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Executive Summary 
This Report provides a summary and analysis of submissions received during public 
consultation on the 2025 GMO Environmental Scan published by the Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRE Tas).  

The then Minister for Primary Industries and Water invited stakeholders to comment on the 
findings of the Environmental Scan, and particularly on the possibility of Tasmania aligning 
its policy and approach to SDN-1 modified organisms with the rest of Australia. The 
consultation process was also communicated on the NRE Tas website. Thirty-eight 
submissions were received from industry groups, businesses, research organisations and 
individuals. Four submissions were confidential and not published, with three of these treated 
as anonymous. 

Overall, there was support for, or acceptance of the GMO moratorium at the present time, 
with the exception of submissions from the dairy industry and industry groups representing 
grain growers and agricultural biotechnology interests. Several submissions were silent on 
the GMO moratorium and confined their comments to the regulation of SDN-1 modified 
organisms.    

In the context of overall acceptance of the GMO moratorium, there was substantial support 
among peak agricultural stakeholders to align Tasmania’s SDN-1 policy with the rest of the 
country and National Gene Technology Scheme, whereby SDN-1 modified organisms are not 
defined as GMOs. This is consistent with the trend reported in the latest GMO Environmental 
Scan. 

• Most industry groups supported (or raised no objections to) the proposition, including 
major Tasmanian representative groups such as TasFarmers, Dairy Tas, TAPG, 
Poppy Growers Tasmania and Wine Tasmania. The only two industry groups which 
did not support the proposition were the Tasmanian Beekeepers Association and 
Australian Organics Ltd. Fruit Growers Tasmania’s submission reported mixed views 
within the horticultural industry, and the Tasmanian Seed Industry Group considered it 
too early to comment on the proposition.  

• Among businesses, there was strong support for the proposition. Poppy businesses 
indicated that Tasmania’s alignment of SDN-1 policy to the national scheme was 
critical to their ongoing competitiveness. One major vegetable producer noted that they 
are facing production and processing constraints in Tasmania that could be addressed 
with SDN-1 tools that are currently being successfully used in overseas jurisdictions. 
One submitter raised concerns that the proposed change would significantly impact 
their business model due to market sensitivity to both GMOs and SDN-1. 

• Research organisations, including committees and institutes within those research 
organisations, supported the change which they said would support innovation and 
competitiveness.  

• Submissions from individuals did not support any change to SDN-1 policy, expressing 
general opposition to GMOs. 
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Benefits of aligning Tasmania’s approach to SDN1-modified organisms with the rest of 
Australia that were cited in submissions included access to innovative breeding techniques 
and new varieties; greater competitiveness for Tasmanian farmers relative to other 
jurisdictions; the ability to invest with confidence in R&D programmes; greater national 
consistency and regulatory enforceability.  

Objections included a perceived erosion of Tasmania’s GMO-free status and reputation; 
impacts on market access; greater costs associated with maintaining organic certification and 
potential legal or liability risks; ethical or philosophical issues; and concerns about the safety 
or environmental impacts of SDN-1 organisms. In considering these objections, it is noted 
that: 

• SDN-1 organisms are not defined as GMOs in Australia and Tasmania’s GMO 
moratorium and GMO-free status would be unchanged by alignment with the National 
Scheme; 

• There is an increasing trend towards acceptance and deregulation of SDN-1 modified 
organisms in most key markets; 

• Matters relating to the safety and environmental impacts of gene technology are 
regulated by the Commonwealth through the National Gene Technology Scheme and 
are beyond the scope of Tasmania’s gene technology legislation, which only regulates 
for marketing purposes; and  

• No evidence was presented in submissions that would indicate that the national 
deregulation of SDN-1 modified organisms since 2019 has impacted market access 
for producers in mainland states.   

In summary, no new information, including scientific or marketing evidence, was 
provided that would prevent Tasmania from accessing the benefits of SDN-1 
technology while retaining the GMO moratorium for its marketing advantages.  

  



  

Page 5 of 25 
 

Background 
Tasmania’s GMO Moratorium 
Tasmania has maintained a moratorium on the release of GMOs into the Tasmanian 
environment since 2001. The moratorium allows Tasmanian agricultural products to be 
differentiated in the marketplace, providing potential marketing advantages for Tasmanian-
branded, premium produce.  

The legislative basis for Tasmania’s GMO moratorium is the Genetically Modified Organisms 
Control Act 2004 (GMO Control Act) which allows Tasmania to regulate dealings with GMOs 
to preserve the identity of non-genetically modified crops and animals for marketing purposes. 
The GMO Control Act expires in November 2029.  

Tasmania’s regulation of GMOs is legally for marketing purposes only and does not extend 
to matters relating to the health and safety of people and environment from risks imposed by 
GMOs. These matters are expertly regulated by the Office of the National Gene Technology 
Regulator (OGTR) under the Commonwealth National Gene Technology Scheme. 

The Tasmanian Gene Technology Policy (2019-2029) (Gene Technology Policy) and 
Tasmanian Gene Technology Guidelines 2019 (Gene Technology Guidelines) outline in detail 
how the GMO moratorium is to be implemented by NRE Tas.  

The Gene Technology Policy requires that NRE Tas undertakes regular “environmental 
scans” of consumer sentiment towards GMOs, advances in gene technology and changes in 
markets. These scans act as a “pulse check” for Tasmania’s gene technology policy to 
determine whether an early review of the GMO moratorium is warranted. They involve 
consultation with local peak bodies, trade agents and Austrade specialists, as well as a 
desktop scan of new technologies. 

The latest GMO Environmental Scan was published on 9 April 2025 and is available at 
www.nre.tas.gov.au/GMO.  

