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Tas GM Moratorium Review April 2019 
GMOMoratoriumReview@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
 
Friday May 3, 2019 
 
Re: Inquiry into Tasmania’s Genetically Manipulated (GM) crops moratorium  
 
Thanks you for the opportunity to make this submission. If there is an opportunity to appear before the 
committee please invite us to do so. 
 
We recommend that the Tasmanian government:  
 

• Permanently maintain its GM-free policies and moratorium on the growing of GM crops, 
animals and microbes; 

• Continue to advocate through the Legislative and Governance Forum on Gene Technology 
(LGFGT) and other forums, that the Office of Gene Technology Regulator (OGTR) and Food 
Standards Australia and New Zealand (FSANZ) continue to assess, regulate and license all 
new and emerging GM techniques and their products, under the national Gene Technology 
Scheme and its Regulations. 

• Ensure the integrity of Tasmania’s GM moratorium by changing the definition of ‘genetically 
modified organism’ in the Genetically Modified Organisms Control Act 2004, to explicitly 
include organisms modified using all the new GM processes, including SDN-1 methods. 

• Lifting the GM crop moratorium would jeopardise an outstanding competitive advantage for the 
Tasmanian GM-free state brand, within the Health and Wellness marketing sector. 

• There is a clear competitive advantage for Australia and all its GM-free producers from growing 
and supplying non-GM canola. But Tasmania’s canola would very likely not comply with market 
requirements and be rejected, if the oilseed were GM. 

• The introduction of GM canola varieties into Tasmania may severely impact the input costs and 
profitability of farmers, with flow on effects to food production costs and food prices. 

•  
 
Summary 
 

• Tasmania and the other GM-free jurisdictions should continue to insist that the OGTR and 
FSANZ regulate all new and existing GM techniques and their products, within the existing 
framework. See Tasmanian Premier Will Hodgman’s letter at Appendix 1. 

• The effect of deregulating the new GM techniques and their products nationally would include 
nullifying the rights of any State or Territory to review them for impacts on markets or trade. 
State moratorium and review powers under the Gene Technology Act would not apply to a 
deregulated process or product.  

• Thus, the current Tasmanian moratorium and state parliament’s discretions to review GM 
proposals for marketing reasons would be fundamentally compromised. The implications for 
Tasmania’s export markets and trade are enormous. 
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• The risks and hazards of GM contamination and its potential costs to markets, trade and the 
environment far outweigh any conceivable benefits from allowing commercial Roundup tolerant 
GM canola to be grown in Tasmania. 

• Tasmania must learn from the US, Brazilian and Argentine experiences of huge increases in 
the amount of glyphosate sprayed after Roundup tolerant GM soy, corn, cotton and canola 
were approved. The costs of collateral health and environment damage are huge. 

• Instead of permitting Roundup tolerant GM and increasing the amounts of glyphosate sprayed, 
government should seek to reduce the chemical’s use, its environmental and health impacts. 

• Failure of Roundup weed management would also inevitably encourage the wider use of tank 
mixes of even more toxic chemicals such as 2,4-D, paraquat and diquat to kill weeds. The GM 
industry failed its promise that GM crops would enable old potent toxins to be superseded. 

• Canola is just a blip on the value of Tasmanian agriculture so segregation would likely be more 
expensive than in other states, even if the bulk handlers were willing to set up parallel systems 
of GM and GM-free canola management. Such systems would soon fail, so thresholds of 
allowable GM contamination would follow and may rise. That is unacceptable. 

 
Imminent threats to GM moratoria and the rights of the States 
 
We strongly support the Friends of the Earth (FoE) submission on new and emerging Genetic 
Manipulation (GM) techniques, products and policies, especially the drive to deregulate all SDN1 
techniques and their products. This would pose major present and future environmental, public health 
and market threats and also challenge Tasmania’s ability to effectively maintain its GM-free status. 
 
For three decades the biotech industry has tried to manufacture certainty, claiming GM science is 
settled and that no debate is necessary on the safety, precision and need for GM plants, animals and 
microbes. But industry has failed globally to secure public confidence and acceptance for their 1st 
generation GM farm and food products, despite huge marketing campaigns and regulatory influence.  
 
There is now an international campaign to deregulate the next generation of new GM organisms made 
with CRISPR gene-editing techniques, particularly SDN1. The new methods are claimed to be precise, 
failsafe, quick and cheap, the same claims made for the 1990s generation of GM organisms. Industry 
spin-doctors reason that if the public can’t be convinced that current GM products are needed to feed 
the world, redefining them as not GM so deregulating them will facilitate commercial deployment.  
 
Science is never settled, so GM proponents use the same kind of tactics the tobacco industry used 
that delayed the regulation of smoking for almost fifty years. The Four Corners program, the Monsanto 
Papers, showed the same tactics are used in the GM crop and chemical sectors.1 
 
Noted academic Sheldon Krimsky points out that the GM industry has worked hard – and often taken 
extraordinary steps – to ensure an ‘illusory consensus’ on GM crops. His report on peer-reviewed 
studies details deeply divided findings and conclusions.2 
 
To achieve this deregulation, the GM industry and its fellow travellers in the scientific establishment 
want SDN1 - CRISPR, ZFN, and TALEN – redefined as outside the scope of the Gene Technology 
Act 2000. Yet the federal parliament, and the state and territory governments which joined the national 
regulatory scheme, all agreed the Act’s definition of GM would be robust enough to cover all new GM 
innovations.  
 
Yet the Office of Gene Technology Regulations Technical Review and the National Gene Technology 
                                                
1 The Monsanto Papers, Four Corners, ABC TV, 8 Oct 2018. https://www.abc.net.au/4corners/the-monsanto-
papers/10352384 
2 Krimsky, S. (2015) An Illusory Consensus Behind GMO Health Assessment, Science, Technology and Human Values, 
(40)6 
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Scheme Review both propose to exempt SDN1 - new and emerging GM techniques and their living 
products - from any assessment or regulation. This is despite their scant history of safe use and a 
body of sound scientific evidence that shows the new GM techniques tend to chop DNA rather than 
cutting it precisely, and also have off-target genome-wide effects.3  For example, two new studies in 
the journal Science4 on mice and rice provide evidence that gene editing techniques can result in 
“substantial genome-wide off-target mutations”. Another new report in the journal Nature5 also found 
that CRISPR caused unexpected mutations that adversely affect the immune system of mice. 
 
When the Legislative and Governance Forum on Gene Technology (LGFGT) met in Adelaide on 
October 11, 2018, State Ministers called for further advice on the proposal to deregulate SDN1 GM 
techniques, before a final decision was made. Their communiqué read,  
 

“Forum Ministers welcomed the Technical Review and requested further advice in relation to 
amendments to the Gene Technology Regulations 2001 (Commonwealth, the Regulations) 
recommended by the Gene Technology Regulator.”6  

 
The federal Department of Agriculture and Water resources generated the brief advice. CEO Daryl 
Quinlivan confirmed to Estimates Hearings7 that the department was not “asked to do a 
comprehensive analysis,” of the market impacts of deregulating new SDN1 techniques or their living 
products so “producers and exporters will have to work out” the impacts of deregulation themselves. 
The Department of foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) was not asked to provide advice or analysis, 
though DFAT may be better equipped to provide it. 
 
We requested the Commonwealth Health Department’s Review team to release that advice and 
initiate a public process of review. They refused, and our FoI applications were also rejected. 
  
Contrary to the OGTR’s claims, the proposed deregulatory changes are not merely technical 
amendments. Amending the definition of ‘Genetic Modification’ in the Gene Technology Act 2000 
would be a key step in further GM deregulation. Yet our nine governments, party to the national 
scheme, intended the original, broad definition to capture all new and emerging techniques for 
regulation. 
 
The proposed new definition would significantly narrow the scope and undermine the objectives of the 
Act, to serve the interests of the biotech industry and its establishment scientific collaborators. If the 
processes and products of new GM techniques replace the old transgenic methods, the GM regulatory 
system and the Gene Technology Act may become moribund, as fewer and fewer processes and 
products are subject to precautionary regulation. 
 
