be

crop or crop specific as far as the economics go.

I think there can be a pretty strong environmental

argument saying that we should make a ban but

for the economics, it’s going to be crop/crop I

think.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Anymore

questions?  Richard.

Richard Brown (L):    I’m just wondering on your

organic side of things, the marketing of it - and has

Food Trust which is our marketing arm, I guess,

for PEI, has Food Trust been in contact with you

guys?  And are they working with you guys and do

they see a premium?

Raymond Loo:    W e’ve been selling and I

personally sold potatoes to the Food Trust and

some other organic farmers have as well.  One of

the challenges that they have is the way their

display unit.  Until now, everything has gone into

the same bins and it’s very difficult to get the cash

registrar to tell whether it’s organic or conventional

because they haven’t been putting little stickers on

each potato.  So now they’re talking about quite a

different idea where they want to start bagging

product and then it look like there could be quite

advantageous to having organic.  The organic

product certainly sold in their bins but it’s hard to

have to differentiate.  It has to be packaged in

such a way so consumers can see it.

Richard Brown (L):    So Food Trust has

identified a market there?

Raymond Loo:    Yes, and we’ve been selling –

last year I sold quite a few of my potatoes to Food

Trust and got along actually very, very well.  

Richard Brown (L):    And what type of premium

would you be looking at?  Not that I want to know

your market.

Raymond Loo:    No, no, but I was getting about

40 cents a pound.  I didn’t sell any organic

potatoes for less than 40 cents a pound last year

and I don’t think anybody on the Island did.  And

the growth, there’s been quite rapid growth in

organic potato sales so certainly there’s premium -

if anybody says that you can’t get a premium

doesn’t look very closely.

Richard Brown (L):       W hat kind of yield do you

get?

Raymond Loo:    I get about – it’s hard to say -

250 cwt.  I try to, we aim for 250/300 cwt per acre

so you’re getting a little bit less than the

conventional.  Certainly wheat and so on, you get

the equivalent but for potatoes, you generally get

a little less.  It takes a few years to do that though,

you won’t do that in three.  It takes a few years to

get your soil working before you get that yield.  

Richard Brown (L):    So all those people that

says there’s not a premium to be got, Food Trust

has proven that wrong.
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Raymond Loo:    Yeah, I mean and it’s just so

easy to say it can’t be done.  W henever I talk to

anybody about talking organic production, it’s

really, I mean the biggest change is in your heads,

is changing from saying - I can’t do it to I’m going

to.  And then all of a sudden, the question goes

from I can’t to - how do I?   And then you have to

find out how you do it and the premiums are there.

It’s really and it’s not size.  I was sitting between

two farmers in Saskatoon this fall.  One fellow was

a 5,000 acre and the other fellow 7,000 acres and

they’re both certified organic farmers.  So it’s not

like as if you have to be a little market gardener to

be an organic farmer either.  

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Eva and then

W ilfred.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):    You talked about a

concern about GMO bacteria in the soil and I’m

trying to get my head around a lot of things here.

W e talked about where 70 per cent of our products

on the shelf now has some form of GMO alteration

or whatever.  And when I think of whether it be

animals or whatever, where people buy a product

like you say for feed or whatever.  I’m  trying to

envision if Prince Edward Island was declared

GMO free, how/who would control all of those

things, you know, the feed company and I can see

like you say, well not being able to plant something

next to somebody.  I’m just trying to get my head

around how could we ensure that there’s never

any bacteria ever goes?

Raymond Loo:    Of course, part of that I mean,

every system has cheaters or something happens.

I mean, we have road laws up there where you

can’t go above 90 kilometres an hour and people

drive 100.  There’s always going to be somehow,

somebody that’s going to try and go around

something.  I think that’s for sure.  W hat we’re

proposing is a non grow zone.  I mean we’re not

saying that you stop every truck coming across

and take the cornflakes out of it but we have to be

realistic and say–but the seed companies, the

people who are bringing in the seed can source

non GMO seed and the soil inoculants can be

sourced as non GMO.  One of the things that I

would envision happening quite quickly is some of

the fellows like David Mol and different people who

are growing seed on PEI would probably have

quite an advantage suddenly to growing seed and

selling it to local farmers.  

I mean we got to look at this as building a whole

system where we would help our feed companies

help our people to sell the companies the feed

because all of a sudden probably it wouldn’t be

easy to bring feed in from Nova Scotia or New

Brunswick so suddenly our own local fellows would

probably have an advantage.  I think we got to look

at this as a whole system.  It’s not just, and the

same for marketing our product.  W e would

suddenly have something that is different and

definably different in the marketplace.  I don’t think

we’re not talking trying to stop insulin but it is quite

easy to make sure that the companies, Co-op and

everybody else, they’d be liable for – they’d be

breaking the law if they brought in a genetically

modified soil inoculant.  

Eva Rodgerson (PC):     So what you’re saying

here earlier when you talked about a non grow

zone, your number one priority to get this new

system changed is to start with, like a non grow

zone, is it?

Raymond Loo:    Of course, that’s what we’re

saying, what we’re promoting is yeah, and

particularly probably genetically modified canola

would be the most, it’s the most difficult once it

becomes established to eradicate.  Soybeans

basically, is a matter of cleaning all the bins and it

dies over the winter.  It doesn’t reseed and you

can do it pretty quickly and corn as well.  But

something like any of the crops and soil inoculants

again.  I mean once the soil inoculants are

released, there’s no way of bringing them back.

So it’s a worry.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W ilfred.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC):   Thank you, chairman.

If Prince Edward Island was declared a GMO free

zone, as far as organic farming is concerned,

where would be the hot spot as far as the market

is concerned?

Raymond Loo:    It’s hard to say.  W e’re selling

right now, we’re selling a lot locally in the

Maritimes although when I was selling to Food

Trust, I was going into Ontario.  I know there’s

going to be potatoes moving into New England this

year.  Certainly, the New England market would be

the market, the biggest market for feeds.  There’s

large dairy operations being done in Maine and

Vermont and they’re looking for organic grains.

There’s no question about that, paying a very hefty
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premium for organic grains.  So the markets

probably would be for organic product, would be

primarily in GM free, into North America.

For non GMO specified product, there’s great

opportunities in Japan.  I was there in the spring

and one of the biggest reasons I went to Japan

was because I was saying we should be GMO free

and I thought I better go somewhere where they

have labeling.  I better put my money where my

mouth is and go and have a look.  And when I

talked - I got the Canadian Consul to line up some

meetings for me to meet with suppliers.  I had a

buyer from a trading company came here, visited

here in the spring, visited farms, saw great

opportunity here to do business with PEI.  I plan to

go back there again this winter.  W hen we talked

the GMO product, they just weren’t interested

because it’s labeling.  It’s just as simple as that.  If

it’s a GMO product, they don’t want it.  And it’s

because they said, when a consumer has the two

products on the shelf and there’s labeling of GMO

and non GMO, people go with status quo because

that’s what they’re comfortable with.  

Now in North America, we don’t have labeling so

the only way people can find a non GMO product

basically, is buying organic.  So when I say that we

are looking, we have to market where the

recognition, the customer recognition and the

possibilities of marketing a product exist.  So

anywhere there has labeling, then it would be a

great opportunity and that’s why Robert

MacDonald is selling his soybeans in Japan

because they have labeling there and they have

regulations, you see.  It’s really a matter of us

going and searching and the other thing is, it’s a

matter of farmers changing the idea from growing

necessarily what they’re comfortable with growing

to growing what the market wants and that’s

something that’s hard to get your head around.

W e’re beef farmers.  W e’ve been there for a long

time and one fellow asked me one time, why you

have Angus cattle?  And I had to sit back and

scratch my head because it wasn’t because

somebody asked me to grow them, it was because

we just liked growing them and we have to

sometimes change our ideas.

Wilfred Arsenault (PC):    Thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Anymore

questions?  W ell Raymond, you will be back then

later with. . .

Raymond Loo:    W e’re talking the 14 , Octoberth

13 , to present this so I appreciate.th

Wilbur MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    W e

appreciate your coming in.  Thank you very much.

Raymond Loo:    Thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):    Okay, the next

presentation, of course, has been cancelled for

today, Leo Cheverie.  W e will break for lunch and

we’ll be back at 1:30.  Is that agreed?  Okay.

(Break for lunch)

1:30 p.m.

Part IV-Dr. Robert Coffin

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Call meeting back

to order.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Good afternoon everybody,

ladies and gentlemen.  It’s a pleasure to be here

today and I’m going to make a presentation here.

I hope everyone can see the screen and I think I

have some interesting pictures here to show you

some of the points that I’m going to drive home.