 

Environmental Scan Findings 
The Environmental Scan made three key findings, summarised below: 

1. The GMO moratorium continues to offer direct or indirect marketing benefits for 
premium, Tasmanian-branded produce and that key export markets remain sensitive 
to GMOs; 

2. There is increased acceptance of the site-directed nuclease-1 (SDN-1) class of gene 
editing techniques; and 

3. Gene technologies which offer health benefits are at risk of being caught up in legislation 
designed for agriculture. 

http://www.nre.tas.gov.au/GMO
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Recent Developments 
Since the GMO Environmental Scan was written, the trend towards deregulation of SDN-1 
modified organisms has continued, with the following regulatory developments: 

• On 4 June 2025, the Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) Board approved 
amendments to the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code (the Code) set out 
in proposal P1055. The amendments update the definitions for “food produced using 
gene technology” and “gene technology” in the Code to reflect advances in 
technologies. This means that food derived from new breeding techniques that do not 
introduce novel DNA (such as SDN-1) is exempt from regulation as GM food, and is 
another example of the trend towards deregulation of SDN-1 organisms that was 
identified in the 2025 GMO Environmental Scan.  

• On 6 May 2025, England deregulated SDN-1 edited organisms through secondary 
legislation: the Genetic Technology (Precision Breeding) Act.   

• On 10 October 2025, the New Zealand Parliament released a consultation report on the 
Gene Technology Bill. The Bill would substantially increase access to gene technology 
in New Zealand and align New Zealand’s regulation of SDN-1 modified organisms with 
that of Australia. 

• On March 14 2025, European Union Member States agreed to develop new rules for 
plants generated using new genomic techniques, bringing the EU closer to implementing 
a 2023 Proposal to regulate SDN-1 organisms more like ones derived from traditional 
breeding methods.  

Consultation 
The public release of the Environmental Scan on 9 April 2025 was accompanied by an 
invitation to key stakeholders to comment on the possibility of Tasmania aligning its policy 
and approach to SDN-1 modified organisms with the rest of Australia under the National Gene 
Technology Scheme. Feedback on any other aspect of the Environmental Scan could also 
be provided. Formal consultation ran over a six-week period to 21 May 2025. Follow-up 
interviews were conducted with some stakeholders who provided verbal submissions.  
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Regulation of SDN-1 organisms  
SDN-1 is a class of targeted gene editing techniques which is increasingly used in modern 
breeding programs to develop varieties with desirable new characteristics. 

In nature, breaks in an organism’s DNA are naturally repaired by the cell’s own processes. 
Sometimes these repairs are imperfect, giving rise to genetic variations. SDN-1 uses an 
enzyme to cause a break at a chosen location in the genome, which is then repaired using 
the cell’s natural repair mechanisms. This may lead to desirable genetic changes that are 
indistinguishable from those that occur through natural mutations or those obtained through 
conventional plant breeding techniques. Organisms developed using this technique contain 
no foreign DNA.  

In Australia, SDN-1 modified organisms have not been defined or regulated as GMOs under 
the National Gene Technology Scheme since 2019. At that time, the Tasmanian Government 
took a cautious approach to continue regulating SDN-1 organisms to minimise any potential 
trade risks with markets that continued to view SDN-1 organisms the same as GMOs. 
Currently, this is achieved through a restriction on importing known SDN-1 modified 
organisms into Tasmania.  

The Environmental Scan found that internationally, many jurisdictions including trade 
competitors (such as New Zealand) and trading partners (such as Japan, the United States 
and the European Union) are less sensitive to SDN-1 and have reduced restrictions on SDN-
1 modified organisms or are proposing to do so.  

In view of this increased acceptance, consultation on the GMO Environmental Scan 
represented an opportunity to consider whether Tasmania’s current regulatory approach to 
SDN-1 organisms is appropriate and balanced.   
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Summary of Consultation 
Thirty-five written submissions were received, and three verbal responses were made. These are summarised in Table 1, grouped by 
their overall support for Tasmania aligning its SDN-1 policy with the National Gene Technology Scheme. Complete submissions are 
available at www.nre.tas.gov.au/GMO. 

 

Table 1. Summary of submissions 

Ref Name 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Submission summary 

21 TasFarmers Yes Industry Group 

Highlights the risk of not aligning SDN-1 policy, including: reduced productivity and competitiveness for 
Tasmanian farmers; missed opportunities to develop crops; loss of scientific and research investment to 
other regions more open to innovation. Notes the growing distinction in both international regulation and 
consumer perception between traditional GMOs and SDN-1.  
Based on a survey of members, TasFarmers recommends that: accept SDN-1 technology in line with 
national and international best practice; ensure this is well-communicated; undertake market analysis 
and communication of the GMO moratorium; and continue monitoring global gene technology and 
consumer trends.  

27 
Dairy 
Australia and 
Dairy Tas 

Yes Industry Group 

Supports alignment of SDN-1 policy, and notes that Tasmanian farmers are missing out on access to 
pasture species that are better suited to a changing climate; notes that dairy industry does not 
significantly benefit from GMO moratorium and would support a full review in 2029 with a view to lift or 
amend the moratorium; notes that lack of alignment creates compliance burdens for Tasmanian farmers 
and deters investment into R&D. 

28 TAPG Yes Industry Group 
Supports aligning SDN-1 regulations with national scheme to maintain competitiveness, reduce 
regulatory burden and enhance innovation; notes the importance of communicating the change to 
industry, markets, and general public.  

32 
Poppy 
Growers 
Tasmania 

Yes Industry Group 
States that the future viability of the industry will be placed at risk if breeding technologies such as SDN-
1 are not available because they are available in all mainland and many competing international 
jurisdictions. 

http://www.nre.tas.gov.au/GMO
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Ref Name 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Submission summary 

7 Wine 
Tasmania Yes Industry Group 

Supports the GMO moratorium; Wine Tasmania aligns to Australian Grape and Wine's position that no 
GMOs (as defined in FSANZ standards code 1.5.2) be used in the production of wine; submission did 
not raise concerns with alignment of SDN-1 policies to the national scheme. 