Just a day before the federal election was called on April 10 2019, the federal government gutted 
regulation of SDN1 gene editing. But the new regulation is a disallowable instrument so the next 

                                                
3 Yee, J. K. (2016). Off-target effects of engineered nucleases. Febs J. 283, 3239–3248. doi: 10.1111/febs.13760 
4 Saey T H. A CRISPR spin-off causes unintended typos in DNA, Gene editors that target DNA bases may not be as safe as 
thought. ScienceNews, March 5, 2019. https://www.sciencenews.org/article/crispr-spinoff-gene-editor-causes-unintended-
typos-dna 
5 Simeonov D R, et al (2019) A large CRISPR-induced bystander mutation causes immune dysregulation, Communications 
Biology volume 2, Article number: 70 (2019) https://www.nature.com/articles/s42003-019-0321-x 
6 Legislative and Governance Forum on Gene Technology Communique, October 11, 2018. 
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/ohp-gene-tech-oct18-comm.htm 
7 Hansard, SENATE RURAL AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS AND TRANSPORT LEGISLATION COMMITTEE, estimates, 
TUESDAY, 19 FEBRUARY 2019, CANBERRA, p 16. 
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parliament should reverse Minister McKenzie's reckless decision, ostensibly made as a way to fast 
track human cancer research.8  
 
Two new studies show that editing cells’ genomes with CRISPR-Cas9 might increase the risk that the 
altered cells – intended to fight disease – will become cancerous.9 Another recent study from the 
Wellcome Sanger Institute in the UK found that CRISPR may cause “genetic havoc,” including large 
deletions and rearrangements of DNA.10 This is part of a growing body of scientific evidence that is 
showing serious off-target effects associated with gene-editing techniques.11 
 
Several public research Institutional Biosafety Committees (IBCs) opposed the deregulation on safety 
grounds. They included the Walter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research IBC, Victoria University 
IBC, Westmead Children's Medical Research Institute and Hospital IBC, and the University of 
Wollongong IBC. 
 
The regulatory changes also allow any new GM animals, plants and microbes to be genome edited for 
any reason, without the OGTR being notified or assessing them at all. New GMOs created from 
scratch or genetically amended for any purpose will be secretly rushed into our food supply and 
environment without safety assessment or labelling.  
 
Already these radical new unregulated GM organisms may include super-muscled pigs, non-browning 
mushrooms, and a wheat variety, all approved in the USA. Deregulation will ensure that shoppers 
never know when GM organisms may arrive and what they will be. 
 
All GM techniques and their products – old and new - must be regulated. Without regulation, new 
GMOs and foods will be allowed to exit laboratories without any independent assessment, regulation 
or licensing whatsoever. There would be no traceability and no certainty as to what organisms were 
created or released. That is against the public interest and a recipe for a further loss of confidence and 
trust in our regulatory regimes and the food supply. 
 
Tasmania and the other GM-free jurisdictions should continue to insist that the OGTR and 
FSANZ regulate all new and existing GM techniques and their products, within the existing 
framework. See Tasmanian Premier Will Hodgman’s letter at Appendix 1.  
 
GM deregulation would pose a huge risk to markets and trade 
 
Deregulation also risks export markets. The EU’s highest court found in July 2018 that the techniques 
present many of the same safety concerns as earlier transgenic GM techniques and must be 
regulated.12 That means the EU will at least require traceability for the new GM foods and may 
exclude them. The EU, China, Korea and Japan all have low or zero tolerance for GM contamination, 

                                                
8 Senator The Hon Bridget McKenzie, Media Release, Updated Gene Technology Regulations Benefit Cancer Patients and 
Medical Research, 10/4/19. http://www.health.gov.au/internet/ministers/publishing.nsf/Content/health-mediarel-yr2019-
mckenzie026.htm 
9 Begley, S (2018) CRISPR Edited Cells Linked to Cancer Risk in 2 Studies, Scientific American, 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/crispr-edited-cells-linked-to-cancer-risk-in-2-studies/ 
10 Kosicki, M., Tomberg, K. & Bradley, A. (2018) Repair of double-strand breaks induced by CRISPR-Cas9 leads to large 
deletions and complex rearrangements. Nature Biotechnology 36: 765-771. 
11 See also, Wolt, J.D., Wang, K., Sashital, D. & Lawrence-Dill, C.J. (2016) Achieving plant CRISPR targeting that limits off-
target effects. The Plant Genome 9: doi: 10.3835/plantgenome2016.05.0047; Yin, K., Gao, C. & Qiu, J-L. (2017) Progress 
and prospects in plant genome editing. Nature Plants 3: 17107; Le Page, M (2018) CRISPR gene editing is not quite as 
precise and safe as thought, New Scientist, https://www.newscientist.com/article/2174149-crispr-gene-editing-is-not-quite-as-
precise-and-as-safe-as-thought/ 
12 GM Watch (2018) EU’s top court confirms safety checks needed for new GM, https://www.gmwatch.org/en/news/latest-
news/18366-eu-s-top-court-confirms-safety-checks-needed-for-new-gm 
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and for products made using unapproved GM, chemical or other techniques and ingredients.13 New 
Zealand will also regulate the new GM methods, casting a shadow over Trans-Tasman trade. 
 
The trade and market implications of deregulation, as the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator 
(OGTR) already proposes, and Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ) appears likely to 
recommend (based on its discussion paper), must concern all the States, especially Tasmania. 
 
Deregulation of new GM would put food and beverage exports at unprecedented risk of rejection, on a 
scale never before seen in Australia. But regulation of the new GM techniques is only the first step in 
maintaining Tasmania’s important reputation for being GM-free.  
 
All Australian food and beverage producers would be at risk, as no producer or exporter would be able 
to confirm with certainty whether their products have been produced using deregulated GM processes 
or contaminated with unregulated new GM products. As the techniques would not be regulated, there 
would be no traceability requirement to enable the exempt GM organisms – animals, plants and 
microbes - to be readily identified. This is a potent recipe for potential rejection of a wide range of 
Australian foods and beverages in overseas markets. 
 
The effect of deregulating the new GM techniques and their products nationally would be to 
nullify the rights of any State or Territory to review them for impacts on markets or trade. State 
moratorium and review powers under the Gene Technology Act could not apply to a 
deregulated process or product.  
 
Thus, the current Tasmanian moratorium and state parliament’s discretions to review GM 
proposals for marketing reasons would be fundamentally compromised. The implications for 
Tasmania’s export markets and trade are enormous. 
 

Comments addressing the Review’s Terms of Reference 
 
The potential market advantages and disadvantages of allowing or not allowing the use of 
gene technology in Tasmanian primary industries, including food and non-food sectors; 
 
The Tasmanian Government should heed a warning from the outgoing President of the Irish Cattle 
and Sheep Farmers’ Association (ICSA), Patrick Kent, who resigned on April 24, 2019 after five years 
at the helm. In paying tribute to him for his service the ICSA said,  
 

“Mr. Kent showed vision in his outspoken viewpoint that consumer resistance to GM foods 
could not be ignored by a food-exporting island that wanted to achieve premium prices based 
on a clean, green image.”14  

Like Ireland, Tasmania has built customer trust in its high reputation for clean, green and GM-free 
foods and many other products. The state’s canola growers already enjoy favoured access to secure 
GM-free markets at premium prices.  

And GM-free canola varieties also deliver great yields to Tasmanian growers as the Weekly Times 
recently reported: 

                                                
13 International Regulations on Genetically Modified Organisms: U.S., Europe, China and Japan, Food Safety Magazine, 
Regulatory Report, June/July 2016. https://www.foodsafetymagazine.com/magazine-archive1/junejuly2016/international-
regulations-on-genetically-modified-organisms-us-europe-china-and-japn/ 
14 O’Donnell, Charles. Patrick Kent to resign as ICSA President, Agriland, April 24, 2019. https://www.agriland.ie/farming-
news/patrick-kent-to-resign-as-icsa-president/ 
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“In the fertile soils of Tasmania’s North-West Michael Nichols has been quietly breaking 
cropping records. … Three years ago Mr Nichols … produced a canola crop that yielded an 
impressive 6.17 tonnes a hectare.”15 

Two tonnes per hectare would typically be counted a good yield of either GM or GM-free oilseed. 

Canola is planted on a small scale in Tasmania and was not among the top 13 agricultural contributors 
to the state’s economy in 2016/17. 

16 

Tasmania’s canola crop is also by far the smallest of any Australian canola-growing state - so small 
that it does not even rate a mention in official reviews of Australian canola production.17 
 

  18  
 
                                                
15 Karolin MacGregor. Tasmanian crops break Australian harvesting records, Tasmanian Country, November 23, 2018. 
https://www.weeklytimesnow.com.au/news/tasmanian-country/tasmanian-crops-break-australian-harvesting-records/news-
story/c8697d65f2cfc6e3cc25ca175fa42e9a “ 
16 Tasmania - Value of agricultural production, ABARES, 2018. http://www.agriculture.gov.au/abares/research-
topics/aboutmyregion/tas#agricultural-sector  
17 Quality of Australian canola 2016-2017, NSW DPI and AOF, Volume 23,   
http://www.australianoilseeds.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/11077/2016.17_Canola_Book-_Members_Only_Copy.pdf 
18 Kingwell, R. How does low emission canola benefit Australian farmers? Australian Export Grains Innovation Centre, 
December 19, 2017. https://www.grainsinnovation.org/blog/2017/12/19/canolatoeu 
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There would be no discernible advantage to anyone except the GM seed sellers and the agrochemical 
suppliers from rescinding Tasmania’s GM crop moratorium and allowing GM canola to be grown. If all 
of Tasmania’s canola were Roundup tolerant varieties, a wide range of additional direct and 
opportunity costs, risks, hazards and threats, including public and market odium, would affect sales.  
 