I work, as many of you people know, for a potato

processing company, Cavendish Farms.  My wife

and I also have a private potato breeding operation

on our farm at home.  W e also are commercial

beekeepers and I’m also an adjunct professor at

Nova Scotia Agricultural College and the University

of PEI.  I’ve taught several fourth year biology

courses and I give guest lectures on a number of

subjects and it is quite stimulating to talk to the

youth of this country and stir up some thought

processes on different issues.  As the Chairman

has said, I’m here today and I’m representing

myself.  I’m a taxpayer, a citizen of PEI, live on

Graham’s Road.  So the ideas, the discussion, the

presentation I make today is from my life

experience.  

I’ve worked with barley breeders, I work with corn

breeders, I work with flower breeders, I work with

people who have bred many types of plants.  And

as all of you know, mankind has always been

interested in improving the genetics of livestock

and plants.  W e’re trying to breed sweet corn that

tastes better, we’re trying to breed cows to give

more milk, racehorses that race faster.  So it’s sort

of a human trait.  There are many trials and

tribulations and there’s strengths and limitations to
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the different ways that we do these things.  So I’d

like to share this with you today.

The reason I guess I’m here today is the PEI

Government was giving some consideration to

banning GMO crops on PEI as a marketing issue

and the question has to be asked-if GMO crops

are banned on PEI would it help in selling PEI

produce?  There’s a couple of points I’m going to

drive home here consistently here today, ladies

and gentlemen and I’ll try and show some concrete

examples.  Sadly many people today do not know

where their food comes from.  They have no idea

where the food comes from on their plate.  Many

people have no idea how new varieties of crops

are developed.  My personal opinion is that there

needs to be respect and co-existence for different

types of cropping systems, whether it’s organic or

your traditional farming with your pesticides and

chemical fertilizers or GMO crops.  Each system

has some strengths.  Each system has some

limitations but there needs to be some respect and

understanding for the different systems.  And

above all I see an urgent need for greater

education of both the youth and the adults of this

country of where our food comes from and some

of the basics of nutrition.

So I’m going to start to go through it.  I attended a

couple of earlier sessions here and I came away

with the idea that if I had of come in this room and

not known anything as a background I would have

gone away, probably with a misunderstanding and

misinformation.  There were some people stated

that the registration of GMO crops is just a real

fast process, it’s almost like rubber-stamped.

That’s anything but the truth.  Very extensive

amounts of data must be submitted with the

performance of the crops in  the  field, the stability

of the crops in the field, what genetic modifications

were made, where the genes are and how they

work.  Huge piles of data have to be submitted.

So it’s certainly not a rubber stamping process.

Some people said there are very few uses for

GMO crops.  In fact there’s huge number of uses

for GMO crops and there’s researchers around the

world working on different crops and making

modifications that are going to be of benefit to

mankind.  And there were statements made that

GMO crops are not cost effective.  In many cases

the reason that they still are being used is that

they’re cost effective in unique situations. 

 So I ask the question to you as politicians, is it fair

to ban GMO crops that have passed stringent

reviews by the federal governments in Canada and

the United States?  They’ve gone through some

very, very serious reviews.  And the reality, as I

said before, to drive this point home, many people

have no idea of where their food comes from.

Many people have heard negative comments

about the GMO crops by non-informed press and

non-informed public and no wonder there’s a real

fear factor.  And the press loves to carry stories on

GMOs and the average person seeing that they

would get concerned if they see these types of

things.  

So I’m driving the point home that education on

plant and animal breeding by traditional biotech

procedures needs to be explained clearly to

people.  Education is also required on the

registration process of how you get these crops

cleared for used and I’m going to take a few

minutes here today to look at the realities of

GMOs, conventional pesticide approach and

organic.  Again, I’m preaching the sermon

hopefully we can find co-existence for these

different farming practices and provide education

rather than perceptions.  There’s just too many

perceptions.

If we banned all GMO crops, if you’re as a

committee banning all GMO crops on PEI, you

may as well go the whole route and ban all GMO

products on the market here today.  There’s all

sorts of them.  W hy would you single out crops

and leave all sorts of other GMO products on the

market?  But if you did that, by tomorrow there

would be a lot more dead people on PEI.  There

would be a lot more nudist colonies and there

would be fewer cheeseburgers, just to show you a

few examples.

And let’s take a look, okay.  I don’t think the

average person knows how many GMO products

are on the market that we’re putting on our body

and in our body and we need to sit down and take

a reality check here.  First of all, why more dead

people?  Most of the insulin that diabetics use

today is made from genetically modified hamster

cells.  Okay.  Keeps people alive.  W here did the

insulin come from before that?  It came from pig’s

pancreas and some people when they injected the

insulin from pig and cow pancreas it actually

caused an allergic reaction because they couldn’t

get all the pig or livestock protein out of it.  So I

know people that fare out better taking insulin from
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genetically modified hamster cells than they do

from the straight insulin from pig’s pancreas.  So

we need to understand the biology.

More nudist colonies-70 per cent of the cotton

clothing we’re wearing in this room comes from

GMO cotton.  Cheeseburgers-most of the rennet

used in coagulating cheese comes from

genetically modified bacteria and the list goes on

and on and on.  

If we took a careful look at the pharmaceutical

products that people are taking.  People say-oh, I

don’t want pesticides.  But it’s okay if I got a cold,

I’ll take antibiotics.  Do you know what the word

antibiotic means?  It means anti-life.  You’re taking

an antibiotic to kill some critters in your body that

you don’t want to be there.  Think about it!  Okay,

these are the reality checks we have to look at.  So

I say is it fair to ban GMO crops and many GMO

medical products and food additives for wide use

on PEI?  I say no. 

 Let’s take a look at some Island history here.  Go

back and read the Island magazine, a very

interesting article I stumbled across.  In 1908 by a

virtually unanimous vote in the provincial

legislature  PEI gained the distinction of being the

only province or state jurisdiction to effectively ban

the automobile travel.  They didn’t want cars

around because they were scaring horses.  Are we

at the same stage here today where we’re going to

go back to that? Most of us drove here today in a

car.  The ban didn’t stay too long.

But production of high quality food is a challenge

for everyone.  It has to be done in a manner that’s

sustainable.  It has to produce a safe product for

the market and it has to be profitable for those that

are involved in the production.   I work in doing

potato research and we do our very best to

educate growers on different cropping practices,

new varieties and as I said all situations have

some strengths and limitations.  

W hen we talk about raw product- that’s the raw

product, where the food comes from-if this truck

drove the road, okay, ladies and gentlemen, this

truck has some potatoes on it, a cow on it and a

pig on it.  If I show that picture to some highschool

students that are in a fast food restaurant and I

say there’s a double bacon cheeseburger and fries

on that truck many of them say oh, I can’t believe

it. They think what comes directly from the farms

is what comes directly from the farm gate.  Okay,

many people have no idea where the food comes

from and to really challenge it I’m going to show

you the next slide and I put this up at a couple of

university classes and the students could not give

me the answer.  Take a look at this next slide. I

said we’re having a great crop of potatoes on PEI

and the harvest is going well.  I said is there

anything that you people can see wrong with this

slide?(slide showed potatoes growing on a tree)

And they looked at it and they studied it and finally

one lady put up her hand and she said-“Mr. Coffin,

maybe they’re picking the potatoes before they’re

completely ripe”.  I say there’s an urgent need to

explain to people where their food comes from and

explain all the trials and tribulations of producing

their food.

W ith modern technology, three per cent of us in

North America are feeding the other 97 per cent.

W e have so much mechanism now that farmers

can grow more and more and Canadians enjoy

some of the highest quality food at the lowest cost

in the world. W e’re very fortunate to have such

high quality food.  W here am I getting the energy

to wave my arms here this afternoon, ladies and

gentlemen?  W ant to take a guess?

Richard Brown (L):   The sun.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   The sun.  And all plants are-

here is a picture of a plant-it’s a factory to catch

energy from the sun.  It’s going to turn that light

energy into sugars and starches that give us the

energy to do our daily activities.  So the challenges

for those of us in food production, we have to keep

those plants healthy.  And there’s a wide range of

pests that are only too willing to help eat that plant.

And we can’t have it all.  W e have to realize we

have to give up some to other creatures in this

world.  But the challenge here is to keep that plant

healthy.  And I’m just going to go over a few of the

issues.

This is a potato tuber and many people have no

idea of the nutritional value of the tuber.  If you

break a tuber down into its components an

average tuber is about 80 per cent water, 20 per

cent dry matter, comprised of a range of different

components.  The majority of the dry matter is

starch.  But there’s some minerals, vitamins, sugar

and protein.  A potato is almost a perfect food.  So

don’t ever let anyone tell you it’s just empty

calories. Darn near a perfect food.  So as I said,
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most of it’s water, quite a bit of starch and there’s

a few vitamins and minerals and sugar in there. 