9 Confidential* Yes Industry Group Supports Tasmania having access to SDN-1 techniques to maintain competitiveness and innovation.  

16 
Australian 
Seed 
Federation 

Yes Industry Group 
Supports regulatory alignment for SDN-1; notes a lack of evidence for marketing benefits of moratorium; 
states that current SDN-1 settings undermine industry competitiveness; aligning SDN-1 policy would 
supports innovation by allowing farmers the choice of the most appropriate technology for them.  

31 Oysters 
Tasmania Yes Industry Group 

States that industry currently does not benefit from GMO moratorium, and notes that ongoing 
restrictions on the use of GMO or SDN-1 organisms are likely to be more harmful than beneficial in the 
future (e.g. inability to access GM or gene edited oyster food). 

25 CropLife 
Australia Yes Industry Group 

Advocates for an end to the GMO moratorium and alignment of Tasmania's regulatory approach to both 
GMOs and SDN-1 organisms with the national scheme; in particular, supports an end to regulation of 
SDN-1 import through biosecurity permits, and notes that any proposed regulation of SDN-1 organisms 
under biosecurity legislation risks integrity of biosecurity system; notes that current laws do not prevent 
development and use of SDN-1 organisms in Tasmania.   

34 Grain Trade 
Australia  Yes Industry Group 

Supports Tasmania's alignment of SDN-1 policy with the National Gene Technology Scheme; notes 
linkages with the updated definitions for GM food proposed for the Australia New Zealand Food 
Standards Code; notes that the Australian grain industry has adopted the Grain Industry Stewardship 
Framework for New Technologies to facilitate co-existence of GM and non-GM crops.  

18 GrainGrowers  Yes Industry Group 
Supports alignment with the national scheme; notes that Tasmanian grain growers are currently 
disadvantaged by not having access to technologies that are available to grain growers elsewhere in 
Australia; notes the Market Choices Framework as a model for co-existence. 

29 Fonterra Yes Business 
(dairy) 

Supports continuation of GMO moratorium and alignment of SDN-1 approach to national scheme; 
comments that Tasmania is increasingly out of step with national and international regulation.  
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Ref Name 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Submission summary 

17 Simplot Yes Business 
(vegetables) 

Supports SDN-1 alignment; notes increasing pest and disease pressure in Tasmania, and the critical 
need for access to both GMOs and SDN-1 technology to prevent productivity losses and ensure 
continued quality.  

22 Skretting 
Australia Yes Business 

(animal feed) 

Supports SDN-1 alignment in order to access improved agronomic traits, greater environmental 
sustainability, and greater regulatory clarity; notes that SDN-1 methods are similar to, and more 
targeted than other conventional breeding practices which are widely accepted and do not result in 
GMOs.  

23 Macquarie Oil  Yes Business 
(canola) 

States that SDN-1 offers benefits to canola producers and will potentially lead to more canola grown in 
Tasmania, reducing the need for interstate imports; Macquarie Oil, along with customers including 
Skretting, Inghams and Ridley all support the proposal and do not see alignment of SDN-1 policy as a 
threat to GM-free status.   

26 Extractas 
Bioscience* Yes Business 

(poppies) 
Notes that access to SDN-1 is essential to maintain competitiveness; uncertainty about Tasmania's 
SDN-1 regulation has prevented investment; a clear decision is essential for further investment.  

30 Sun Pharma Yes Business 
(poppies) 

Comments that uncertainty about SDN-1 regulation is a barrier to investment; beneficial traits have the 
potential to reduce inputs and ensure competitiveness; strongly urges alignment with the national SDN-
1 approach to preserve ongoing competitiveness in Tasmania.  

1 
Tasmanian 
Institute of 
Agriculture 

Yes Research 
States that the inclusion of SDN-1 modified organisms in the moratorium should end; the GMO 
moratorium should continue; suggests an industry-led code of practice as an interim measure to provide 
markets with a level of comfort regarding the use of SDN-1.  

14 UTAS Yes Research 

Acknowledges marketing benefits of GMO moratorium; notes growing acceptance of SDN-1 
internationally; notes potential benefits of SDN-1 products; strongly recommends aligning with national 
scheme with no need for separate regulation; comments on the importance for Tasmania remaining 
competitive in research and innovation.  

20 CSIRO Yes Research 

Supports alignment with the national scheme; notes benefits for both industry and research 
organisations; notes the need for testing of any new organisms (selectively bred or gene edited) 
intended for commercial release; notes the need for regular ongoing assessment of the moratorium to 
evaluate advantages and lost opportunities of Tasmania’s GM-free status. 
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Ref Name 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Submission summary 

19 UTAS IBC Yes Research 
Focuses on the need to clarify the scope of the GMO Control Act to exclude medical and veterinary 
dealings; notes the need to consider the opportunity cost of the GMO moratorium when next reviewed; 
generally in favour of alignment with national scheme.   

N/A Greenham 
Tasmania Yes Business Strongly supports GMO moratorium continuing; no concerns with proposed alignment with national 

scheme (verbal response). 

N/A 

Tasmanian 
Forest 
Products 
Association 

Yes Industry Group No concerns with proposed alignment with national scheme (verbal response). 

N/A 
Australian 
Abalone 
Growers 

Yes Industry Group No concerns with proposed alignment with national scheme (verbal response). 

35 Fruit Growers 
Tasmania Mixed Industry Group 

Opinions on SDN-1 alignment differ within the fruit industry and even between growers of the same 
crops. Major national berry producers do not utilise regional branding and support deregulation of SDN-
1 to provide greater access to improved varieties. One major cherry producer did not express a view 
either way. Two middle-sized apple/cherry producers did not support alignment due to concerns it could 
dilute Tasmania’s brand and reputation. Several growers did not respond to questions, suggesting no 
strong feelings either way. Overall, awareness of GMO moratorium, and SDN-1 approach is low.  