Even one GM canola contamination event like those experienced in Tasmania around 20 years ago 
with GM canola field trials would tarnish the state’s impeccable GM-free reputation. Customers may 
reject the canola, market access may be denied, the value of other products may also be affected, 
premium prices would end, and disrupted markets might never recover.  
  
GM crops entail: additional segregation and coexistence time, expense and infrastructure; extra 
transport to a few and more remote silos; Quality Assurance systems and compliance costs; the risk of 
lost markets and price discounts; higher liability costs if the supply chains could be insured; and 
potentially high costs of contamination incidents. 

A few hundred farmers have tried growing Roundup tolerant GM canola in other Australian states, 
since 2008 in Victoria and NSW, and in WA since 2010. Many found it did not perform as promised, 
from agronomic and profit perspectives so stopped buying and growing the more expensive GM seed. 
The acreage of GM canola grown is confounded, as the seeding rate was calculated as 2.5 Kg/Ha 
from 2009 to 2014 and 2.0 Kg/Ha from 2015 onwards.19 
 
The contracts of GM seed sale are excessively restrictive with, for example, a prohibition on seed 
saving, corporate access to farms and farm records without notice, and requiring any purchaser of 
land where GM was previously grown to also sign a contract with the company – previously Monsanto 
and now Bayer. Of Australia’s total canola harvest, GM canola varieties now account for only between 
10–15%,20 a big reduction from GM canola’s peak several years ago when it exceeded 20%.21 22 
 
The vast majority of Australia’s 85,681 farm businesses23 remain GM-free. Support for lifting the GM 
moratoria in South Australia and Tasmania is weak. As South Australia’s then-Agriculture Minister 
Leon Bignell told the GM-free Australia Alliance’s Election Forum in Adelaide on Monday February 12, 
2018, just 221 of that state's 5,300 grain growers had signed a petition to him, asking for the state ban 
on GM canola to be lifted.24 The Tasmanian parliament and government should also listen to the vast 
majority of farmers, food and beverage processors and shoppers who want the GM-free crop 
moratorium to continue. 

The EU biofuels market strongly favours non-GM canola, as the meal can be on sold for GM-free 
animal feed, after the oil is extracted. So since 2006, GM-free canola growers have always earned 
premiums. GM varieties have consistently sold elsewhere at discounts of up to $70/tonne - typically 
$30-50/tonne below GM-free varieties.  
 
There is no evidence that the moratorium adversely affects support for Tasmanian GM research or 
development. For instance, there is an active Tasmanian State Committee of AusBiotech, Australia’s 
organisation dedicated to the development, growth and prosperity of the Australian life science 
                                                
19 ABCA, GM Canola Uptake statistics. http://www.abca.com.au/materials/statistics/ 
20 Australian Grain Note: Canola. Australian Export Grains Innovation Centre, p2. 
https://www.aegic.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/fact_sheet_-_australian_grain_note_-_canola.pdf 
21 OGTR. Various annual and occasional reports, to meet conditions in licences DIR 020, DIR 021 and DIR 108 to deal with 
commercial GM canola. http://www.ogtr.gov.au/internet/ogtr/publishing.nsf/Content/foi-disclosure2-htm 
22 OGTR, Genetically Modified (GM) canola in Australia fact sheet. p1. Version 1, June 2018. 
http://www.ogtr.gov.au/internet/ogtr/publishing.nsf/Content/9AA09BB4515EBAA2CA257D6B00155C53/$File/12%20-
%20Genetically%20modified%20(GM)%20canola%20in%20Australia.pdf 
23 NFF, Farm Facts. https://www.nff.org.au/farm-facts.html 
24 Pers. Comm. 2018. 
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industry.25 CSIRO has engaged in Omega 3 R&D and the university has extensive biotech research 
and teaching programs. 
 
The benefits of Tasmania remaining GM-free, for the state, industries and people 
 
The benefits of maintaining the GM canola moratorium and remaining GM-free are overwhelming and 
apparent. Farmers, food and beverage industries, and shoppers can all benefit in various ways from 
recognising and taking advantage of the numerous benefits that GM-free food, fibre and beverages 
offer the state.   
 
Premiums and markets 
 
The University of Adelaide GM-free review report26 to the South Australian government finds products 
marketed as non-GM may attract higher prices, as customers link the non-GM label with other 
wellness and health claims, masking the premium due to GM-free alone. So premiums may depend 
on how non-GM foods are marketed and how much food and beverage industries recognise and 
embrace non-GM opportunities.  

 

According to Technavio Research Analysts: 

“Globally people are gradually adopting healthy and active lifestyles and changing their eating 
habits by consuming unprocessed and whole grain food and including a diet with varied and 
balanced nutrition.”27 

                                                
25 AusBiotech, Tas State Committee. https://www.ausbiotech.org/about-us/list-of-committees/tas-state-committee 
26 Centre for Global Food and Resources (2016) Identification and Assessment of Added-Value Export Market Opportunities 
for Non-GMO Labelled Food Products from South Australia, University of Adelaide, p104. Commissioned by Minister Leon 
Bignell. https://www.pc.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/208934/subdr308-agriculture-attachment.pdf  
27 Global Health and Wellness Food Market 2018-2022 | Adoption of Healthy Eating Habits to Boost Demand | Technavio. 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180723005413/en/Global-Health-Wellness-Food-Market-2018-2022-Adoption 
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Many shoppers include GM-free foods and beverages as part of their healthy diets. 

28 

The University of Adelaide report accepts that GM-free states have opportunities to secure premiums 
for non-GM products which, with clever marketing, can grow. GM-free food products fall under the 
broader market category of Health and Wellness (that Euromonitor International uses), which is rapidly 
growing.29 So non-GM foods can be marketed effectively within this broader sector. 
 
Both the US and Chinese food markets have rapidly increasing demand for clean and healthy – 
including GM-free – foods. New product launches in the US market “showed that the biggest growth 
was in non-GMO claims, with 15.7% of new products making GM-free claims in 2015.”30 
 
According to the report: 
 

“China has a rapidly developing food market where customers are highly sceptical of food 
safety regimes in their own country. But Australian foods already have a good reputation in 
China so we have the opportunity to build on this reputation by offering ‘naturally healthy’ foods 
with strong identity preservation claims.”31 

 
The Natural Marketing Institute says between 2012 and 2013 GM-free product launches increased: 
29% to 3,960 in the EU (460% increase since 2008) and 145% to 1,350 in the US (315% increase 
since 2008).32 
 
‘Naturally healthy’ is the biggest trend in Western and many Asian markets.33 Australia is generally a 
trusted producer, but Tasmania and SA have further opportunities to protect, secure and grow the 
nation’s fragile reputation that requires nurturing.34 
 
Lifting the GM crop moratorium would jeopardise an outstanding competitive advantage for 
the Tasmanian GM-free state brand, within the Health and Wellness marketing arena. 
 

                                                
28 Ibid. 
29 Centre for Global Food and Resources (2016), p. 37. 
30 Ibid., p. 99 
31 Ibid. 
32 Ibid., p. 23. 
33 Ibid. p. 19. 
34 Ibid. p. 14. 
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Public Opinion 
 
In contrast to the strong acceptance of GM-free foods among shoppers, the intensity of mistrust and 
discomfort over GM foods remains high - in the top 5 food concern issues globally. So in a climate of 
public suspicion and hostility, embracing GM crops, animals and microorganisms as part of the local 
and export food supply has inherent marketing and trade risks.  
 

 35 
 
Swinburne University’s Annual Survey of public attitudes to various technologies36 found Australians 
least comfortable with GM animals, engendering greater anxiety than even nuclear power plants.  
 

37   
 
And a large majority are uncomfortable with GM foods, both animals and plants. 

                                                
35 Watson E (2015) 87% of consumers globally think non-GMO is ‘healthier’. But where’s the evidence? Food Navigator USA, 
August 13, 2015. https://www.foodnavigator-usa.com/Article/2015/08/13/87-of-consumers-globally-think-non-GMO-is-
healthier 
36 Bruce G and Critchley C (2015) The Swinburne National Technology and Society Monitor, Department of Statistics, Data 
Science and Epidemiology Faculty of Health, Arts & Design Swinburne University of Technology, 2015 Monitor. 
37	  Ibid.	  p	  5.	  
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 38 
 
The SA Department of Primary Industries and Regions (PIRSA) also confirmed a growing segment of 
local customers who prefer to buy and may be willing to pay a premium for non-GM food products.39 
 
Premiums for non-GM canola = discounts for GM canola 
 
The question of premiums and discounts needs reframing. There is no upside to allowing GM crops to 
be grown in Tasmania as the business opportunities so clearly favour being GM-free.  
 