So the objectives-and I’m going to use potatoes as

the example here today but we could use barley or

corn or wheat or whatever, soybeans-but the

objectives of any breeding program are to produce

new varieties with improvements in yield or quality.

W e want it to be a nutritious and safe food and we

want it to be user friendly for farmers.  The types

of breeding that go on-we have our traditional

breeding that’s been making crosses between the

flowers and collecting the true potato seed and

there’s government programs with public funding.

Large companies are doing this, small private

breeders are doing it and this has been going on

for thousands of years.  There are now biotech

companies that are working trying to develop new

types of plants and they’re identifying genes that

control specific traits and they may be moving

genes from other organisms to the candidate

variety.  And the big issue here is the species

barrier has been broken. That’s the sensitive issue

in some cases.  But anyway we’ll take a look at it.

 And once in a while there’s mutations occur such

as sport mutations.  So here you see a while

flecked skin potato that mutated to make part of

the skin red and if you took the eyes out of the red

part and planted them they’d produce red potatoes

and if you took the eyes out of the white part they’d

continue to produce white potatoes.  So that’s an

example of a spontaneous mutation.  They don’t

occur too often but they’re usually  deleterious or

less productive.

So our traditional breeding we’re shuffling

thousands of genes.  Mutations-they occur fairly

infrequently and most of them are poorer quality

than the crop they came from.  But with the GMOs

it’s usually only one or two genes they’re moving

around and they’re moving from another organism

and that’s where the word transgenic comes from

because you’re crossing a barrier.  So the goal of

biotech improvements, scientists are able to use

biotech tools to insert one or more genes into

plants to bring about improvements in nutrition,

insect resistence, virus resistence or herbicide

resistence. And there’s millions of acres of GMO

crops in North America such as corn, cotton,

soybeans and canola.

Now there are some very legitimate concerns that

people have about GMOs and we have to respect

that there are valid concerns.  Some people have

religious concerns about the development of GMO

crops.  Some people have health concerns and

they say that they don’t trust the science.  And

people are entitled to their opinions.  There’s legal

issues.  People are concerned about patenting of

specific genes, intellectual property rights. And

above all, if you put all your faith in one cropping

system, blind faith totally in GMOs that would not

be a good way to go.  So it’s not a stand-alone

solution.  There are times that GMO crops have

great value to use but you wouldn’t want to depend

totally on them.  So it’s a matter of a balance.  

So we’re going to take a look at a few of these

thing.  If we’re developing a new variety of any

crop you have to look at the yield, disease

resistence in potatoes, the shape of the tubers, the

processing, quality, storage, maturity and it goes

on and on and on.  But a variety is only as good as

its’ weakest link and there’s thousands of new

varieties of new varieties or seedlings of potatoes

developed and only a few survive because some

have some major deficiencies and whether they’re

developed with a traditional breeding program or

genetically program.  They still have to be tried and

tested for a number of years and some make it

and some don’t.  So in a variety screening trial you

have to have replicated trials-at least four

replications.  You have to do  your standard

varieties in there, your candidate varieties and they

have to be tested at different locations over a

number of years before you can make confident

statements about their performance.

Now I said there’s many pests of potatoes and

whether we’re talking soybeans or corn or

whatever, there’d be a long list, but let’s just take

a look at potatoes.  Many insect pests, many

serious diseases of potatoes, viruses, fungi,

bacteria.   W e’ve got all sorts of competition from

weeds.  W e’ve got competition from nematodes

and we have to learn to deal with these.  I was

going to ask you people a question.  Do you know

the average number of pesticide applications to a

potato field on PEI?  Anyone want to try their luck.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   Seven.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   W e got a bid of seven.

Jim Bagnall (PC):  Three.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Three.  Do you want to call a

friend?  (Laughter) I got a seven and a three.
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Richard Brown (L):   Andy?

Andy Mooney (PC):   Many.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   He’s the diplomat, okay.

Somewhere between 10 and 20.  Quite a few.  I’d

say probably an average of 15 applications of crop

protection materials go on there.  The farmers do

not enjoy spraying those materials.  But they

realize that if they don’t spray them they can end

up with nothing.  And I’ll show you what can

happen in the absence of crop protection materials

with the traditional varieties of potatoes that we

have.  W e have to understand this reality.

Colorado potato beetles-very numerous, okay.  If

left unchecked-and this is from one of my research

plots-these are the untreated plots, okay.  The 25 th

of July.  But the other plots that are treated with

different insecticide materials control the beetles.

The yield on these checked plots was zero.  There

was nothing there.  The beetles just cleaned them

right off.  Okay, there’s a reality check. And we’ll

take a look at some other.  W e’ll come back to the

Colorado potato beetles because there are GMO

potatoes that can withstand the problems. 

Corn borers-a very serious problem on PEI-

widespread.  These insects have decided they like

potatoes and they’re doing a lot of damage to

potato crops. There’s the borer, the larva stage

inside the potato stalk.  They weaken the stalks,

see the wilting stocks.  This is the insect feces

here called frass.  You can see the holes and they

weaken the stalk.  And a terrific amount of

spraying goes on for those on PEI in the period of

mid-July.  And you know on some of the hilly land

on PEI, if it’s sprayed and we get rain clouds

coming in, okay, and we get rainfall falling what

are we going to see in the stream the next day.

W e’re going to see brown water, red water.  In that

water there’s going to be silt, there’s going to be

nutrients and there may be some pesticides in

there.  And if we get the wrong pesticides in there

from runoff from fields we’re going to have dead

fish and that’s a great loss to the ecosystem.

  It’s a great stress for people in all walks of life

and it certainly stimulates issues from the press

and they get very concerned and say pesticides kill

the organic but one of the most powerful fish killers

on the market is used widely by organic

gardeners-Rotenone insecticide.  You look on the

internet Rotenone if one of the most effective fish

killers in the world and they use it routinely for

getting rid of problem fish.  There was a type of

fish, a bio-invasive type that came in the United

States and they wanted to kill it.  This type of fish

could walk. I forget the name of it right now but

anyway the only material that would work

effectively to kill it was Rotenone and that’s on  an

organic crop.  

But the message here is that the technology exists

to put a gene into potatoes for a type of Bacillus

Thuringiensis, BT factor, that would completely

control those corn borers.  It’s a different type of

BT than the type used for Colorado potato beetles

and there’s 30 different types of BT.  You can

apply the straight BT.  Some gardeners put it on.

But you can take the genetic information and the

potato plant will synthesize it.  So the technology is

there to stop using crop protection materials.  In

fact you could have GMO potatoes that would

resist those corn borers.

Now, coming on to some very serious issues here

in the potato business.  Late blight-and we have a

number of cases of late blight on PEI this year-

very serious disease.  Not only for the disease

itself but it’s been important in the past, it’s

important in the present and it’s important in the

future.  This disease is not sitting still.  It’s

undergoing mutations and changes as we talk.

And it’s of great concern.  Any time you get a

bunch of potato people together and they talk

about late blight they go-my gosh, that’s a mighty

enemy and we should respect it.  And if left

unchecked it can completely destroy potato crops

and we’ll show you a couple of examples.  This is

the top part of an infected leaf, it’ll get in the

stocks, you’ll see the discolored stocks.  On the

bottom side of the leaf there’s your spores being

produced.  On a single day late blight can produce

several hundred thousand spores.  More spores

produced on one leaf than there are people on

PEI.  And they can blow for 30 or 40 miles in the

wind.  And if the weather conditions are damp

they’ll invade a person’s field and can literally ruin

it. 

 And some people say, well, late blight can’t grow

on tubers.  There’s cull piles sitting around on PEI

all summer long and driving me crazy.  And I went

into some farmers and they said-no, don’t worry,

Robert, they’re not sprouting, they can’t produce

spores.  And I said-what do you mean they can’t

produce spores?  No, they’re not sprouting they

can’t produce spores.  I said-holy mackerel.  I
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said-potatoes without sprouts and any cut surface

can produce spores.  So I set up a little

experiment.  There’s my field and there’s probably

half a million spores on that one section of potato.

It doesn’t require sprouts to have it.  So the reason

why we don’t want cull piles around is they can be

a great source for late blight spores.  So education

has to be done and if left unchecked there’s not

much market for these types of potatoes.   

Unfortunately the varieties of potatoes that we’re

growing at the present time on PEI, most of them

are quite susceptible to late blight.  There was

good progress being made developing transgenic

potatoes with excellent resistence to late blight but

they were shelved due to some controversies and

as I said anyone who says that there’s no

economic value to GMO crops, my gosh, there’s

examples that I’ve tried to give here today and I

could go on and on.   But let’s cover some more

territory.  As I said late blight is not a static

organism.  There’s different strains of it.  US 1 and

US 12 and there’s new strains coming on board

now that are pretty serious critters to deal with.