24 
Tasmanian 
Seed Industry 
Group 

Not yet Industry Group Indicates that it is too early to comment on proposed change until the outcomes of ongoing processes in 
New Zealand and EU are determined. 

11 
Tasmanian 
Beekeepers 
Association 

No Industry Group 
Supports the GMO moratorium; claims that no compelling reason to change SDN-1 policy at the 
moment; indicates that in order to preserve market access, there is no downside to waiting for greater 
clarity, particularly in Europe where deregulation of SDN-1 is still underway. 

12 
Australian 
Organics 
Limited 

No Industry Group 
Advocates for GMO moratorium beyond 2029; does not support change to SDN-1 policy; concerns 
about traceability of SDN-1 organisms and the costs of organic producers retaining their certification; 
claims of unresolved scientific and regulatory risks. 
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Ref Name 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Submission summary 

2 Confidential* No Business Business says that its market is highly sensitive to both GMOs and SDN-1; advises that any change 
may threaten viability of business. 

15 Gene Ethics No Advocacy 
Group 

Wants the GMO moratorium to continue with no change to SDN-1 policy until a full review; concerns 
centre on risks to organic producers and loss of market access; questions benefits of technology. If 
SDN-1 policy is aligned with National Scheme, would like to see enforceable regulation/separation of 
SDN-1 products.  

3 Rod Farquhar No Individual Concerns regarding irreversibility of any introduction of GM crops. 

4 Gary 
Saunders No Individual States that genetic engineering of food crops is insufficiently regulated to ensure safety.  

5 John Philpott No Individual Does not support any SDN-1 policy change to protect Tasmania's GM-free status. 

6 Kelly John No Individual 

Raises a number of broad questions about the use of GMOs in general, including impacts on organic 
markets, possible unintended economic impacts; reputational impacts on businesses; legal matters 
associated with the protection of IP in proprietary GM cultivars; and possible impacts on health and 
safety in other countries. 

8 Confidential* No Individual Does not support any SDN-1 policy change to protect Tasmania's GM-free status. 
10 Peter Szikla No Individual Does not support any SDN-1 policy change to protect Tasmania's GM-free status. 

13 
David Keens 
- Manna 
Farms (Vic) 

No Individual 
Advocates for GMO moratorium beyond 2029; does not support change to SDN-1 policy; concerns 
about traceability of SDN-1 organisms and the costs of organic producers retaining their certification; 
claims of unresolved scientific and regulatory risks. 

33 Maree Hayes No Individual Does not support any SDN-1 policy change to protect Tasmania's GM-free status. 

*Denotes submission not published on request of submitter. 
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Support for Tasmania’s GMO Moratorium 
The Environmental Scan did not identify any developments that would warrant an early review 
of the GMO moratorium. The 2025 Environmental Scan found that key export markets for 
Tasmanian premium produce remain sensitive to GMOs. This sentiment is significantly less 
evident (or absent) in relation to commodity products but remains a market factor across a 
range of ‘high-end’ Tasmanian-branded products in key export destinations. 

While the consultation on the findings of the Scan focussed on treatment of SDN-1 produce, 
many responders also expressed views on the GMO moratorium. The majority of submissions 
received through consultation on the Environmental Scan supported, or at least accepted the 
continuation of the GMO moratorium until at least 2029. Common sentiments provided in 
support included: 

• Enhancing Tasmania’s brand identity and reputation for premium produce; 
• Meeting the expectations of discerning export markets; and 
• A general opposition to the use of gene technology or GMOs, including for safety, 

environmental or ethical reasons. 

TasFarmers’ survey of members found that 68 per cent of respondents viewed the GMO 
moratorium as essential to maintaining Tasmania’s market access and premium branding. 
The submission reported that members were concerned that any relaxation of the moratorium 
could jeopardise hard-won market advantages and erode consumer confidence.  

Four submissions explicitly advocated for an end to the GMO moratorium in Tasmania, an 
early review, or otherwise indicated that they receive no benefit from the moratorium. Views 
expressed included that: 

• the GMO moratorium disadvantages Tasmanian producers and makes them less 
competitive relative to interstate counterparts, without delivering a corresponding market 
premium (e.g. Dairy Tas); 

• there is a lack of tangible evidence for marketing benefits associated with the 
moratorium, and recommended a more rigorous assessment of opportunity cost 
associated with the moratorium (e.g. Crop Life Australia and Australian Seed 
Federation); and 

• the moratorium provides no benefit for oyster growers at present, and that any future 
impact of the moratorium is more likely to be harmful than beneficial (Oysters Tasmania). 

Some submissions supported amendments to the current moratorium prior to its expiration. 
For example, Simplot suggested the removal of cisgenic plants (i.e. plants that have been 
modified to carry genes from the same or closely-related species) from the moratorium. 

Other submissions noted successful examples of co-existence between GM and non-GM 
growing systems without specifically advocating for an end to the GMO moratorium in 
Tasmania (e.g. Grain Traders Australia and GrainGrowers).  
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Possible alignment with national SDN-1 
regulations 
The 2025 Environmental Scan found that new breeding techniques including SDN-1 gene-
editing methods are resulting in a growing number of plant varieties with a wide range of 
desirable traits such as improved nutrition and better drought tolerance. There is a firming 
consensus internationally regarding the regulation of SDN-1 tools with which Tasmania could 
align itself while retaining its GMO moratorium for marketing purposes. 

Out of the 38 submissions received, 24 responses supported (or raised no concerns with) 
Tasmania aligning its SDN-1 policy with the rest of Australia. These 24 submissions 
represented industry groups, businesses and research organisations. The 12 submissions 
that did not support alignment of Tasmania’s SDN-1 policy included two industry groups, one 
business, one advocacy group, and several individual and campaign submissions.  