The Mecardo Report that Grain Producers South Australia and ABCA commissioned40 claims to have 
found no evidence of premiums for non-GM canola in that state. But Mecardo notes: "The scope of 
this project is limited to analysing the price premiums received by South Australian farmers," so it does 
not consider the "price of consumer foods", the benefits or costs to other farmers, or increased income 
for the whole food industry. Extra transport costs, market size, distance to processing, and markets, 
etc. are all ignored. 

Unlike GM lobbyists, governments have a responsibility to optimise outcomes for all primary producers 
and food processing industries. The substantial benefits of GM-free production, supply chains and end 
products flow not only to farmers, but also to all food production and processing sectors. The many 
food products now carrying GM-free labels earn good premiums in local and export markets. Growing 
what customers want to buy will ensure continued success for producers, processors, shoppers and 
state coffers. 

In contrast, evidence of GM canola discounts nationally and internationally is evident in Western 
Australia, Victoria and NSW, on the public record in the rural media. For instance, the following graph 
shows a consistent discount for GM canola in Western Australia through 2018: 
 

                                                
38	  Ibid.	  p	  7.	  
39 Centre for Global Food and Resources (2016), p. 16. 
40 Whitelaw et. al., Analysis of price premiums under the South Australian GM moratorium, March 2018 
http://grainproducerssa.com.au/uploads/media/Projects_and_Policy/FINAL_Analysis_of_price_premiums_under_the_SA_G
M_moratorium.pdf 
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 41 
 
This Farm Weekly graph depicts the non-GM canola price in Western Australia tracking at $40/tonne 
or more above the GM canola price since December 2017, as it had done for many years before. The 
text confirms that CAG1 (GM) continues to trade at a $45-50/t discount to CAN1 (non-GM). 
 
Prices quoted in the Weekly Times, for canola at silos in Victoria, SA and NSW in the week ended 
April 23, 2019, show the biggest discount for GM canola at the Port of Melbourne - $49/tonne. Remote 
silos incur extra transport and handling costs so in rural NSW the GM discount was up to $57/tonne.  

 

 42 

                                                
41 Farm Weekly, Western Australia, October 25, 2018. 
42 Weekly Times, Melbourne, April 24, 2019. 
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National and international GM-free benefits 
 
Australia’s non-GM canola won priority access to EU markets in 2006 when almost all of Canada’s 
growers had adopted Roundup tolerant GM varieties. Australian non-GM canola has also earned 
premiums in Europe since 2006 and GM discounts continue to be significant.  
 
CSIRO team leader Dr Sandra Eady and Australian Export Grains Innovation Centre chief economist 
Ross Kingwell confirmed that, "We've achieved a $100 million per year premium for our farmers, given 
the extra $20-$40/tonne paid for Australian non-GM Australian canola.”43  
 
CSIRO, the Australian Oilseeds Federation and the Australian Export Grains Innovation Centre 
agreed that, “The vast majority of Australian canola is non-GM, … Australia’s non-GM canola offers 
more options for the European supply chain, as residues can be used for animal feed and surplus for 
human consumption.”44 
 
There is a clear competitive advantage for Australia and all its GM-free producers from growing 
and supplying non-GM canola. But Tasmania’s canola would very likely not comply with 
market requirements and be rejected, if the oilseed were GM. 
 
Reinforcing the point, Ross Kingwell of Aegic said: 
 

“the non-GM status of Australian canola means it can seamlessly flow into the food or biofuel 
sector within the EU. Hence Australian non-GM canola does not need to be subject to the 
additional expense of identity preservation within the EU, and so Australian exporters and 
farmers receive an additional premium for the non-GM status of their canola. Often this 
premium fluctuates from $30 to $70 per tonne.”45 

 
The rising demand for GM-free foods in the US, the continuing zero tolerance for GM foods in Europe 
and China, and resistance among shoppers to GM foods in many other countries, shows premiums for 
GM-free foods are widely available and can be won. 
  
Glyphosate-based-herbicides (GBHs) risks, hazards and potential costs 
 
The introduction of Roundup tolerant GM canola would make Tasmania more dependent on Roundup 
being repeatedly sprayed, more often and at higher doses, on food and feed crops. Yet the use of 
glyphosate-based-herbicide-formulations is now contested around the world as its safety is 
challenged.  
 
Spraying Roundup on GM plants resistant to glyphosate results in increased use. The percentage of 
US acres of soy, cotton and corn sprayed with glyphosate-based-formulations dramatically increased 
after Roundup resistant varieties were introduced and has continued to climb toward 100%. 
 

                                                
43 Locke S. Australian canola for European biodiesel emits half the greenhouse gas of fossil fuels, ABC Rural, 19 December 
2017. https://www.abc.net.au/news/rural/2017-12-18/australian-canola-approved-as-low-emission-fuel-for-europe/9269232 
44 CSIRO, AOF and AEGIC Joint Media Release, Announcement by the EU regarding Sustainable Canola, 18 December, 
2017. https://www.aegic.org.au/australia-secures-1b-eu-canola-export-market/  
45 Ibid. p. 1. 
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  46 
 
Allowing Roundup tolerant canola in Tasmania would likely be followed with a spike in the herbicide’s 
use. The state would incur additional environmental and public health costs as a result. 
 
To accommodate the imperative for increased glyphosate use on GM cotton and canola, Australia’s 
farm chemical regulator, the Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA) and the 
food regulator, Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ), substantially raised the Maximum 
Residue Limits of glyphosate in those crops from 2 mg/kg to 15 mg/kg and 20 mg/kg, respectively.47 
 
The APVMA also shrugged off the UN’s International Agency into the Research of Cancer (IARC) 
conclusion, that glyphosate formulations are ‘probable human carcinogens’. APVMA said, “The 
APVMA has concluded that glyphosate does not pose a carcinogenic risk to humans and that there 
are no grounds to place it under formal reconsideration.” And “The current assessment by the APVMA 
is that products containing glyphosate are safe to use as per the label instructions.”48  
 
Similarly, APVMA also repeats, about the 500+ glyphosate-based-formulations it has registered for 
use in Australia, “It is our position that all registered glyphosate products are safe provided they are 
used as per the label instructions.”49  
 
Elsewhere, APVMA repeats ad nauseam that toxic chemicals are safe to use, provided users read 
and follow the label instructions. But most chemical labels, including Roundup, have woefully weak 
directions for safe use, do not aid understanding of the hazards, or promote precautionary behaviour.  
 
For instance, the label on Roundup says in very small type on the back of the container, “SAFETY 
DIRECTIONS Avoid contact with eyes and skin. Wash hands after use." These are not bad ideas, but 
there's no advice on goggles, gloves or gear to protect the user or their loved ones, especially children 
and pets.  
 
Similarly, the label says, "CAUTION: DO NOT allow pets and children to enter the treated area until 
the spray has dried," but how long is that and can the chemical still be picked up on tiny hands and 
paws from the treated surfaces? The label does not say. 
 
                                                
46 Hoffman, B. GMO Crops Mean More Herbicide, Not Less, Forbes magazine. 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/bethhoffman/2013/07/02/gmo-crops-mean-more-herbicide-not-less/#4da5163e3cd5 
47 Agricultural and Veterinary Chemicals Code Instrument No. 4 (MRL Standard) 2012, as amended August 28, 2018.  
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/F2018C00574/Download 
48 Glyphosate, issue. APVMA. https://apvma.gov.au/node/13891 
49 Regulation of Glyphosate in Australia, 3 August 2017. https://apvma.gov.au/node/27261 
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APVMA should not so lightly dismiss the IARC findings as it is the preeminent international health 
body that reviews cancer risks. Long before its review began, Monsanto concocted a PR strategy to 
denounce the IARC committee, to question the integrity, motives and credentials of its members, and 
to try to discredit any negative findings.50  
 
The IARC glyphosate review panel comprised 17 experts from 11 countries, with several expert and 
other observers also attending. The Australian member of the panel was Professor Lin Fritschi, a 
cancer epidemiologist with a particular interest in the occupational causes of cancer. Her medical 
degree is from the University of Queensland, she also holds a doctorate in epidemiology from the 
ANU, and is a Public Health Physician with the Royal Australasian College of Physicians. Lin has over 
300 peer-reviewed publications in national and international journals to her credit and is a John Curtin 
Distinguished Professor, at Curtin University.51 
 
IARC reviewed all the peer-reviewed papers examining the links between glyphosate formulations and 
cancer. They did not assess data that applicant companies gave regulators, to support their product 
applications. There is a significant body of evidence that such corporate-generated data must be 
viewed sceptically but our regulators rely on it. As social scientists confirm, “You don’t have to look far 
for real-life examples of poorly conducted or intentionally misleading industry research.”52 Indeed, 
even when data is generated for non-commercial purposes, “for most study designs and settings, it is 
more likely for a research claim to be false than true.”53 Even in biology and the physical sciences 
there is a large question mark over the reproducibility of experiments.54 
 
Yet the APVMA dismissed the IARC’s conclusions without a formal review. APVMA staff relied on their 
privileged access to proprietary data and to the conclusions of other regulatory agencies, particularly 
the USDA and EFSA though their decisions have also been repeatedly questioned.  
 