They can attack the crop under dryer conditions.

They don’t need as much moisture and some of

them have built up resistence to some commonly

used fungicides.  So we have to respect the

diversity and changes that are occurring in mother

nature.  

W hen I drive down the road-changing gears here

now-and I see a sign, I see a number of these

signs that say-For Sale-Chemically Free Potatoes-

100 per cent organic.  If I think as a chemist those

are not chemically free potatoes.   Just take a look

at our chemistry book in our periodic table.

There’s about 112 different elements that

comprise the whole world and we’re all made up of

those. W e’re all made up of different chemicals.

The majority of the compounds in the world are

made up of carbon, hydrogen, oxygen.  It depends

how those molecules are put together.  Okay.  If

you take carbon dioxide, if there’s too much

carbon dioxide in this room we might get a

headache after a while.  If we remove one of those

oxygen molecules and turn it into carbon

monoxide we won’t be having any more meetings

here. It’s all over.  So a slight change in the

chemistry but it has nothing to do whether

something’s growing organically or whether it’s

grown conventionally.  W e just have to understand

the basics that on that periodic table there’s about

112 elements in this world and we’re all comprised

of different bits, how they’re assembled.  Just like

a kid’s mechanical set.  If the kids decide to put

the mechanical set today and build a boat, okay.

You can put it together but you can go back with

the same building materials and build a toy car.

W e have to understand the basics of life.

Anyway, what does the word organic really mean

from a chemist’s point of view, from a consumer’s

point of view and the response of the plant. From

a chemist’s point of view a lot of the nutrients are

exactly the same. W hether a plant takes up

nitrates from the manure pile or whether it takes

up nitrates from synthetic ammonia nitrate there’s

no difference from a chemist’s point of view.  From

a consumer’s point of view, some consumers

really like to eat organic produce and that’s their

right to do that.  And if they like that and if there’s

people grow it for them and they’re happy so much

more the better.  I’m preaching a sermon here-co-

existence.  Let the people do what they want.  And

response from the plant-there’s no big difference.

But let’s take a look at a few realities here.

Copper sulfate widely used for the prevention of

late blight on organic production.  In Europe the

copper based fungicide may be removed from use

because the copper in itself is a biocide. The

copper ion will kill many micro organisms.  It’s a

powerful material and in fact there’s so much of it

built up in soils with repeated application that it’s

screwing the soil up.  It just can’t grow very good

crops in it. And pyrethrum insecticides and

Rotenone used by some organic growers can

rapidly kill fish.  W e have to understand these

things.

Ladies and gentlemen, this is a field of potatoes

that’s sprayed with Bluestone.  Is that a healthy

looking crop of potatoes?  Is it?  The potatoes are

very stressed and repeated application of copper

sulfate will help to prevent late blight but repeated

applications of copper sulfate will kill the potato

crop.  It can be used in high doses as a top killer.

So we have to understand the chemistry and the

response from other living organisms.   It’s so

important in trying to make our decisions.  If I’m

going to take you people on a mushroom hunting

expedition this afternoon and you come with me

and we say we’re going to cook everything we find

and then partway through the afternoon I tell you

I’m not too sure on some types are you still going

to enthusiastically  come to supper with me
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tonight.  It’s all natural.  You can’t go wrong.  Okay,

still coming to supper?  I don’t think.  Okay. 

 So Mother Nature makes some very toxic

materials and you have to respect that.  Okay.

Even some of our varieties of potatoes that have

been grown worldwide have had to be de-

reg is te red  because  they con ta in  h igh

concentrations of glycoalkaloids that are naturally

occurring chemicals and they’ve had to be

removed from the marketplace.  And this has

nothing to do with GMOs.  The Canadian

Department of Health several times has had to

remove varieties of potatoes from the marketplace

and all new varieties have to undergo glycoalkaloid

testing to make sure that the concentration is not

above critical levels.  W e’ve lost a couple of

varieties-Lenape and Kestrel and then there’s

some others that have had to be withdrawn over

the years.

So I’m just going to take a quick look at traditional

breeding and then come back to the biotech to

show you how the crops are made.  Traditional

breeding potato plants have flowers, you take the

ones that you’re going to use as the mom and the

dad.  You can see my wife’s collected pollen here

from this plant and she’s rubbing the pollen on the

female part of the candidate mother plant and if

the fertilization occurred you get little seed balls

and inside these seed balls will about 100 to 150

seeds.  You’d squeeze them out there.  Everyone

of those seed balls will segregate into unique and

different individuals.  It’s just like a man and a

woman human being if they had ten kids.  Each

kid is half the genes from the mom and half the

genes from the dad but each kid is unique and

different. And the only way that you could continue

keeping replicates of that unique kid is to clonely

propagate them because you can’t go back and

have another kid and it will come out exactly the

same because you’re shuffling so many genes.  

So anyway in this little patch of potatoes  sown

from two potato seeds there’s about 10,000 plants

in a place less than the size of this table top here

and each one is unique and different.  There would

probably be 100 plants right there around the two

quarters laying on the ground.  In the fall when you

dig them all sorts of these little ones, red, blues,

longs.  They’re all segregating, unique and

different.  You grow them out in the field.  You see

some with pink skin, white flesh. Some have blue

skin, blue flesh, many differences.  Then you have

to go through many years of trials to look at the

yield, the grade out,  the tuber shape, tuber size,

maturity, disease resistence.  Goes on and on and

on-the dormancy, the storage life, specific gravity,

processing quality, table stock quality.  And after

about 12 or 15 years of selections and throwing 99

per cent of them away you might end up with a

nice looking one.   

But if you only ran it in one of two trials and said

hey, I’ve got a world leader and some farmers

bought some seed and they planted it and it turned

out like that you better have a one way ticket to

somewhere far away. So you have to do a lot of

work to develop new varieties of potatoes, whether

it’s with the traditional breeding or whether it’s from

the GMO approach and I’m going to touch on that.

I’ve done a lot of work over the years on GMO

potatoes and I’ve worked with some other GMO

crops as well.  But anyway, just taking a look, your

goal is to make genetic improvements without

altering the desirable traits that are already in that

variety.  So if you were going to take Russet

Burbank variety and improve it you would want to

end up with a potato that’s exactly the same as

Russet Burbank with some new attributes added

to it.  

So there’s some misconceptions.  Some people

think that you just call into one of these biotech

companies and say I want a Russet Burbank with

such and such traits and it’s just like a pizza place,

you know, they’ll deliver it in 20 minutes or it’s free.

That doesn’t happen.  If you put an order with a

biotech company to develop a new variety of

potato or rice or whatever it is it may take five or

six years.  It takes a lot of work to do the assembly

and to do the testing in order to be reasonably

confident.  W hat you’re basically doing is adding

something to that crop to help it out, like a crutch.

If we take conceptually  a potato chromosome and

there are 48 in cultivated potatoes you’d have

some genes in there for  leaf shape, some for

tuber shape, plant height, tuber skin colour, sugar

levels.  And then when you put the new gene in-if

it came from bacteria, for example-it doesn’t

always land in the same place.  You have to check

after where it ended up. And sometimes where it

lands it may interfere with the expression of the

trait that’s already there.  

So these are some of the trials and tribulations you

have to go through when you’re trying to develop

GMO plants.  I work with a number of GMO
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potatoes and some of them they u had normal

growth habits after the transformation.  These

would be beetle resistant potatoes.  They look the

same as the Russet Burbanks.  Then we had

other ones that the tops just laid on the ground.

They had long skinny tuber like carrots.  So it must

have meant that the gene was affecting the

expression of some other genes that were already

in the plant.  

So basically what happened to make the beetle

resistant potatoes-there are many different types

of bacillus transgenics as bacteria in the world.

They took some of the genes from the BT bacteria

and they inserted them into potato plants.  The

potato plants produced the crystalline protein

material characteristic of BT.  W hen the beetles

eat it it interferes with the functioning of their

digestive system and they die. 

I’m going on to another question here.  See the

chain saw sitting on the tree.  I was working in the

woods on the weekend and I thought I should take

this to . . . can anyone here tell me what this is?

Wayne Collins(PC): A burl.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   A burl.  I can only give you

part marks.  Keep coming.

Wayne Collins (PC): Kind of like a wart.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   No it’s not wart.  It is a

bacteria.  Tumefacies bacteria and that’s what the

scientists have been using to carry the genes from

one organism to another.  Tumefacies bacteria-

and there’s a classic example exists widely in

mother nature.

Wayne Collins (PC): And that carries the genes.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   They use that to carry the

genes from one organism to the other.  It’s a

patented process.  It’s a natural process but they

are harnessing that organism as a vector to

transfer genes from one crop to another. Okay.