Fruit Growers Tasmania’s submission reported mixed views within the horticultural industry, 
with support from berry growers, opposition from some apple and cherry growers, and no 
strong position either way from others. The Tasmanian Seed Industry Group submission 
indicated that “it is too early to comment” on the possibility of Tasmania aligning its SDN-1 
policy with the National Gene Technology Scheme until the final outcome of proposed 
legislative amendments in the European Union and New Zealand are known.  

Stakeholder positions are summarised in Table 2.    
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Table 2. Positions on SDN-1 alignment by submission category 
Supports SDN-1 
alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Category Number Name 

Yes (24) 

Industry  13 

• TasFarmers 
• Dairy Australia/Dairy Tasmania  
• Tasmanian Agricultural Productivity Group 
• Poppy Growers Tasmania 
• Wine Tasmania 
• Australian Seed Federation 
• Oysters Tasmania 
• CropLife Australia 
• Grain Trade Australia  
• GrainGrowers 
• Tasmanian Forest Products Assoc (verbal) 
• Australian Abalone Growers (verbal) 
• Confidential 

Business  7 

• Fonterra 
• Simplot 
• Skretting Australia 
• Macquarie Oil 
• Extractas Bioscience 
• Sun Pharma  
• Greenham (verbal) 

Research 4 

• Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture 
• University of Tasmania 
• CSIRO 
• UTAS Institutional Biosafety Committee 

No (12) 

Industry  2 • Tasmanian Beekeepers Association 
• Australian Organics Ltd 

Advocacy Group 1 • Gene Ethics 
Business  1 • Confidential 
Individuals  8 • Individual and campaign submissions 

Mixed (1) Industry 1 • Fruit Growers Tasmania 
Not yet (1) Industry  1 • Tasmanian Seed Industry Group 

 

These results indicate that most major primary industry representative groups and businesses 
are in favour of Tasmania aligning its SDN-1 policy with the rest of Australia. This tends to be 
the case even for those submitters who indicated support or acceptance for the continuation 
of the GMO moratorium.  

This observation is consistent with the Environmental Scan’s finding that Tasmanian 
producers’ attitudes towards SDN-1 organisms are significantly softer than towards GMOs.1 
It also demonstrates that many stakeholders recognise a balanced approach where the dual 
benefits associated with both the GMO moratorium and access to SDN-1 edited varieties can 
be realised. The following excerpts from submissions illustrate this point: 

 
1 2025 GMO Environmental Scan page 19 
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“Fonterra Oceania currently derives significant value from being able to provide customers in several 
markets with non-GMO product. The Japanese cheese market, in particular, values the GMO-free 
status of Tasmanian dairy products, which has helped maintain and grow Fonterra’s exports to this 
premium segment…Separately, we believe that there is a compelling case for reconsidering the 
regulatory treatment of SDN-1 organisms … the current approach in Tasmania, which treats SDN-1 
organisms the same as traditional GMOs, is increasingly out of step with national and most 
international regulations.”  

Fonterra Oceania (submission 29) 

 
“Aligning Tasmania’s SDN-1 regulations with national standards would: 

• Enhance Agricultural Innovation: Facilitate the adoption of advanced breeding techniques, leading 
to the development of crop varieties with improved traits such as disease resistance and climate 
adaptability; 

• Maintain Market Competitiveness: Ensure that Tasmanian producers are not disadvantaged 
compared to counterparts in other regions who have access to these technologies; 

• Reduce Regulatory Burden: Streamline processes for researchers and producers, encouraging 
investment and development in the agricultural sector. 

Maintaining the GMO moratorium has served Tasmania well, preserving its reputation for premium, 
GMO-free produce. Any potential changes to GMO regulations should be considered with this in mind 
to ensure that there are no negative impacts on producers who benefit from the moratorium. These 
industries include Wine, Seeds, Fruit, and Agritourism, amongst others. However, differentiating 
between traditional GMOs and SDN-1 organisms, which do not contain foreign DNA, allows for a 
balanced approach that supports both market integrity and technological advancement.” 

Tasmanian Agricultural Productivity Group (submission 28) 

 
“While Tasmania’s GMO-free status has historically delivered marketing benefits, the global 
agricultural landscape is rapidly changing. SDN-1 technology represents a significant leap forward in 
plant breeding, offering precision, efficiency, and the ability to address challenges such as climate 
adaptation, pest resistance, and productivity, without introducing foreign DNA.” 

TasFarmers (submission 21) 

 

Themes raised in submissions 
Seven common viewpoints, or themes, were identified in the submissions in relation to 
alignment of Tasmania’s SDN-1 approach with the National Gene Technology Scheme. 
These are summarised in Table 3. Each of these themes is explored in greater detail below, 
with representative quotes from submissions.  
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Table 3. Summary of themes in relation to SDN-1 policy identified in submissions 
Themes in relation to alignment of Tasmania's 
SDN-1 approach with National Scheme 

Raised by: 

1. Improved competitiveness TasFarmers; DairyTas; TAPG; Poppy Growers Tasmania; 
ASF; Oysters Tasmania; CropLife; Grain Trade Australia; 
GrainGrowers; FGT; Fonterra; Simplot; Skretting; Extractas 
Bioscience; Sun Pharma; TIA; UTAS; CSIRO; confidential 

2. Investment certainty TasFarmers; DairyTas; TAPG; ASF; CropLife; Extractas 
Bioscience; Sun Pharma; UTAS; UTAS IBC; CSIRO 

3. National consistency and enforceable 
regulation 

TasFarmers; TIA; UTAS; ASF; CSIRO; GrainGrowers; 
CropLife; Simplot 

4. Impacts on reputation and market access TBA; Australian Organic Ltd; Gene Ethics; confidential; 
individual and campaign submissions 