Our regulators also ignored the evidence emerging from multiple court cases in the USA, that 
Monsanto deliberately misled regulators, bribed politicians, and ghost wrote so-called independent 
science, in order to plant and cultivate doubt over the veracity of the IARC conclusions.55 
 
The jury in the Californian Johnson versus Monsanto case, which heard and considered the evidence 
for six weeks, unanimously concluded that glyphosate caused the plaintiff’s non-Hodgkins Lymphoma 
(NHL) and awarded Mr Johnson, a school groundsman who regularly used glyphosate-based 
herbicides, believing them to be safe, $289m in punitive and other damages. They were all convinced 
by the documents discovered at trial that disclosed corporate spin and cover up of the harm 
glyphosate does. On appeal, the judge upheld their verdict but reduced the damages to $78 million.56 
Another jury unanimously awarded $80 million to the Hardeman couple who both have NHL as a 
result of their long term and persistent exposure to GBHs.57 Over eleven thousand other cases are 

                                                
50 Glyphosate IARC, Monsanto Company confidential draft document, discovered and published by US Right to Know. 
https://usrtk.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/72-Document-Details-Monsantos-Strategy-Regarding-IARC.pdf 
51 Staff Profile, Curtin University. https://staffportal.curtin.edu.au/staff/profile/view/Lin.Fritschi 
52 Besley, JC et al. People don’t trust scientific research when companies are involved, The Conversation, May 8, 2017. 
https://theconversation.com/people-dont-trust-scientific-research-when-companies-are-involved-76848 
53 Ioannidis JP, Why most published research findings are false. PLoS Med. 2005 Aug; 2(8):e124. Epub 2005 Aug 30. 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16060722  
54 Baker, M. Nature, News Feature, 28 July 2016. 1,500 scientists lift the lid on reproducibility. 
https://www.nature.com/news/1-500-scientists-lift-the-lid-on-reproducibility-1.19970 
55 Carey Gillam (author of Whitewash) Presentation at European Parliament Hearing: ‘The Monsanto Papers and 
Glyphosate’ © European Union, October 18, 2017. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OCdshA9oRvQ 
56 Monsanto weed killer ruling is 1st step in long legal battle, By Paul Elias  |  AP October 23, 2018.  
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/judge-upholds-monsanto-verdict-cuts-award-to-78-million/2018/10/22/259dcfa4-
d658-11e8-8384-bcc5492fef49_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.29cf4bd04a5e  
57 Julie Charpentrat. Monsanto ordered to pay $80 mn in Roundup cancer trial, Phys.org March 27, 2019. 
https://phys.org/news/2019-03-awarded-80m-lawsuit-roundup-cancer.html 
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pending among US citizens who also say exposure to Monsanto (now Bayer)’s chemical is responsible 
for their cancers.  

If even a few more US cases succeed, litigation is also likely in Australia over what affected people 
termed “the farmers’ disease” in the Four Corners glyphosate program The Monsanto Papers. The TV 
show discloses, “The secret tactics used by global chemical giant Monsanto, to protect its billion-dollar 
business and its star product, the weed killer, Roundup. Monsanto has engaged in a systematic and 
deliberate campaign to attack any science that says their product is not safe and to attack any 
scientist that has the courage to say something," says a lawyer interviewed on the program.58 

This case and the IARC findings are highly relevant to Tasmania’s GM moratorium review as public 
resistance to GM is concurrent with increased resistance to and restrictions on the use of GBHs. 
California now requires glyphosate to be listed as a carcinogen on the labels on all GBH containers. 
Europe has renewed the license to sell and use glyphosate for only five years while such chemicals 
are generally relicensed for ten. EU authorities face enormous public pressure to deregister the 
chemical when it expires in 2023.  

If glyphosate use were prohibited in Europe there would likely be zero tolerance for any residues in 
food and feed sold there, making any crop sprayed with GBHs unmarketable. Pre-harvest crop 
dessication with GBHs would also be under a big market cloud. China has not set an MRL for 
glyphosate in barley so Co-operative Bulk Handlers in WA has set up a new barley segregation, as 
exports to China could potentially be subject to zero tolerance of any glyphosate residue.”59  
  

60  61 
 
Tasmania must learn from the US, Brazilian and Argentine experiences of huge increases in 
the amount of glyphosate sprayed after Roundup tolerant GM crops were introduced. Rather 
than permitting Roundup tolerant GM canola to be grown, increasing the levels of glyphosate 
sprayed, government should seek ways to reduce or even eliminate glyphosate use. 
 
 
 
                                                
58 Four Corners, ABC TV program, The Monsanto Papers, Mon 8 Oct 2018. https://www.abc.net.au/4corners/the-monsanto-
papers/10352384  
59 Heard, G. Farmer uproar over CBH feed barley decision, Farm Online, 21 Aug 2018. 
https://www.farmonline.com.au/story/5598720/farmer-uproar-over-cbh-decision/ 
60 Ban Roundup, Illinois Public Interest research Group. https://illinoispirg.org/issues/ilp/ban-roundup 
61 Kustin, M E. Farmers Spray Staggering Amounts of Monsanto’s Roundup AgMag, Tuesday, February 2, 2016. 
https://www.ewg.org/agmag/2016/02/farmers-spray-staggering-amounts-monsanto-s-roundup 
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Glyphosate resistant weeds 
 
Glyphosate resistant weeds are already widespread in Australia from the chemical’s repeated and 
persistent overuse. “Resistance is known in 8 grass species and 4 broadleaf species.”62 GM Roundup 
tolerant canola would encourage GBHs to be sprayed more often and at higher doses, applying more 
selection pressure for the emergence of weeds that resist the chemical. 
 

 63 
 
Failure of Roundup weed management would also inevitably encourage the wider use of tank 
mixes of even more toxic chemicals such as paraquat and diquat to kill weeds, though the GM 
industry promised that GM crops would enable old and potent toxins to be superseded.64 

 
Concentrated ownership of seed and chemical inputs escalates costs 
 
A few mega-corporations now own and control the production and distribution of most GM crops and 
synthetic farm chemicals. The big four are Bayer, Corteva (Dow/Dupont), ChemChina and BASF. 
Their PR front group CropLife represents these and other agribusiness interests in 91 countries.65 
 

  66 

                                                
62 Glyphosate Resistant Weeds in Australia, Australian glyphosate sustainability working group. 
http://glyphosateresistance.org.au/RegisterSummary.pdf 
63 Gilbert N, Case studies: A hard look at GM crops Superweeds? Suicides? Stealthy genes? The true, the false and the still 
unknown about transgenic crops. Nature | News Feature, 1 May, 2013. https://www.nature.com/news/case-studies-a-hard-
look-at-gm-crops-1.12907  
64 GMO Watch (2016) Largest ever study shows GM crops massively increase herbicide use, 
https://www.gmwatch.org/en/news/latest-news/17218-largest-ever-study-shows-gm-crops-massively-increase-herbicide-use  
65 CropLife, Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM). 
https://croplife.org/crop-protection/regulatory/product-management/strategic-approach-to-international-chemicals-
management/ 
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The US experience of fewer companies controlling crop seed (GM and non-GM) and the chemical 
packages designed to go with them is that: 
  

“This concentration has made a huge dent in farmers’ pockets. USDA data show that the per-
acre cost of soybean and corn seed spiked dramatically between 1995 and 2014, by 351% and 
321%, respectively. Those costs far outpaced the market price farmers received for corn and 
soy, leaving them tighter margins on which to run their farms.”  

 

 67 
 
The introduction of GM canola varieties into Tasmania may severely impact the input costs and 
profitability of farmers, with flow on effects to food production costs and food prices. 
 