Now, just going on here.  These are potatoes on

the left that were the regular type potatoes.  These

are the ones with the BT factor.  So there was no

insect damage and your yields on the normal

potatoes without crop protection materials were 50

hundredweight per acre and 300 hundredweight

per acre with the genetically modified potatoes.  

This is a picture from a field where we did potato

trials.   You notice that the field is isolated.   In

order to test non-registered GMO plants you have

to have research permits.  You have to have

isolation.  And  we respected those terms and

conditions so it gave us a chance to test them and

here we’re planting little plantlets of different GMO

potatoes as well as your regular types of potatoes.

So there would be some regular type Burbanks

here, some genetically modified Burbanks.  And

the claim made for these that they were resistant

to virus diseases, like Virus Y and Leaf Roll Virus

that are major economic issues on PEI.  They

could cause decertification of seed lots.  They can

cause greatly reduced yields and the company

claimed that they had developed a Russet

Burbank with complete resistance to PVY and I

said let me have a chance to test it. 

So anyway, the potatoes all grew.  W e deliberately

planted plants in there where the flags are that

were infected with virus so we had a source of

virus in the field.  There’s aphids here in the top of

the plant and aphid little insects.  They move

around there. They’re the vectors for the virus.

They’ll move from plant to plant. They’ll spread the

virus.  So all opportunities were given for

widespread movement of the viruses in the crop.

The next year when we grew it out, on this side of

the field were the genetically lines.  You can see

they’re bigger and healthier plants.  All through

here were the regular ones and you can see all

sorts of flags.   A very, very high portion of these

were all infected with potato Virus Y and Leaf Roll

even though they were planted as perfectly clean

seed the year before. But we created conditions

where aphids had the possibility of spreading the

virus throughout the whole field.  The genetically

modified ones resisted the viruses.

W e’ve had tours through the plots, the Potato

Conference, we took delegates through to look at

the crops and explain it  and as I said any new

genetically engineered plants have to go on a rigid

testing in the field to document their efficacy and

that means will they do what they claim they’re

supposed to do.  So if the company says they’ll

resist virus colonization you have to test and you

have to have proof of performance.  Here’s after

five years, your control Russet Burbank, your

regular Russet Burbank 100 per cent infected with

PVY and potato leaf roll virus.  Your genetically

modified potatoes, absolutely no virus in it.  Potato

Virus Y can be very deleterious.  Here’s the plants

of Russet Burbank with PVY in the foreground-
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small yellow crinkled leaves.  Healthy Russet

Burbanks in the background. So you can certainly

see why the virus has caused yield losses.

Going on to herbicide resistant potatoes. I did

some trials with some types that were resistant to

Glyphosate.  You could spray over different gene

types and some of the genetically modified ones

have excellent resistence to Glyphosate.  And they

killed all the weeds and didn’t hurt the potatoes.

This is the unsprayed check plot.  You can hardly

see the potatoes in it for the weeds.  The weeds

just took over and where we sprayed the

Glyphosate the genetically modified plants were

completely resistant and the traditional potatoes it

killed them and killed the weeds. But the yield

difference between these and the unsprayed

checks was almost double the yield of potatoes.

So the weeds can really steal the yield.  

And as I said-I don’t know, this seems to be dying

here, it doesn’t seem to be creating as strong an

image but anyway we’re doing the best we can-but

Monsanto or NatureMark had been making

progress in developing blight resistant potatoes

and there’s probably at least ten sprays went on

potato fields here in PEI this year by many farmers

trying to suppress late blight and with a

development such as this it would add certainly a

benefit to the potato industry.

You can go in any grocery store today and buy

canola oil from genetically modified canola.

Potatoes have been dropped for the present time.

 They’ve been shelved.  The irony is that they’re

still frying french fries and chips in genetically

modified canola oil and soybean oil.  So it seems

rather strange.  

And as I said, the basic genetic message that we

all are made of is four nuclei tied pairs.  Does the

word adenine, guanine, thymine and cytosine

mean anything to anyone here?  That’s what we’re

all made up of.  Okay.  It’s just like the  little

mechanical set,  how it’s put together. And we’re

all made of that whether we’re plants or fish.  And

government regulatory people are closely involved

with the safety of food for conventional breeding

and GMO crops and there’s huge amounts of

material requested and reviewed before any

registrations.  As I said, we’re all wearing cotton

clothing GMO, we’re all eating foods that have

some GMO component.   In this scientific research

game that we’re in it’s not always a straight and

orderly path.  Three per cent of us are feeding the

other 97 per cent so we have many challenges.

The press always loves to carry stories especially

if there’s some controversy.  That’s the situation.

But hopefully scientists can make every effort to

educate consumers and the press.  And whenever

I get a chance I give lectures at the University.  I

try to probe into the minds of these young students

to get them to think where their food’s coming from

and the many challenges people have to produce

high quality food and the many different ways that

it can be done.

I read a couple of interesting books.  I try and read

a few books every year.  The one that I read a

couple of years ago was Travels in the Genetically

Zone.  There was some very interesting quotes in

there about public trust, ecologically questionable

practices and contrasting attitudes and the author

took a look at traditional breeding.  He took a look

at GMO issues and he assessed the strengths and

limitations.  So he didn’t take a bias.  He openly

discussed that there’s some valid concerns both

ways.  But actually in this final summation of his

book-I’ll read this line to you-let’s just listen to this.

“W e North Americans live in an economically rich

and prosperous society but our ability to listen to

each other and to understand the diverse

perspectives that we bring to the most important

issues facing us today is impoverished.”  I think if

I translate that into simple terms there’s room for

improvement in our communications and that’s my

message to you ladies and gentlemen is we need

more public education and I’d probably rather be in

a classroom teaching some students than

debating whether we should be allowed to do

something or not.  Because we all have to play a

role in it. There’s room for the traditional

agriculture, there’s room for biotech. The media-

we need to help educate them.    Consumers and

government people like yourselves hopefully will

support education and that’s my story.

And as I said I try and read some books every year

and it’s amazing.  This one here I heard it

advertised on the radio a few months ago, called

Napoleon’s Buttons.  It talks about the history of

mankind and how people charged all around the

world after these different crops back when spices

in the 1500s were important, how Europeans

sailed all around the world in search for spices

because some of the spices were used to

preserve their food.  There’s cotton and sugar

cane and things like that.  And then they talked
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too, the author deals in simple chemistry of how

thousands of people died needlessly.  Just for

example, and I meant to bring one in but I go to

the edge of a grainfield at home where we had

winter rye and you see big black kernels on the

side.  It’s called Ergot.  And whole towns in Europe

back in the 1600s went crazy for weeks on end

and didn’t know why and they’d blame it on the

witches and have a big witch hunt and burn a

whole lot of innocent people. They were eating

Ergot when they were making bread out of the rye

and the Ergot has alkaloids in it that are similar to

LSD and no wonder whole towns were crazy for

weeks on end and thousands of people died.  But

it’s only after the fact when you learn about these

things that natural chemistry is pretty powerful.

I read another book this past week on scurvy and

how tens of thousands of sailors around the world

died of scurvy when there was no investigation

going on and all the theories of what it m ight or

might not be until one man took ten people and he

said-I’m going to feed you a diet of just hardtack

which is dried bread and water and a couple of

people he fed them oranges and these people

were all really sick with scurvy.  And after a couple

of weeks the ones that he fed oranges and lemons

were as perky, were as frisky and it was the first

controlled experiment.  So it’s taken mankind

hundreds of years to think how to do proper

comparisons.

So I’d better stop there because I’m getting revved

up.  Anyway it was a pleasure to share some

information with you.  I hope that I explained that

there’s two sides to every story.  There’s strengths

and limitations and we need more education.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair:   Fine.  Thank you

Doctor.  W ayne has some questions.

Wayne Collins (PC):  Yes, I have just basically

one question, Dr. Coffin.  First of all thank you for

a very insightful and creative presentation here

today.  I appreciate it.  You said one of the hats

you wear, you work for Cavendish Farms and we

all know about NatureMark spuds and the setback

that took place there.  And as you mentioned they

are cooking the fries in, you know, GMO oils.

W hat is your understanding of why the advance in

GMO potatoes was stopped in its tracks?

Dr. Robert Coffin:   It has not stopped.  It’s been

shelved.  All those genetically modified lines are

still in storage.  They’re banking them.  There were

some concerns expressed by consumers that

some of the restaurants, international restaurants,

fast food restaurants and some people

somewhere made a decision that they would

temporarily shelve further development.  But many

other crops such as genetically modified corn or

cotton or canola they still kept going.