5. Impacts on organic producers Australian Organic Ltd; Gene Ethics; individual and 
campaign submissions 

6. Safety and environmental concerns Australian Organic Ltd; Gene Ethics; individual and 
campaign submissions 

Improved competitiveness 

The theme of maintaining Tasmania’s competitiveness in agriculture and the broader primary 
industries sector was the key driver of support for alignment of Tasmania’s SDN-1 policy with 
the national scheme. Submissions noted that current SDN-1 policies are placing key 
industries at a competitive disadvantage, with producers unable to access improved plant 
varieties developed using targeted SDN-1 breeding techniques that are both more productive 
and more environmentally sustainable. Several submissions commented that current SDN-1 
policies are threatening the viability of key industries and advocated for Tasmania to have the 
same access to innovative tools as interstate counterparts and international competitors to 
address emerging production challenges.   

 
“The Tasmanian Government has an ambitious goal to increase the annual value of the Tasmanian 
agriculture sector to $10 billion by 2050 … to achieve this goal the sector will need to grow at more 
than double the growth rate experienced over the last 20 years … it is essential that Tasmania 
embraces innovation and the most advanced, productive technologies available, including SDN-1 
targeted plant breeding.” 

TasFarmers (submission 21) 

 
“…we believe that the inclusion of SDN-1 modified organisms in the moratorium should end. This 
technology has significant utility and should be promoted for the benefit of our agriculture. This 
technology cannot be distinguished from naturally occurring genes (indeed, it can be considered a 
‘natural’ process) … SDN-1 could be used, for example, to develop disease resistance in potatoes, or 
weed tolerance in poppies, each of these leading to reduced use of pesticides or herbicides in our 
environment, with health and safety and environmental benefits following on from this.”  

Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture (submission 1) 
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“…Potential traits include waterlogging and frost tolerance, improved nutrient use efficiency, and 
resistance to endemic pests or diseases. Increasingly, new breeding techniques could also improve 
the harvest, processing, transport and storage of crops critical to Tasmanian horticulture. 

Genome editing holds promise for pastures that underpin Tasmania’s dairy and livestock industries. 
Enhanced forage grasses for improved digestibility and biomass production can increase animal 
productivity while lowering methane emissions, improved nutrient use efficiency, and resistance to 
endemic pests or diseases.” 

CropLife Australia (submission 25) 

 
“Sun Pharma sees real benefit in using SDN-1 technology to accelerate more recent research 
endeavours. Traits such as heat, drought and flooding tolerance and disease resistance could be 
targeted. These physical traits have the potential to expand current growing areas and potentially 
reduce inputs such as fertiliser, fungicides or irrigation. 

…[biosynthetic opiates] present a substantial risk to the Global Poppy industry … Hence, it is more 
critical now than ever before to tackle the vulnerability of the poppy industry to environmental 
challenges ….” 

Sun Pharma (submission 30) 

 
“If Tasmania is to remain the dominant global supplier of opiate alkaloid materials then technologies 
such as SDN-1 must be available to improve productivity, efficiency, sustainability and importantly 
profitability for our farmers.” 

Poppy Growers Tasmania (submission 32) 

 
“Tasmania produces 31% of the national potato production and is the second largest producer state. 
Total value of Tasmanian potato production is approximately $324 million. 

… potato production and processing in Tasmania is impacted increasingly by pest and disease 
constraints that could be addressed by GM and SDN-1 technology. Without access to new 
technology, these constraints require additional resources and management procedures to protect 
product quality, including agrochemicals.” 

Simplot (submission 17) 

 

Investment certainty 

Several submissions noted that Tasmania’s current SDN-1 policy settings are a deterrent to 
investment in long-term research and development (R&D) programs, and that investment in 
the development of SDN-1 crops suited to Tasmanian conditions will be limited without 
greater certainty of the commercial application of end-products. There were concerns about 
loss of scientific and research investment to other regions that are seen as being more open 
to innovation. Submissions made the general case that by failing to invest in a burgeoning 
new area of innovation, Tasmanian agriculture will become increasingly less competitive. 
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“Tasmanian growers face mounting challenges from climate variability, pest and disease pressure, 
and rising costs...By maintaining a misalignment with the National Gene Technology Scheme, the 
Tasmanian Government is denying its growers access to innovations available elsewhere in Australia 
and internationally. This not only limits farm-level productivity, but also deters R&D investment and 
undermines Tasmania’s long-term agricultural competitiveness.”  

Australian Seed Federation (submission 42) 

 
“We feel that it is not feasible to invest further R&D funds to use techniques like SDN-1 to produce an 
end product (plant variety) without a reasonable level of certainty that it could be grown commercially 
in this State. For these reasons, Extractas Bioscience welcomes … the proposal that Tasmania should 
align its SDN-1 regulations with the current National standards, as determined by the OGTR.” 

Extractas Bioscience (submission 26) 

 
“A key benefit of this [SDN-1] targeted plant breeding is a significant reduction in time to 
commercialisation for new cultivars. Sun Pharma have considered the use of such technology but in 
the current uncertain environment, have been unwilling to invest significant amounts of R&D using 
this technology.” 

Sun Pharma (submission 30) 

 

National consistency and enforceable regulation 

Several submissions highlighted the regulatory complexities created by Tasmania’s decision 
in 2019 to take a different approach to SDN-1 organisms from the National Gene Technology 
Scheme and to treat them as if they are GMOs. Submissions also noted difficulties with 
enforcing SDN-1 regulation, since the type of changes caused by SDN-1 modified organisms 
are indistinguishable from those that could occur naturally. Challenges associated with 
compliance enforceability were central to the Commonwealth’s 2019 decision not to regulate 
SDN-1 organisms as GMOs. 