GM contamination – frequent and costly events  
 

 68 
 
GM coexistence and segregation can only function when some measure of GM contamination is 
permitted in production, supply chains and products. This graphic shows just a few of the numerous 

                                                                                                                                                                 
66 Bob Brennan (19 May 2016). Bayer-Monsanto Could Create Three Crop-Chemicals Giants: Chart. Bloomberg. 
67 Farm Aid, GMOs — Top five concerns for family farmers, Fact sheets. https://www.farmaid.org/issues/gmos/gmos-top-5-
concerns-for-family-farmers/ 
68 Ibid. 
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GM contamination events that have occurred since Monsanto launched commercial Roundup tolerant 
GM soy, corn, cotton and canola in 1996.69  
 
In Tasmania contamination resulted from a GM canola trial conducted in 1999. This was cleaned up at 
state expense for over 15 years after the errant company went bankrupt.70 
 
The risks and hazards of GM contamination and its potential costs to markets, trade and the 
environment far outweigh any conceivable benefits from allowing commercial Roundup 
tolerant GM canola to be grown in Tasmania. 
 
Contamination risks and segregation – non-GM would bear the costs 
 
Australia, Canada and the USA have among the highest rates globally of weeds resistant to 
agricultural chemicals, mostly due to their repeated and over-use. Several of the wild and weedy 
relatives of brassica crops, such as wild radish, have responded to selection pressure and acquired 
GBH resistance. However, the transgenes in GM crops can also spread via pollen and seed and it is 
difficult and expensive, if not impossible, to recall them. 
 
Re-examination of risk management policies and assumptions about containment are essential as 
genes coding for pharmaceutical and industrial proteins are now being inserted into the second 
generation of GM food crops. Human error can undermine even the best-designed risk management 
systems, a reality that most GM crop risk analyses underestimate. Thus, our evaluation of risk should 
assume that all transgenes have a significant prospect of escaping.71 
 
Canadian research shows that the escape of herbicide resistant canola is ‘ubiquitous’ outside 
cultivated areas.72 The study also found multiple herbicide resistance in 62% of the samples tested. 
This creates extra weed management and control problems and costs for growers, and also for other 
land managers such as Local Government, and Environment and Parks Departments.  
 
The Mecardo report73 claims segregation systems are a success but its compromised version of 
‘segregation’ only exists by setting thresholds of allowable contamination. The industry’s present 
‘adventitious presence’ threshold of 0.9% was introduced after GM crop approvals, when industry 
promises of complete segregation and coexistence had to be abandoned. When the present 
thresholds are exceeded, industry is likely to seek the raising of thresholds and the elimination of 
segregation as too onerous. 
 
Segregation systems also impose costs on non-GM growers. In his Statement to the West Australian 
Parliament concerning the state Inquiry into Compensation for GM contamination, the Hon. Darren 
West MLC, described his personal experience of the highly risk averse approach used at a CBH bulk 
handling receival site. Because overseas buyers have zero tolerance for any GM contamination, “If 
there is any risk at all that there could be any GM canola in a load of non-GM canola, that load must 
be tipped onto the GM stack and sold overseas at a $58 discount to the industry,” he told parliament.  
 
Despite his GM-free canola being classified as GM, Mr West was still paid the non-GM price and, 
“calculated that the downgrade of my truckload to the growers of Western Australia was $1,334. I was 

                                                
69 GM Contamination Register. http://www.gmcontaminationregister.org/ 
70 Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Former GM Canola Trial Sites Audit Reports. 
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/biosecurity-tasmania/product-integrity/gene-technology/former-gm-canola-trial-sites-audit-reports 
71 Marvier, M & Acker, R. (2005). Can Transgenes be Kept on a Leash, Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 
https://doi.org/10.1890/1540-9295(2005)003[0093:CCTBKO]2.0.CO;2 
72 Knispel, A. et al (2017). Gene Flow and Multiple Herbicide Resistance in Escaped Canola Populations, Weed Science, 
56(1)72-80, https://doi.org/10.1614/WS-07-097.1 
73 Whitelaw et. al., Op Cit. 
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also informed that if a truck with two trailers arrives at a CBH receival site, with one trailer containing 
GM canola and the other trailer containing non-GM canola, both those trailers must be tipped into the 
GM pile. It was conceded that thousands, if not tens of thousands, of tonnes of non-GM canola from 
across the state are delivered into the GM pile. The grower concerned still gets paid the premium for 
non-GM canola. As anyone who has had anything to do with agriculture knows, farmers pay for 
everything. The loss to the industry, which will be spread across all the farmers, must run into 
hundreds of thousands of dollars.”74 
 
Having shifted the goal posts on GM contamination, in the federal review of the Gene Technology 
Scheme the GM industry also argues (on its own behalf) that zero GM tolerance in the organic 
industry is unfair to GM growers. As the industry cannot contain its GM contamination to protect 
organic’s GM-free status, they want organic industry standards lowered. Yet GM-free has strong 
acceptance among organic food shoppers and is a point of difference that delivers premiums. The 
public has never sought or wanted GM foods, so sacrificing public rights to the advantage of 
transnational seed and chemical companies is politically and ethically untenable. 
 
Canola is just a blip on the value of Tasmanian agriculture so segregation would likely be more 
expensive than in other states, even if the bulk handlers were willing to set up parallel systems 
of GM and GM-free canola management. Such systems would soon fail, so thresholds of 
allowable GM contamination would also be inevitable. That is unacceptable. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The only rational, evidence-based course of action for the Tasmanian government to adopt is to: 
  

• maintain its GM-free policies and moratorium on the growing of commercial GM canola; 
• advocate the OGTR and FSANZ continue to assess, regulate and license all new and 

emerging GM techniques and their products, under the national Gene Technology Scheme 
and its Regulations, including all SDN1 methods of genetic manipulation. 
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74 Hon Darren West MLC, Hansard statement, 2 December 2015, WA Parliament. 



 21 

Appendix 1 
 

 



 1 

Background briefing | The need to review the 
Market and Trade impacts of SDN1 deregulation 

 
If SDN1 were deregulated, State and Territory powers to effectively assess GM animals, plants, 
microbes and human therapeutics for their impacts on markets and trade would end.  
 
New SDN1 GM organisms would be released without any government's knowledge or consent and 
your jurisdiction would be unable to exercise its important discretion - to consider market and trade 
impacts on your state’s economy. Nor would your government have any clear means of knowing what 
research or commercial SDN1 processes or organisms were produced and used in your jurisdiction. 
 
States’ discretion to review GM commercial proposals for marketing and trade reasons would be 
fundamentally compromised. Deregulating the new GM techniques would nullify State and Territory 
rights to review them and their products for impacts on markets and trade. State GM and GM-free 
moratoria and review powers under the national Gene Technology Scheme could not apply to 
deregulated SDN1 processes and their products.  
 
Market, trade and economic analyses must position your State and Australia in a broad context. But 
the most vocal proponents of SDN1 deregulation focus solely on farmers, to promote their markets for 
GM seed and farm chemicals. They ignore other producers, export customers, the food industry and 
animal feed processors. Yet these sectors would also be the unwitting buyers of any crops, foods and 
other materials produced using SDN1. A business or economy can’t succeed unless it is responsive to 
its customers’ strongly held preferences and aversions. 
 
With SDN1 deregulation, all Australian food and beverage producers would be at risk of market loss 
as no producer or exporter could confirm with certainty the provenance of their products. There would 
be no traceability requirements to enable exempt SDN1 organisms – animals, plants and microbes - to 
be readily identified.  
 
As often seen with the old GM commodities and products, lack of regulation and traceability is 
a potent recipe for market rejection of a wide range of commodities, foods and beverages, at 
very heavy cost to suppliers.1 2 3 
 
Our partner, New Zealand, will regulate all new GM techniques, explicitly to protect export markets. 
Deregulated SDN1 products would likely lose access to New Zealand. The increasing trend to banning 
SDN1 in many countries will also probably create a surge in demand for non-GM food products which 
most of Australia is ideally suited to supply. 
 
The EU’s highest court found in July 2018 that the new GM techniques pose many of the same safety 
and ethical concerns as earlier transgenic GM techniques and must be regulated.4 That means the EU 
will at least require traceability for commodities from the new GM techniques and may exclude them.  
 
The EU, China, Korea and Japan all have low or zero tolerance for any GM contamination, and for 
products made using unapproved GM techniques and ingredients, and chemicals.5 China’s zero 
tolerance policy for unapproved GM products would likely extend to include SDN1 techniques.6  

                                                
1 Chung, J. South Korea rejects Argentina feed wheat after GMO strain found. Reuters, July 26, 2016. 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-southkorea-wheat-argentina-idUSKCN1060HD  
2 Newman, J. China’s Hard Line on Biotech Burns U.S. Hay. Wall Street Journal, December 15, 2014. 
 https://www.wsj.com/articles/u-s-hay-exports-to-china-shrivel-up-1418598477 
3 Krugel, L. Genetically modified wheat found in Alberta, Japan halts shipments. The Canadian Press, Friday, June 15, 2018. 
https://www.ctvnews.ca/business/genetically-modified-wheat-found-in-alberta-japan-halts-shipments-1.3975393 
4 GM Watch (2018) EU’s top court confirms safety checks needed for new GM, https://www.gmwatch.org/en/news/latest-
news/18366-eu-s-top-court-confirms-safety-checks-needed-for-new-gm 
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We recommend that you consider the findings of the Bignell market report7 to help inform your 
decisions on the SDN1 deregulation proposal. 
 