Wayne Collins (PC): W hy didn’t corporations like

Cavendish and McCains and others rise  to the

defense of the GMO potato publicly?

Dr. Robert Coffin:   I can’t answer questions on

behalf of those companies.  I’m not in

management.  I’m just a humble researcher.

Wayne Collins (PC):   You talk about

communications being important and that we all

should educate ourselves and be tolerant and

listen to one another and it would appear from my

understanding of the events of that day that

science didn’t come to the fore.   Scientists

themselves and corporations didn’t defend

themselves very well.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   From my part I made every

effort to educate people.  W e had different

consumer groups view the trials when we were

doing them back there in the early nineties.  W e

had other scientific groups visit them.  So I

certainly did my part to explain what was going on.

I know a number of other scientists did but

sometimes companies have to make decisions

and I guess it depends where they’re selling their

products to.  I think they will make a comeback.  I

think, like I said it’s shelved, but I do think in time

they will make a comeback.

Wayne Collins (PC):   I’ll leave it right there then.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair:   Anybody else a

question?  Andy.

Andy Mooney (PC):   Personally I really think as

far as the fry processors, it was just a marketing

tool for them.  They knew that there was a bit of a

concern out there so one of the companies

stepped up first and said we’ll not use any GMO

potatoes in our french fries just to get a marketing

edge over the others and the others followed suit.

 But even with European Corn Borer you’re talking

about here, this European Corn Borer, when they

put an egg mass on a plant it looks like fish scale.
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It’s clear.  Just a trained eye can find the darn

thing and you’ve got to flag it and mark it and

whenever that fish scale turns black it’s the little

bugs heads and they’ll hatch the next day and you

have 24 hours or 48 hours at the very most to kill

them before they burrow into the stock. After

they’re in the stalk they’re safe as in God’s pocket.

There’s not a thing you can do with them and they

just wreak havoc. 

To give you an idea, like our own farm and one of

our neighbour’s farms,  we had two 50 acre fields

side by side, both planted the same time.  W e

have scouts that walk our fields that identify so we

only spray when we have to.  W e just happened to

spray on let’s say a Monday, the other farm

sprayed on that same week but probably on a

Friday.  Their field was completely decimated.  It

looked like a wind storm went through and the

whole thing was flat.  I’ve never seen a field taken

down like it by European Corn Borer.  And a lot of

people that don’t have crop scouts scouting end up

spraying two or three times with fairly heavy weight

chemicals to catch this European Corn Borer

because if the weather is wet and miserable they

come in over a week and a half or two weeks and

with great weather they seem to come in all at

once and lay their egg masses and you can get

them with one spray.  And farms, because of the

finance and they just don’t like using that many

chemicals-we use crop scouts now to limit as

much as we can what we put on but it’s, I tell you

it’s a tough row.  W ith this new strain of blight

during the rapid growth we were spraying every

five days, five to seven days, you know.  And if it’s

wet you just can’t miss a spray or you’re done.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   In relation to that, Andy,

too I know up west I heard of a farmer making a lot

of calls, you know some local gardeners aren’t

using any crop protections or whatever, they’re

saying they had to spray a lot for blight because

they picked it up from them.  So I don’t know, in all

of this it’s mainly  like you say trying to understand

more around organic versus other methods.  And

when you see what all these different things can

do to the crop and most of us don’t know yet here

in this province what it’s like to be hungry, I’m just

trying to have a real understanding again of the

organic side and the things that they have to use

so they can continue to grow their crop.

Andy Mooney (PC):   One other question.  You

mentioned that the potato tuber itself can host and

spread the blight spores.  If somebody had

potatoes spread on a field in the summer, are

them as susceptible as a plant as far as catching

it and letting it propagate and move on?

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Yes, especially if they had a

tough skin on them from being like an old potato

but if there are cuts and bruises on them for ease

of entry of the spores it will colonize.  That, my

seedling that I showed you there, I just put a late

blight infected leaf on a freshly cut tuber.  W ithin

three days it was a total canopy on my seedling

and there were literally hundreds of thousands of

spores there. But I showed it to some growers to

drive the point home because these growers were

under the perception-they said-oh no, late blight

doesn’t grow on tubers unless there’s sprouts on

them.  After I showed them they went-oh, my gosh.

 Sometimes you have to be visual and show

someone, say here it is, take a look at it.  Look at

the reality.  So, you know, under the provincial

regulations there’s not supposed to be any piles of

culls out after the 15  of June.  I drove aroundth

many places in July and saw huge piles, hundreds

of tonnes just sitting there and nothing was done

about it.  And then someone said blame home

gardeners.  It’s not right to blame home gardeners

when there’s hundreds of tonnes of commercials

potatoes dumped all over the place.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   I may have to check this

guy’s property.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Any other

questions?

Richard Brown (L):   The penicillin, so you’re

saying that was developed from transgenic .. .

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Insulin.  It’s insulin.  They use

the genetically modified hamster cells to

synthesize insulin to prevent, for your diabetic

situation, yes.

Richard Brown (L):   That was transgenic.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Yes, you’ve taken another

organism and you’re harnessing it to produce a

product that you want.  W hen diabetics- people

used to die, routinely die of diabetics and it was

only after they found that if you gave a person’s

body supplementary insulin that you could give

them life.  And the first place they got the insulin

was from slaughter house, from pigs and cow’s
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pancreas and some people had a very adverse

reaction because some of the pig or cattle protein

was injected directly into their body and then they

found a faster way to multiply it would be to use

different micro-organisms or cell cultures and so

all I did is I gave that example to say if your

committee’s considering banning genetically

crops, why don’t you go the whole 15 yards and

take out all your genetically modified - the things

that people on PEI are eating.  Some people have

even said okay, if you ban your GMO crops on PEI

there’d be no more GMO products in the food

chain in PEI, do you realize there’s over 20,000

tonnes of livestock supplement comes in here

every year to PEI for cattle and chicken and pig

feed.  A lot of that comes from genetically modified

corn and canola, things like that.  So even if you

stopped that you’re going to have some challenge

to stop the influx of other grains and so on coming

into PEI because we’re a net importer of some of

those food supplements for livestock.

Wayne Collins (PC):   That company you

mentioned, this GMO potatoes are on the shelf

right now, in storage and you believe there’s going

to be a comeback made.  Is there any current

research being done in the field, even here on

Prince Edward Island in terms of development of

GMO potatoes that will tackle the corn borer?  Are

we ahead on that as far as potatoes are

concerned?

Dr. Robert Coffin:   As far as I know there’s’ no

GMO trials with potatoes on PEI at the present

time.  In other places in North America there are a

number of scientists still working on GMO

potatoes. They’re developing them in different

universities and labs and they’re testing them.  

Wayne Collins (PC):   But no other companies.

 

Dr. Robert Coffin:   Most of the ones that I

associate with are private researchers at

universities, they’re working.  Some companies

are working internationally with genetically

modified crops and there’s some work been done

by a few companies in potatoes.

Wayne Collins (PC):   W hat makes you think that

GMO potatoes will make a comeback?

Dr. Robert Coffin:   If you take a look worldwide,

the number of genetically modified crops grown is

increasing each year and they are progressing

without any observed problems. So there’s

increased acceptance in different places in the

world.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Is it a public perception

issue, I mean, because as you state and we’ve

heard many times during these hearings, there are

thousands of products on our supermarket shelves

that contain GMO source products.  Yet when it

comes to one potato and one batch of french fries

we’ve got this ban in effect by the corporations, by

the fast food giants, etc.  I mean it just doesn’t

seem logical.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   W ell, somehow some

negative perceptions got started.  So if you

mention the word GMO to some people they

immediately have a negative impression for

whatever reason it got started that way.  But the

question that comes back to your group, that’s why

these hearings are going on, why did someone

propose that you want to consider banning

genetically modified crops on PEI when they went

through stringent reviews by the Canadian and

American government and they were widely used

everywhere else.  W hy did PEI want to be

different?  I’m giving rebuttals.  You’ve stimulated

discussions and there’s people for and against it

and they’re coming here to express their points of

view which is good to have public debate.  But my

point is if you’re going to ban GMO crops well why

not ban all GMO products and then take a look at

what fallout occurs.  W hy are GMO crops any

more different than other GMO products on the

market?  W hy don’t you take out the insulin at the

same time if you’re going to ban growing GMO

canola on PEI?  It would not be fair to pick on one

part.  I mean every product deserves a fair trial.

So you’re going to have to say we decided that

we’re just going to pick on these ones without any

just cause.  And there’s nothing showing that

there’s anything.