“The University of Tasmania advocates for an open management approach for SDN-1 organisms, 
recommending full deregulation with no need for regulatory authority confirmation to conduct activities 
…  The current arrangement, where Tasmania considers SDN-1 organisms differently from the OGTR, 
creates conflicting compliance obligations and regulations, confusion for researchers and industry. 
Deregulation will streamline research activities without substantially increasing risk. 

In summary, the University of Tasmania strongly supports a regulatory approach that aligns with 
national standards to ensure Tasmania remains competitive in research and innovation. Streamlining 
regulations will not only enhance efficiency but also unlock new opportunities in agriculture.” 

University of Tasmania (submission 14) 

 
“ASF reaffirms its support for Tasmania aligning its regulation of site-directed nuclease-1 (SDN-1) 
organisms with the rest of Australia under the National Gene Technology Scheme … Tasmania’s 
continued classification of SDN-1 organisms as GMOs by way of an arbitrary exclusion from import 
permits under biosecurity provisions, creates a misalignment that places Tasmanian farmers at a 
disadvantage compared to their mainland counterparts.” 

Australian Seed Federation (submission 16) 
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“Simplot strongly supports moving products developed using the SDN-1 gene editing techniques 
outside of the GMO moratorium. It is important for Tasmania to align with the rest of Australia on the 
regulation of these and other products of biotechnology. Misalignment with the Office of the Gene 
Technology Regulator (OGTR) that is not based on safety, unnecessarily complicates product 
marketing and raises compliance and segregation costs. It also restricts Tasmanian grower access to 
improved planting material. Alignment with the rest of Australia will improve Tasmania’s 
competitiveness in the national and international markets where SDN-1 products have a risk-based 
regulatory review. The Scan correctly acknowledges the competitive advantage to the Tasmanian 
pharmaceutical and food industries of removing SDN-1 techniques from the moratorium.” 

Simplot (submission 17) 

 
Several submitters who supported alignment of Tasmania’s SDN-1 policy with the National 
Scheme discussed implementation approaches. TasFarmers and the TAPG mentioned the 
importance of effectively communicating any policy change to stakeholders. 

Other submissions suggested that alignment of Tasmania’s position on SDN-1 organisms 
with the national approach did not necessarily mean the absence of any sort of SDN-1 
framework. For example, the Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture proposed that, as an “interim 
measure”, an SDN-1 Code of Practice could be developed with industry: 

 
“A Code of Practice will provide Government, industry, and the markets with some level of comfort 
regarding the use of SDN-1 in Tasmania while acknowledging the fact that it is not possible to ensure 
compliance with formal regulation under the current legislation.” 

Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture (submission 1) 

 
Fonterra Oceania noted international examples where there is oversight of SDN-1 products, 
even though they are not treated as GMOs:  

 
“It is worth noting that where countries have “deregulated”, this does not necessarily mean SDN-1 has 
no regulatory oversight and is treated the same as conventional breeding techniques. Rather, in Japan 
and England (and proposed EU) registration and verification is still required to support traceability. It 
effectively holds an intermediate status between that of “conventional” and “GMO”. 

Fonterra Oceania (submission 29) 

 
Several submissions that supported full alignment with the National Gene Technology 
Scheme noted that the Market Choice Framework developed for the grain industry provides 
guidance and protocols to ensure co-existence and support product differentiation in the 
supply chain, allowing producers the freedom to choose the production systems that best suit 
their business models. 

 
“The Australian grain industry through its Grain Industry Stewardship Framework for New 
Technologies has adopted a market choice approach in relation to SDN-1 crops…” 

 Grain Trade Australia (submission 34) 
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Gene Ethics, which opposes any relaxation of Tasmania’s current position on SDN-1 
organisms, stated in its response that if the state’s SDN-1 policy was changed, then the 
following approach should be taken: 

• “Establish enforceable regulations to require registration, publication, and tracing of all SDN-1 
GMO imports and dealings …; 

• Protect Tasmanian organic, biodynamic, and regenerative farm systems from significant risks; 
• Strictly segregate all SDN-1 food and fibre from organic, biodynamic, and other products; 
• Label all food products and food ingredients derived from SDN-1, as such.” 

Gene Ethics (submission 15) 
 

Impacts on reputation and market access 

No evidence was presented in submissions that would indicate that the national deregulation 
of SDN-1 modified organisms since 2019 has impacted market access for producers in 
mainland states. However, a minority of submitters expressed either opposition or uncertainty 
about the alignment of Tasmania’s SDN-1 policy with the National Scheme due to concerns 
about the reaction of export markets to SDN-1 produce.  

 
“While some countries still consider SDN-1 as a GMO, the situation is quickly evolving, and there are 
reviews underway into this classification in a number of countries. The European Parliament now 
allows member states to make their own decisions on SDN-1.  
… Without a clear and consistent international position, any change in the Tasmanian regulatory 
situation could jeopardise both overseas and local markets. … the Tasmanian Beekeepers 
Association urges the state government to maintain the current GMO moratorium as it stands. Once 
a clearer picture has emerged of the approaches taken by major trading partners, a further review will 
enable careful and informed consideration of what Tasmania’s appropriate policy position should be.” 

Tasmanian Beekeepers Association (submission 11) 
 
“Tasmania is marketed as a GM-free island, leveraging this status for domestic and export market 
advantages, especially in premium food and farm sectors e.g. organics and specialty food and drink. 
Allowing SDN-1 organisms, not technically classified as GM under OGTR regulations, would 
undermine the state's GM-free brand, reputation, and integrity. 
Customer and trade partner confusion, may without benefit lead to lost market access or loss 
of price premiums for Tasmanian primary products.” 

Gene Ethics (submission 15) 
 

In addition, a confidential submission from an export-oriented major Tasmanian primary 
industry business (non-organic) strongly opposed any change to the treatment of SDN-1 
produce because it advises that its market is sensitive to GMOs and produce developed using 
SDN-1 gene editing techniques. 

