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1. About ANRA

The Australian National Retail ersd Associati c
representtheinter est s of Australiads | eading national
are:
Best & Less Just Group
Portmans | Peter Alexander | Dotti | Smiggle | Just Jeans | Jay Jays
Bunnings Luxottica
OPSM | Laubman & Pank | Budget Eyewear | Bright Eyes | Sunglass Hut
Coles McDonalds
Costco RedGroup Retail
Angus & Robertson | Borders
David Jones Reece Plumbing
Dymocks Spotlight
Franklins Super Cheap Auto Group
Harvey Norman Woolworths

Their combined turnover exceeds $100 billion of the $215 billion turnover across the
retail industry, representing 6.2% of Gross Domestic Product.

The members of ANRA employ over 450,000 Australians i 37.5% of the retail workforce
and 4.1% of the Australian workforce. Approximately 100,000 of these employees are
located in regional and rural Australia. Over 750,000 people hold shares in members of
ANRA.

Members lead the Australian retail industry, across all types of retail goods and services.
The spectrum of their businesses, their scale and their contribution to all Australian
communities means that the development of robust policies is critical to strengthening
the retail sector and protecting the interests of retail businesses and consumers.

A key objective is to ensure that governments and the community understand the vast

contribution the retail industry makes to the national economy. ANRA develops and

endorses public policies which will enhance the capacity of the sector to meet consumer

needs. ANRA recognises that retailers rely on all Australians, and must competitively

deliver to consumer needs. Conversely, the industry and members of ANRA in particular,

are leading employers, contribute to community and regional development, and strongly

interrelate with other Australian industries, not the least of which is the agricultural
industry. ANRAOGs food and grocery retailers ¢
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2.1

2.2

2.3
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2.5

2.6

2.7

Introduction

The Minister for Agriculture in West Australia has convened a State and Local
Government Committee to investigate the legislation governing labelling
requirements for the identification of genetically modified ingredients in food. The
Committee has sought input from members of ANRA, in particular, leading retailers in
the fresh food and groceries market.

ANRAG6s f ood etalals ragaggoise the impontance of food labelling to
consumers i indeed it underpins an important point of competition for an increasingly

di scerning market. ANRAG6s members support cl

which balances the need for practical, useful information, with the capacity of industry
to provide that information. Given such costs are worn by both industry and
consumer, this cost-benefit approach should govern the nature and extent of the
regulatory framework.

ANRAGs mabatidvethasthe paramount objective of regulatory requirements for
labelling of GM products should be the provision of useful, clear and nationally
uniform information for Australian consumers. The requirements should yield
consistent information of the kind consumers require, subject to the scientific capacity
of industry to provide such information and further, weighed against the costs of
delivering information.

ANRA has lodged submissions with the Food Labelling Law and Policy Review,
setting out its position in relation to food labelling, broadly speaking. A copy of those
submissions is attached.

Many of ANRAGsSs members have stringent |
manufacture themselves, coupled with mandatory declarations of any genetically

abel | i

modified content (AGM contento) at the product d
commit ment among many to refrain from the us:ée

from labelling, given requirements for this to mean the complete absence, even of
trace elements.

ANRA members do not necessarily manufacture or sell products with GM content,
however those doing so comply strictly with Food Standards Australia New Zealand

(AFSANZO) prescribed mandatory | abelling reql

describes the regulation of GM content in foods in Australia and new Zealand as
Aparticularly strict 0,saleappreval e GM content, theh e
relatively small margin for traces of GM content (1% threshold for unintended
content) and the functions of the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator.

The current regulatory framework provides useful, practical and accurate information
to consumers in cases where products contain GM content. The existing
requirements do so by establishing ascertainable limits on tracking GM content,
including through feed and other potentially GM inputs. Nationally consistent labelling
requirements are also particularly important for retailers and manufacturers with a
national presence.

exten:
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3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Matters Raised by the Committee

The Committee has sought specific feedback from members of ANRA on four key
points. The responses of members are set out in this section.

What GM related food issues have consumers of members brought to the
attention of your organisation? Please provide quantitative data.

The members of ANRA supplying food and groceries report, on average, less than
ten inquiries relating to GM foods per month.

To what extent should labelling be changed for products that contain GM
ingredients and for products that do NOT contain novel DNA or protein but
which are derived from GM crops?

The current regulatory framework provides sufficient information to consumers of a
practical and useful nature, without inundating product labels with an excess of
scientific and numerical data. Current requirements do not extend to information
which would be unascertainable, for example, GM content in feed in the food
production process.

The introduction of labelling requirements for foods which do not contain novel DNA
but which are derived from GM crops would create significantly greater regulatory
burdens on members of ANRA, with no benefit to consumers. FSANZ is already
charged with the duty of assessing all GM foods prior to their sale to the community.
This stringent process ensures that case by case assessments of the safety, quality
and suitability of products are established well before they are placed for sale.

ANRA is concerned that certain products which are derived from GM crops may
contain denatured DNA or protein which cannot be distinguished from products
derived from non-GM crops as a result. Consequently, it is impossible to label such
items where testing cannot ensure accuracy with such labels and where the origin is
of no consequence to the end product. This is extremely common in refined sugars
and oils on the present market.