Wayne Collins (PC):   I don’t know if this is in your

area of expertise but I mean when you talk about

the economic advantages of Prince Edward Island

publicly proclaiming to the world that it is a GMO

free Island and we’ve heard some people come to

this table to say you can reap economic benefits

from that.  You can brand yourself as a GMO free

area and, you know, you will see thriving markets,

especially in  organically produced product.  How

do you respond to that?
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Dr. Robert Coffin:   I’m for the co-existence of the

different systems.  If you’re selling any product no

matter how it’s produced in the international

market place you’ve got to have volume, you’ve

got to have consistent quality and you’ve got to

have supply year round at the right price.  So, is

your organic market big enough that it could

supply product 12 months of the year at

competitive price?  These are the big issues.  And

do you have a diversity of organic products to

satisfy the requirements of the big market place?

But I don’t think it’s fair to beat up on another

system in order to sell or promote your own.  I

think we have to show respect and consideration

for other legitimate cropping practices.  It unjustly

puts the GMOs in a negative context, especially  if

you single out the crops.  W hy are you singling out

the crops when you got many other GMO products

on the shelf on PEI?  PEI would not be a GMO

free area even if you ban the GMO crops.  It

couldn’t be.

Wayne Collins (PC):   W ell, I think to answer a

question you posed earlier in terms of why are we

doing this, I personally feel it’s an issue that

certainly has struck a public cord long before our

resolution was debated in the Legislature and I

think the Legislature agreed it would be timely to

have this public debate through these hearings on

this issue.  So I think that we certainly, I know

speaking from my own viewpoint, I’ve learned a lot

so far attending these hearings. It’s been a real

education for me and I guess that helps fulfil one

of the goals that you’ve been speaking about is

that we need that.  And maybe through these

hearings we are presenting various sides here at

least allowing people to understand better the

issue overall I hope.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Richard, final

question.

Richard Brown (L):   On the GMO thing, the

canola oil, I guess you say that’s GMO but that’s

an extraction of a plant.  I don’t think we’re

consuming the chromosome or the full cell at that

point in time.  It’s been all smashed up and the oil

has no full chromosomes in it or anything like that.

I’m no scientist, not like you guys, but with

vegetables and other GMO things we’re eating the

GMO gene, I guess and the effect of that gene

affecting us is the problem.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   There’s no cases where it has

affected people.  If you tried to register peanuts

today as GMO food it probably would be turned

down because peanuts contain distinct allergens

and some people die when they eat peanuts.  If

you came with that product to the marketplace and

tried to sell it as a GMO it m ight be quite a

challenge to get it registered.

I talked to a pretty sharp chemist friend of mine

and I said can you tell with modern technology the

oil from GMO canola, can you tell if it’s from the

genetically modified plant and he said he figures

he could because with this more and more precise

chemistry you’re still getting some of the cell

components sneaking through the oil extraction

process.  And some people keep asking for an

absolute zero risk.  Zero risk really doesn’t risk.  If

we just take a look at a few things.  Let’s just take

a look at, I said on the radio the other day, 325

people died in six airplane crashes in August.  Did

we ban airplanes?  W e know for sure that

hundreds of people are going to die in car

accidents in the next year.  Are we going to ban

cars?  W e cannot legitimately give zero risks.  W e

have to aim for a risk-free environment but you

can’t go out on many, many issues and say I

guarantee absolutely zero risk.

Richard Brown (L):   I’d agree with  that.

Dr. Robert Coffin:   But some people say I want

absolute, ironclad guarantee that there’s

absolutely no risk. As I said you can eat materials

from your own garden and you can get sick.  If you

ate the leaves of rhubarb plants rather than the

stock you would be mighty sick.  There’s all sorts

of oxalic acid in there that will darn near kill you. 

So we have to understand the biology and that’s

what I’m saying.  I think we need and you people

as politicians, my suggestion to you is in the

schools let’s put more training to the students

where our food comes from.  Let’s teach them the

basis of good nutrition.  I’ve talked to many people

that had no idea what vitamins and proteins are.

Just food.  But a balanced diet is so important.

W e can have people that have too much food to

eat but a medical person will tell you they’re in a

terrible health situation because they don’t have a

balanced diet.  So we have some legitimate

challenges here as people of this country to

educate people on nutrition, educate them on the

challenges of producing this food and then give

them the freedom to, the growers the freedom to

try growing crops in different ways.



40

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   I was in the hospital

yesterday when they brought this little girl in.  She

had just eaten chips and dip for her vegetables

and in a few seconds her throat started to close

over.  She was nine years old.  Her mother thought

she was ignorant.  Just something, anyone of us

eat chips and dip every day.  But what happened

to that nine year old child that all of a sudden she

couldn’t swallow.  So I think you’re right. There’s

no such thing as a zero per cent.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Thank you very

much, Dr. Coffin.  You gave us a lot of things to

think about and we’ll give you a few minutes to get

your equipment fixed up and next will be the

Christian Life Community represented by Mr.

Gilles Michaud.  Did I say that right?  Just wait a

few minutes.

Part V - Christian Life Community: Gilles

Michaud, Helen McQuaid

Gilles Michaud: (Introduction-microphone wasn’t

on)

Helen McQuaid: My name is Helen McQuaid and

I’m a retired elementary school teacher and with

the exception of my first ten years when I had to

get off the Island in my youth,  I spent my teaching

career here on Prince Edward Island and I am a

member of the Christian Life Community here on

PEI.

W e’d like to begin our presentation today by

expressing our appreciation to your committee for

the invitation to participate in the dialogue and

study on the use of GMOs in PEI.  W e are

members of the Christian Life Community here on

PEI.  Our membership is actively present in all

continents in our world and in addition the

Christian Life Community as an NGO has

consultative status at the United Nations both in

Geneva and New York.  It’s our hope that this

presentation will in some small  way highlight the

need for greater research from the viewpoint of

science, world values and of our daily reality

regarding the use of GMOs.

W e believe that we all yearn for the same things

and that within the depths of our longing for life is

the deep desire for humanity, searching for new

ways to care for one another, to celebrate

differences of traditions, culture, gender, race and

class, to appreciate beauty and to live simply with

healthy food and clean water, not only here on PEI

but in our entire world.  In our opinion, GMO is a

study of our relationship with that created order

that we are part of here on earth.  And that being

said, we do recognize that this human well-being

must be attained in harmony with the whole single

earth community.  For this reason different

religions and churches have begun to seriously

think about the theological and environmental

issues posed by genetically engineered food and

its impact on the world.  An example of this is at

the recent 38  General Council of the Unitedth

Church of Canada.  At this Council it was stated

and I quote “The right of farmers, other food

producers and food conservationists to save

seeds, breed livestock and develop new food

varieties should be protected and should not be

undermined by any claims of intellectual property

nor by the use of new genetic modification

technologies or related legal instruments”.

W e already have many examples of serious

problems brought about by our inability or our

refusal to see the undesirable consequences

caused by our use of what seemed to be at the

time a wonderful benefit.  Sad examples include

the insecticide DDT which was later found to kill

many birds and other animals, not to mention

being harmful to our own health and life.  W e

remember too the tranquillizer thalidomide causing

severe abnormalities in over 7,000 children born of

women who took the drug during pregnancy.

There are other examples but with these few

brought to mind we should, at the very least, in

dealing with GMOs adopt a precautionary

principle, meaning that we should not accept a

technology such as genetically modified organisms

that is still inadequately tested at this time.  

W e are providing you with a research document

made in Zambia or published in Zambia in August,

2002.   The study was undertaken by Dr.

Bernadette Lubozhya, an agro-scientist with long

experience of dealing in aspect of bio-technology

in Zambia.  Following the release of this study the

Zambian government decided that the effects of

GM crops would be too dangerous and stopped

the use of GMOs in that country.   W e would like to

highlight a few of the questions raised in this study

paper and briefly touch on our findings.

In responding to the claim that GMOs will have a

positive effect on food security and that export

markets will become more viable she reported that
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in a recent food crisis in Argentina enough wheat

was harvested to meet the needs of both China

and India yet Argentina’s people went hungry.

Argentina is the world’s second largest producer of

GM  crops, largely for export and yet they could do

nothing to solve its very real hunger problems at

home.  Since all GM crops have a patent the

owners are protected under the provisions of the

intellectual property rights legislation.  This

legislation deprives others, including the small

scale farmers, the right to plant, replant or

propagate the seeds without express authority of

the owner of the patent.  It’s therefore apparent

that one of the effects of genetic modification is to

make small scale farmers dependent on external

corporations for seed and food production by

paying royalties.   Thus in a very real sense they

become dependent on foreign groups for their very

livelihoods. 