In contrast to this perspective, other submissions from industry noted that SDN-1 modified 
organisms are not GMOs under Australian law and alignment of SDN-1 policies to the 
National Gene Technology Scheme would not affect Tasmania's GMO-free status. 
Submissions also noted that increasingly, international markets are de-regulating SDN-1 
organisms.  
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Impacts on organic producers 

A few submitters raised concerns about potential impacts on organic producers. Australian 
Organic Ltd noted that international organic certification standards classified SDN-1 
organisms as GMOs and expressly prohibited their use. 

 
“We further emphasize that not all jurisdictions exempt SDN-1 from GMO classification, and 
international regulatory approaches remain fragmented. Even where SDN-1 is not classified as a GMO 
domestically, exporters may still face trade risks if importing countries require full disclosure or apply 
stricter standards. The lack of harmonised global rules can lead to concerns about so-called “hidden 
GMOs” in importing markets, resulting in buyers treating all gene-edited products - including SDN-1 - 
as GMOs to avoid reputational or compliance risks.  

This highlights that the value of Tasmania’s branding lies not only in its regulatory stance, but in its 
ability to credibly demonstrate separation from gene technology-based systems—something that 
becomes more difficult without enforceable SDN-1 regulation.” 

Australian Organic Ltd (submission 12) 

 
“SDN-1 gene changes may leave no detectable markers, so monitoring GM contamination in organic 
and regenerative systems will be difficult and costly. Lack of traceability poses big threats to 
producers who must guarantee GMO-free products to meet certification standards and export 
requirements.” 

Gene Ethics (submission 15)  
 

As is the case elsewhere in Australia where SDN-1 modified organisms are not regulated as 
GMOs, Tasmanian organic producers seeking to meet industry standards such as the 
Australian Organic Standards will continue to be able to do so.  Many aspects of organic 
standards involve applying stricter requirements than those required under national regulatory 
systems to meet a higher standard for assurance, marketing and export purposes. 
Submissions noted that achieving this standard may require the use of management 
strategies to manage co-existence and minimise the risk of unwanted material in organic 
systems.  

 
Coexistence between different production systems has been successfully achieved through 
established stewardship practices and segregation protocols. Across mainland Australia and globally, 
coexistence frameworks enable growers to maintain product integrity and choose technologies suited 
to their markets without regulatory overreach or unnecessary barriers to innovation. 

Australian Seed Federation (submission 16)  
 

Safety and environmental concerns 

Some submissions raised concerns about the safety of SDN-1 produce. Under the National 
Gene Technology Scheme, Tasmania does not regulate matters relating to the safety and 
environmental risks associated with GMOs, as these are regulated by the OGTR. Tasmania's 
regulation of GMOs only extends so far as they relate to agricultural marketing.  

A key factor in the national decision not to regulate SDN-1 modified organisms as GMOs was 
that the changes caused by SDN-1 (including “off-target” changes) are no different to 
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naturally-occurring mutations and do not pose any different risks compared to natural 
mutations which are not regulated as gene technology. 

Scope of the GMO Moratorium 
The 2025 GMO Environmental Scan found that new generation gene technologies which offer 
health and other benefits are at risk of being caught up in legislative and policy settings 
designed originally for agriculture. 

One submission from the University of Tasmania Institutional Biosafety Committee addressed 
this finding directly, noting that emerging medical treatments, gene therapies and animal 
vaccines could be more efficiently applied in Tasmania if Tasmania’s gene technology 
regulations were better aligned with those of the National Gene Technology Scheme. 

The GMO moratorium is intended for agricultural marketing purposes and was never intended 
to regulate the use of Commonwealth-approved GMOs in medical or veterinary settings. The 
Tasmanian Government is considering the findings of the latest Environmental Scan and any 
further actions required.  
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Appendix A: Value of industries 
represented in submissions 
This table includes the value of distinct industries. It does not include submissions from broad 
agricultural representative groups such as TasFarmers, TAPG, CropLife Australia or the 
Australian Seed Federation.  

Industry Farm gate/beach 
value ($ millions)* 

Support for SDN-
1 alignment (or 
“no concerns”) 

Submissions 

Forestry $712** Yes • Tasmanian Forest Products 
Association (verbal response) 

Dairy $684 Yes • Dairy Australia/Dairy Tasmania 
• Fonterra 

Vegetables $609 Yes • Simplot 
Beef $375 Mixed • Greenham (verbal response) 

• Confidential 
Fruit $223 Mixed • Fruit Growers Tasmania 
Shellfish† $98 Yes • Oysters Tasmania 

• Australian Abalone Growers 
(verbal response) 

Seeds $44 Not yet • Tasmanian Seed Industry Group 
Wine $42 Yes • Wine Tasmania 
Organics $37†† No • Australian Organic Limited 

Grain‡ $31 Yes • Grain Growers 
• Grain Trade Australia 

Poppy $13 Yes • Poppy Growers Tasmania 
• Extractas Bioscience 
• Sun Pharma 

Honey $11 No • Tasmanian Beekeepers 
Association 

Canola $7 Yes • Macquarie Oils 
Animal feed 

 
Yes • Skretting 

* Values based on figures reported in the Tasmanian Agri-Food ScoreCard 2022-23 unless otherwise 
indicated.  
** 2015-16 value taken from Schirmer, J; Mylek, M; Magnusson, A; Yabsley, B; and Morison, J. Socio-
economic impacts of the forest industry – Tasmania (2018). Forest and Wood Products Australia.  
† Abalone and oysters 
†† ACIL Allen, Mobium Group, & NielsenIQ. (2023). Australian Organic Market Report (2023). Australian 
Organic Ltd. 
‡ Wheat, barley and oats 
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