ANRA believes that no regulatory framework should impose unascertainable
thresholds in relation to the obligations it creates. For example, GM crops used to
produce oils or sugars, but with the DNA or protein removed or denatured, could in
turn be used to produce medicines, chemical treatments or even feed utilised on
livestock or crops, there is the potential for almost endless tracing of inputs to
ascertain whether any GM content or derivatives are present. It is therefore
impossible for retailers to provide customers with accurate labels even though
retailers would be forced to have place extensive audit and verification procedures
through entire supply chain.

If FSANZ allows the European Union food labelling system for GM foods and
foods derived from GM crops, what cost implications would this have for your
industry/members?
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37 ANRA further not €rgatlingsGMiderived pradsce withoetiDNA
or, especially bulk commodities. Weighed against the added paperwork, transport
and handling costs, additional labelling requirements would represent an significantly
increased cost burden for retailers. ANRA submits that such cost burdens stand to
flow directly to consumers, whilst delivering no benefit to the consumer for the
reasons outlined above. Ausbiotec stresses that pressing requirements for labelling
in cases where the capacity for testing does not exist, the opposite consequences
are likely to result:

To incur added expense to separate products that are safe and unable to be

differentiated from other source materials achieves nothing except higher prices for

consumers. In addition to the greater costs such as added testing and infrastructure

requirements for storage and transport, a change to the current labelling laws, could

result in a situation where affected products may be widely, if not universally, labelled

as fimay containd a GM ingredient. This woul d 1
in fact lead to consumer confusion.

3.8 Members of ANRA who sell food and other GM produce believe that any proposal to
conduct regulatory reform should follow the Competition Principles of the Council of
Australian Government (ACOAGO), and the COAG
Regulation. In this regard, ANRA notes previous concerns that such analyses have
not occurred when introducing GM labelling requirements?.

3.9 Ausbiotec sets out some comparative figures globally, in the context of threshold
limits for unintended GM content, noting 0.9 per cent in the European Union and five
per cent in Japan. As an aside from Australi
relatively stringent, Ausbiotec sets out that the costs associated with labelling
increase exponentially as these thresholds approach zero. Specifically, it states:

Increased testing, increased cleaning and potentially the use of specifically developed
storage and distribution facilities all add to the final cost of the product.

3.10 ANRA notes that there are currently no requirements to label produce fed GM
products, and that as feed is broken down in digestion, animals fed GM products are
indistinguishable and indeed the same as those fed non-GM products. Clearly, where
identification is impossible, and the GM produce and non-GM produce are the same,
no labelling regime can be justified on the basis of consumer benefit. In fact, the only
accurate option would be to utilise uncertain terms, such as statements that produce
may contain, or be derived from GM content. This does not provide consumers with
accurate, certain or useful information. It has the potential to see a vast range of
products fall under such labels, reducing consumer choice, and defeating a sensible,
practical regulatory framework for labelling. Concurrently, such a move would see
costs shift, notwithstanding the absence of benefit (and potential detriment) to
consumer choice.

Do you consider that there is a need to educate consumers about the
standards for GM food labelling? If so, what type of education strategies
should be employed?

! GM Food Labelling in Australia, 2010

2 CropLife Australia, Submission to the Food Labelling Review Panel in respect to the Review of Food Labelling
law and Policy, November 2009
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3.11 Members of ANRA consider that labelling should be clear, useful and practical. In this
regard, the labels themselves are fundamentally educative in nature. Retailers of GM
produce further recognise the potential for supplementary information (in particular,
references to web-based information) to expand on the educational nature of labels
themselves. Importantly, consumers have become increasingly well-informed and
consequently, discerning in recent years. The provision of important information is
therefore an important aspect of marketing initiatives and competitive practice across
food and produce retailers.

3.12 ANRA supports education by Government which explains to customers the strong
controls that are already in place in relation to the GM product. ANRA also supports
voluntary measures Should then be left to retailers to provide further information
about GM in response to growing customer concern i this may be labelling, extended
labelling, or possibly web-based, supplementary information.

4. ANRAOGs Recommendati ons

4.1  ANRA recommends preserving current nationally consistent labelling requirements,
which effectively balance delivering practical, useful and relevant consumer
information, with the capacity to ascertain product information. The current framework
ensures that labelling provides the greatest amount of information about GM content,
subject to scientific limitations and cost burden, as against benefit.

4.2  ANRA does not support the labelling of GM derived produce, where DNA and/or
proteins have been removed or denatured. Overwhelmingly, scientific evidence has
found that this is of no material benefit to consumers, which GM products and non-
GM products being scientifically indistinguishable. ANRA further does not support the
introduction of any state-specific labelling requirements in relation to GM products.

4.3  ANRA supports ongoing the ongoing opportunities for its members to voluntarily
undertake education programmes and voluntary labelling. Whilst complying with
current requirements, these additional initiatives are key components of retai | er s 6
marketing and competitive strategies to maximise value-add for consumers.
Consumer demand creates significant incentives for retailers to target that demand
with voluntary best-practice initiatives, in addition to compliance with the existing
regulatory frameworks. Also support education by Government which explains to
customers the strong controls that are already in place in relation to the GM product