The Market Report that then South Australian Agriculture Minister Leon Bignell commissioned, found 
that leveraging South Australia`s clean, green and GM-free provenance would release untapped 
export opportunities for non-GM foods, from emerging customer trends in global markets.8 The level of 
concern over Genetically Manipulated foods is fast growing, especially in the USA and China and this 
coincides with shopper readiness to pay premiums for safer and healthier foods. 
 

 9 
 
The research also concluded that there is, globally: 
 

• Growing demand for non-GM foods worth US$550 Billion in a $5 Trillion food market; 
• “Naturally healthy” foods include non-GM, that account for 20% of all new product launches; 
• Growth in GM-free organic food sales is up to US$45 billion; 
• Movements towards “free from” and “clean label” reflect strong customer demand; and 
• Some very big US retailers are also now committed to GM-free. 
  

Global market research company Technavio forecast the global non-GM foods market to grow at a 
compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 16.23% in the period 2017-2021 as the number of health-
conscious people and middle class families demanding non-GM foods increases. It estimates about 
2,000 new non-GMO products are launched in the US each year, and this is expected to increase over 

                                                                                                                                                                 
5 International Regulations on Genetically Modified Organisms: US, Europe, China and Japan, Food Safety Magazine, 
Regulatory Report, June/July 2016. https://www.foodsafetymagazine.com/magazine-archive1/junejuly2016/international-
regulations-on-genetically-modified-organisms-us-europe-china-and-japan/ 
6 Shemkus, S. Is China's GMO corn ban protecting consumers or protecting markets? The Guardian, November 21, 2014. 
 https://www.theguardian.com/sustainable-business/2014/nov/20/china-gmo-corn-boycott-markets 
7 Identification and Assessment of Added-Value Export Market Opportunities for Non-GMO Labelled Food Products from 
South Australia (2016) Centre for Global Food and Resources, University of Adelaide, for then Agriculture Minister Leon 
Bignell. http://www.pir.sa.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/282173/Full_Report_Adelaide_University_GM_Report.pdf 
8 Top 4 Vendors in the Global Non-GMO Foods Market from 2017-2021: Technavio. BusinessWire, January 24, 2017.  
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20170124005667/en/Top-4-Vendors-Global-Non-GMO-Foods-Market  
9 Global Health and Wellness Food Market 2018-2022 | Adoption of Healthy Eating Habits to Boost Demand | Technavio. 
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20180723005413/en/Global-Health-Wellness-Food-Market-2018-2022-Adoption 
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the period 2017-2021.10 The food and beverage industry’s increasing non-GMO product launches are 
also a factor that can positively affect market growth.  
 
The Chinese non-GM food market is projected to grow at a CAGR >20% from 2016 to 2020. Products 
with trigger words like ‘non-GMO’, ‘natural’, ‘free-from’, or ‘no added sugar’ are more likely to sell.  
 

 11 
 
 
Rising demand for organic food products also reflects a customer preference for non-GM foods and an 
aversion to AgVet chemical residues. If foods made using SDN1 were in the food supply unregulated 
and unlabelled, more people would buy organic as its standard prohibits SDN1 ingredients.  
 
Australia as a whole and individual jurisdictions have unprecedented opportunities to benefit 
from the health and wellness, and GM-free, food bonanzas scoped out here.  
 
The deregulation of SDN1 GM techniques and their products would pose a serious challenge to 
the medium and long-term development and success of these sunrise industries. 
 
Riverina Oils and Bio-Energy (ROBE)12 is one Australian canola processing company taking 
advantage of rapidly growing value-added non-GMO exports. ROBE, based at Wagga Wagga in 
NSW, began operating in 2013 and processes about 200,000 tonnes of local non-GM canola, to 
produce about 80,000 tonnes of non-GM canola oil annually.  
 
The facility is the only Australian edible oil company with full Non-GMO certification from US testing 
company FoodChain ID.13 Many others could follow with good promotion and support. 
 
ROBE trading manager Lachie Herbert said, “Various high value, health conscious markets are 
emerging. The non-GM market is a lot larger than we had first thought and that is a key reason this 
facility remains GM-free, while more and more customers are also looking for oil that comes from the 
primary extraction.” He said more markets were opening up as, “you’ve got a high value, health 

                                                
10 Non-GMO Food Market in China 2016-2020, Technavio, July 2016. https://www.technavio.com/report/china-food-non-gmo-
market 
11 Global Non-GMO Foods Market 2017-2021, Technavio, January 2017. 
https://www.technavio.com/report/global-food-global-non-gmo-foods-market-2017-2021 
12 Riverina Oils and Bio-Energy (ROBE) http://www.riverinaoils.com.au/ 
13 Food Chain ID Technical Services. https://www.foodchainid.com/non-gmo/  
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conscious market in California and they are looking for a specific product with specific traits.” Herbert 
said entry into high value markets could earn around 20% more than the commodity market.14 
 
In Summary 
 
Continued regulation of all the new GM techniques – including SDN1 - is essential to 
maintaining and building on Australia’s reputation for clean, green and GM-free foods that can 
be marketed at premium prices, worldwide.  
 
Deregulating SDN1 and their products nationally would nullify the rights of States and 
Territories to review them for impacts on markets or trade.  
 
State powers to create GM and GM-free Zones and moratoria and to review proposals for the 
commercial release of GM animals, plants or microbes under the Gene Technology Act could 
not be applied to any deregulated SDN1 processes or products.  
 
Deregulation of SDN1 and its products would jeopardise not only the bright prospects for 
expanding food and beverage exports but also disrupt existing markets and trade.  
 
Unregulated SDN1 organisms would pose unprecedented risks of rejection to commodity and 
food exports, on a scale never before seen in Australia.  
 
All new and old GM techniques and their products must be also reviewed and regulated to 
ensure public health, safety and the environment. Without OGTR regulation, new GM SDN1 
crops, animals, microbes and foods will exit laboratories without any independent assessment, 
regulation or licensing whatsoever. There would be no traceability, and uncertainty as to what 
GM organisms had been created and released. That is against the public interest, a recipe for 
the disruption of markets and trade, and would engender a loss of trust in our regulatory 
regime.  
 
For all the foregoing reasons, we strongly urge you to say ‘no’ to the SDN1 deregulation that 
the Federal Government proposes. 
 
 

                                                
14 Heard, G. Riverina gets the good oil, Farmonline, 10 July 2018. https://www.farmonline.com.au/story/5519173/riverina-
gets-the-good-oil/ 
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FOREWORD 

This research report was prepared for Primary Industries and Regions, SA by the Centre for Global Food and 

Resources at the University of Adelaide.  The research team was headed by Dr. Susan Nelle and included 

Theo Simos, Ian Lewis, Dr. Silvia Estrada-Flores and Rohan Yargop. 

Acronyms 

BYI: Better-For-You 

FI: Food intolerance 

HW: Health & Wellness 

NASAA: National Association for Sustainable Agriculture Australia Limited. 

NH: Naturally Healthy 

RSP: Retail selling price 

USDA: United States Department of Agriculture 

US$ (y-o-y ex rates): US dollar data converted from local currency using exchange rates for each year of the 

historic period. US dollar trend calculated from this data will therefore include effect of exchange rate 

fluctuations. 

Y-O-Y: Year-on-year. Yearly (annual) growth, expressed in percentage terms 

Glossary 

Active Health Claims: Claims made on products with added health benefits, such as vitamins and mineral, 

probiotics, prebiotics, and omega-3 fatty acids; as well as those on particular benefit platforms, such as 

anti-ageing, bone health, heart health and gut health products. Functional foods claims are normally 

classified under this category. 

Functional Food and Beverages (FFB): Also described as ‘fortified’. Products to which ingredients with 

purported health benefits have been added, and that have a specific physiological function and/or are 

eNHanced to the point where the level of added ingredients would not normally be found. To merit 

inclusion in this category, the product must have been actively fortified/eNHanced during production.  

Better-For-You (BFY): Products where the amount of a substance considered to be uNHealthy has been 

actively reduced, removed or substituted during production. This reduction forms part of the product's 

positioning/marketing, such as low-fat or low-sugar versions of ‘standard’ products. Products that are 

naturally free of, for example, fat, salt or sugar are excluded from this category. 

Compound annual growth (CAGR): Annual average growth, expressed in percentage terms, for either the 

historic or forecast period. 