W e also hear that GMO is a valuable tool that

c om p l im ents  conven tiona l and  organ ic

approaches.  Experience has shown that as soon

as a GM crop is released it will contaminate other

non-GM plants through pollination.  For example,

wild corn in Mexico which is the origin of new corn

genetics material is now contaminated by GM

corn.  It’s irresponsible to contaminate the wild

species of crops with GM material.  Once released

a GM crop can never be recalled.  Should such

contamination be allowed here on PEI?  The

introduction of GM crops will make it impossible to

grow an organic crop because of cross pollination.

However there is a fundam ental moral

responsibility that one’s actions should not harm

one’s neighbour.  Introduction of GM crops in PEI

will contaminate the organic crops and prevent the

organic farmer from marketing her or his produce

as organic and by what right can such damage be

done to a growing number of Island organic

farmers.

W e are also being told that by going to GM crops

it will reduce the cost of inputs such as insecticides

and herbicides.  Genetically modified crops require

more herbicides than what farmers were initially

led to believe leading to increased weed

management costs says Dr. Benbrook who is an

agricultural policy analyst in the States and

presently in a consulting  service there.  And

Jonathan Matthews, a writer and researcher

focussing on the bio-tech industry has stated that

in the latest official guidance in Australia that BT

cotton is in some circumstances failing to control

its principal target pest.  Consequently farmers in

that country are being advised to spray additional

insecticide on Monsanto’s GM BT cotton.

There are other important questions that need to

be addressed too such as would  the use of

genetic modification boost the conservation of bio-

diversity?  Genetic modification does not boost

bio-diversity but adds to the environment new

organisms that could impact negatively on it.

Genetic modification could negatively impact on

the informal seed sub-farming community in PEI

and that could result in job losses here.   W ould

the use of genetic modification accelerate plant

breeding?  The cost of development and

commercialization of a GM crop variety was

recently estimated at 30 million US dollars.

Therefore if PEI wants this technology it would

have to be content with importing a ready

developed variety rather than go to the extensive

and costly process of developing the technology in

this province.

Are there harmful effects from GM products on

humans, animals or the environment?  In Iowa,

USA, 14 pig producers have linked their sow

herds, reduced farrowing experiences to the BT

corn stalk feed.  W hen one of the 14 pig

producers switched back to non BT corn the

farrowing rate problems disappeared within that

herd.  Therefore one cannot help but ask the

obvious question as to whether the BT corn would

not also have a negative affect on human’s

reproductive systems.  

In Canada there are at least three types of GM

canola crop, each of which has been modified to

resist a particular herbicide from different bio-tech

companies.  One kind of problem this

development has created for the farmer is to

develop a dependency syndrome for farmers

having to rely on one company to provide both the

seed and the herbicide. The other problem is the

creation of potential super weeds which could

result from gene flow.  In fact there’s presently

some evidence that this problem has already

developed and she addresses it in her report

there.

Have GM crops been adequately tested?  Given

the potentia l dangers c ited above it’s

understandable that the demand for accurate and

adequate testing of bio-technology is of paramount

importance for us in PEI.  The companies that
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manufacture and market GM crops in the United

States and Canada are responsible for assessing

their safety which results in a potential conflict of

interest that could compromise the rigour of safety

assessments.  This raises a legitimate suspicion

that these tests could be biassed in favour of the

bio-tech companies.  

W e realize that the use of genetically modified

crops and technology is a policy debate whose

outcome will have tremendous consequences for

the lives of countless Islanders and their future

generations.  It’s a debate that must be shaped by

understandable and unbiased information and by

clear and socially just principles for all of us.

Our conclusion in this study is based upon a very

straightforward line of argument and thus we are

convinced that genetically modified technology will

have a negative effect, a negative impact on food

security and sustainable agriculture in PEI.

Therefore we have reached the conclusion that

GMOs should not be introduced into PEI until there

is (a) very serious and extensive research

undertaken by government, relative institutions

and NGOs regarding the health, environmental

and agricultural impact of GMOs and their

potential risks and until (b) immediate steps be

taken by government to build the capacity

necessary for testing agricultural products to

detect the introduction of GMOs and an adequate

labelling system  be put into place and the

promotion of public education by government

about GMOs in order to create a well informed

public that can reach conclusions that will

safeguard our capability to build sustainable

agriculture for the future of PEI.

Mr. Chairman, we hope and pray that your

committee members will decide for the common

good of all Islanders and especially for the just

concern of the small scale farmer and the organic

farmers that make up the backbone of our food

security in Prince Edward Island.  Thank you.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Thank you very

much.  Do we have some questions from

members?  W ayne.

Wayne Collins (PC):   I don’t know if you were

here this morning Ms. McQuaid when a gentleman

named Paul Mayers, a representative of Health

Canada was here this morning.

Helen McQuaid:   I was not here.

Wayne Collins (PC):   And he was speaking

about the work that Health Canada does in terms

of their team review of various food products that

are brought forward to Health Canada for

assessment by the companies that have

developed them. And he spoke about the various

range of expertise of the scientists that are brought

together in the first review and then they have

something else called the Food Rulings

Committee, the review of the review where they

bring independent scientists in to assess what the

first review panel looked at.  He was saying in

answer to a question I posed to him about why

Health Canada doesn’t get involved in doing some

of the basic research themselves, as saying this

would be extremely costly but the system they now

have in place with this double review, if you will,

and 60 foods have been assessed and approved,

GMO foods have been assessed and approved to

this point.  I talked to him about a credibility gap.

I take that you are among those people who are

part of that credibility gap.  You feel that the

federal government through Health Canada should

be doing the independent development of some of

these foods, in a sense a study of them, besides

this peer review that is conducted?  How far do

you want the government to go?  

Helen McQuaid:   W ell, I don’t know how far the

government should go but I definitely feel that

there should be  very independent study and we

should be made aware of it.  I find what happens,

we don’t know and as the first speaker said, there

has to be education yes.  But it has to be

education that the ordinary citizen can understand.

Like the terminology that is used.  Half the stuff

that comes out the ordinary person can’t

understand it.  So you don’t know what you’re

eating.  So there has to be a study to find out if it’s

safe and there has to be the labelling to let us

know as well.  W hen I eat something, after hearing

that one, I don’t know what I’m eating.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Mr. Mayers spoke about

enhanced transparency of the process this

morning and apparently they have information on

their web site going back to, I think 2003,  in terms

of the foods that have come forward for

assessment.  Have you ever visited that website of

Health Canada .. .

Helen McQuaid:   No, I haven’t.
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Wayne Collins (PC):   . . . to see exactly the

process they’ve taken to approve these?

Helen McQuaid:   No, I haven’t.  No.

Wayne Collins (PC):   All right.

Helen McQuaid:   Have you, Gilles?

Gilles Michaud: No, I haven’t either and I think

that transparency is questionable.  I would

question where it’s coming from.  First of all, where

is this information coming from if I were to visit that

website, which I have visited quite a few web sites

and searched out where it’s coming from, how it’s

being provided.  And I think that’s the most

important thing is do I understand it as a consumer

or is this just being provided to encourage one line

of thinking.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Another question,

Richard.

Richard Brown (L):   So at a minimum you’d want

labelling of GMO products to be able to say that

this is a GMO product and then let the consumer

decide whether they’re going to purchase it or not.

Gilles Michaud: I think that’s one of our

requirements, one of our suggestions, proposals

to you is that we would like to have proper

labelling, clear and proper labelling of our food

products.

Eva Rodgerson (PC):   One thing I asked them

this morning again was medicines.  W ho looked at

how they were developed and they said it’s also a

branch of Health Canada as well.  That’s what they

explained to us this morning.  I know for me it was

very informative because a lot of things, most

things I’ve just,  whether it’s medications or

whether it’s food,  I just go and if somebody tells

me they’re good for me I take them.  So I think

again a lot of us don’t do the research on those

things but he did also say that they also have a

branch that monitors all the medications and there

is medications as well, you know.  And not until we

started this committee meeting I didn’t realize that

close to70 per cent of the product on our shelves

is genetically modified in some way or other.  I

think you’re right.

Helen McQuaid:   It’s very frightening, I find.  Like,

even that picture of the book that he put up there

with the fish and the corn cob.  To me that is  very

frightening what are we eating and I mean I think

there has to be more research into exactly what

these foods are. 

Gilles Michaud: I think even the research that’s

being done on medication, I’m told that-the

previous, Robert told us that insulin was a product

of GMO or had GMO in it and if you visit the web

site by Dr.Suzuki he tells us that there is a lot of

problems with insulin because of that.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: I want to thank

you for taking the time and the effort to come and

to present your brief.  W e appreciate it very much

and we will have your study distributed to all the

members.

Helen McQuaid:   I think you’ll find it quite

interesting.

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: Thank you very

much.

Helen McQuaid:   Thank you

Wilbur MacDonald(PC) Chair: The committee, I

would remind you to sit for a few minutes and

there’s a few little things, housekeeping.  W e can

do that in camera.