Fresh food: the definitions refer only to fresh uncooked and unprocessed foods (packaged and unpackaged) 

and unpackaged processed food, e.g. sausages sold from deli counters in retail outlets. 

Food Intolerance (FI): Products that are specifically produced and positioned for consumers who suffer 

from a specific food intolerance/allergy, e.g. lactose intolerance, gluten intolerance/coeliac disease or 

diabetes. 
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Naturally Healthy (NH): Products that naturally contain a substance that improves health and wellbeing 

beyond the product's pure calorific value, e.g. olive oil, honey, soy-based food and beverages, green tea, 

100% fruit/vegetable juice and naturally high fibre food including bread, breakfast cereals, and pasta. While 

many of these products are marketed on a health basis, this need not necessarily be the case. 

Organic: Products certified Organic by an approved body, e.g. the National Association for Sustainable 

Agriculture Australia (NASAA). Organic production is based on farming system that maintains and 

replenishes soil fertility without the use of pesticides and fertilisers, and where products are minimally 

processed without artificial ingredients, preservatives, irradiation or genetically modified organisms. Can 

also be called ‘biological’ or ‘ecological’. The Organic aspect must form part of the product positioning/ 

marketing to be included. 

Passive Health Claims: Claims made on products such as low and light, Organic, gluten-free, and similar. 

Claims pertaining to products in the BFY, FI, NH and Organic categories are normally classified under this 

category. 

Retail selling price: sales at end price to consumer, including retailer and wholesaler mark-ups and sales tax 

(except in US and Canada) and excise taxes. 

Tonnes: metric tonnes, where 1 tonne = 1,000 kilos 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Centre for Global Food and Resources at the University of Adelaide conducted a study of the 

‘Identification and Assessment of Added-Value Export Market Opportunities for Non-GM Labelled Food 

Products from South Australia’ for the Department of Primary Industries and Regions in South Australia.   

The investigation and analysis was undertaken in three parts: 

Part I.   Analysis of consumer demand and food category performance in four targeted markets (the 

United Kingdom, the United States, Japan and China) to assess future demand for non-GM foods; 

Part II.  Assessment of SA food producer capacity and interest to export non-GM food products and 

ingredients to consumer and food manufacturing channels in the targeted markets; and  

Part III.  Identification of potential collaborative actions to pursue market opportunities, and 

recommended next steps to engage industry. 

Part I: Consumer demand for Non-GM foods was assessed through the following methods: 

 Review of global food trends 

 Review of recent literature on consumer attitudes to GMOs in food  

 Review of recent reports and surveys on consumer preferences for non-GM foods and demand for 

non-GM foods and food ingredients by food producers and retailers  

 Detailed category analysis of ‘proxy’ categories for Non-GMO foods (Naturally Healthy, Better for 

You and Organic) to assess the size and potential growth  

 Detailed analysis of new product launches with a non-GM claim 

 Assessment of the relationship between non-GM marketing claims and average product prices  

The review of global food trends, which are summarized in figures A-D below, set the context for assessing 

opportunities in non-GMO markets: 

 Appreciation that food production and consumer markets have evolved into a ‘Worlds of Food” 

perspective 

 Realisation that much of the food produced in South Australia fits comfortably in the ‘World of 

Provenance’ 

 Understanding the impact of the enduring global food trend, ‘naturally healthy’ on consumer 

preferences 
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Figure A. Worlds of Food 

 

               
Figure B. Provenance 
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Figure C. Naturally Healthy 

 

 

Figure D. Clean label 
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In summary, the results of the review and analysis process indicate that: 

 Global food trends indicate that discerning consumers are increasingly seeking foods that are 

‘naturally healthy’, have a ‘clean’ label with simple ingredients (including Non-GMO), and have 

identifiable provenance that links consumers to producers. 

 Attitudes to GMOs in food varied by the country studied and over time.  Consumers in the UK and 

Japan are relatively relaxed by GM labelling (most likely because, until recently, both countries 

prohibited GM commercial crops);  Chinese consumers are very concerned about food safety 

because of past problems; and surprisingly, the strongest growth in consumer demand for Non-GM 

food is in the United States. 

 Analysis of ‘proxy’ categories for Non-GM foods showed the strongest growth in the Organics 

category in the US and the Naturally Healthy category in China. 

 Data from the Mintel Global New Products Database shows the 15.7% of all new food and beverage 

products launched in the US in 2015 made Non-GMO claims vs. only 2.8% in 2012; and 13.5% of 

new products made organic claims in 2015. 

 

Figure E. Growing demand for non-GM foods  
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Based on the analysis of consumer and product category data, the research team recommend that the two 

most attractive markets for Non-GMO labelled foods at this time are the United States and China for the 

reasons outlined in Figures F and G below. 

Figure F. Target market: United States 

Figure G.  Target market: China 
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Part II.  Assessment of SA supply chain interest and capacity was based on identifying Australian 

food companies that currently have Non-GMO or GM-free claims on their labels and 20 interviews with a 

range of SA producers and food businesses. 

The research team found that nine SA food businesses currently have Non-GM claims on their labels.  The 

team also found that few SA food businesses were aware of the export market opportunities in Non-GMO 

foods, most likely because Australian consumers are not currently asking for transparency through 

labelling.   

There were a few notable exceptions who were very aware of and responding to future opportunities – 

most particularly in biodynamic dairy products, carob products and specialty flours and pre-mixes. 

The research team’s analysis raised the question of two potential areas that might be worth further 

exploration:  the opportunity to expand supply of organic foods (particularly to the US market) and the 

potential to add more value to canola production in South Australia – seeds, oil and meal.    

 

Figure H. SA company attitudes to Non-GMO labelled opportunities  
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Part III.  Recommendations and next steps will be dependent on engaging SA food businesses in 

discussing the potential market opportunities in the US and China and in their assessing the possibility for 

collaborative action in these markets.   

The research team’s conclusion was that there are opportunities for added-value returns for Non-GM 

labelled food products from South Australia, but that the: 

‘Greater opportunity lies in developing a broad-based platform of ‘naturally healthy’ products 

from South Australia whose claims can be underpinned by a sophisticated verification system.’ 

Figure I presents the research team’s summary of sustaining consumer and market drivers, the current 

constraints in the SA food industry, and the assets upon which future market opportunities could be built.   

 

 

Figure I. Identifying potential spaces 
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Figure J. Chinese market opportunity 

 

 

Figure K. Potential opportunities for collaborative action 
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The recommended next steps in the process are to: 

 Invite SA businesses interviewed as part of the study to a presentation and discussion of the 

findings. 

 Liaise with Food SA to include the highlights of the findings in the industry workshops it will be 

conducting as part of developing their ‘Growth through Innovation Strategy’. 

 Depending on sufficient industry support, provide a briefing to relevant Government Ministers and 

Executive staff on the findings and implications for Government programs. 
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APPROACH TO THE STUDY 

This report was commissioned by PIRSA to build on a desktop analysis completed by the Department in 

May 2015 that investigated consumer sentiments and potential price premiums for non-GM food products 

in 11 markets.  The desktop analysis had concluded that there was evidence of a growing segment of 

consumers in more advanced economies who prefer to buy, and may be willing to pay a premium for, non-

GM food products.   

Figure 1 illustrates the approach taken by the Centre for Global Food and Resources in designing this study.  

The Centre uses an ‘Insights to Innovation’ approach adapted from a Sectoral Systems of Innovation (SSI) 

model.  For this study, we applied the first three steps in the model:  1) assess consumer and market trends 

in demand for Non-GM foods in four targeted markets, 2) assess the current interest and capacity of SA 

food businesses with regard to labeling and marketing Non-GM foods, and 3) identify opportunities for 

collaborative action to pursue any identified opportunities. 

 

Figure 1. Approach applied by the Centre for Global Food and Resources 

 

The report summarizing the subsequent investigation and analysis is structured in three parts: 

Part I.   Analysis of consumer attitudes to GM foods and a detailed analysis of three ‘proxy’ categories for 

Non-GMO labeled foods (Better for You, Naturally Healthy and Organic) in four targeted markets (the 

United Kingdom, the United States, Japan and China) to assess future demand for non-GM foods; 

Part II.  Assessment of SA food producer capacity and interest to export non-GM food products and 

ingredients to consumer and food manufacturing channels in the targeted markets; and  

Part III.  Identification of potential collaborative actions to pursue market opportunities, and recommended 

next steps to engage industry. 

Assess consumer & 
market trends

Assess consumer & 
market trends

Assess current 
capacity

Assess current 
capacity

Identify 
collaborative 

opportunity spaces

Identify 
collaborative 
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pathways
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PART I.  ASSESSMENT OF CONSUMER DEMAND FOR NON-GM FOODS IN 

TARGETED MARKETS 

Chapter 1. Approach and Methodology 

1.1. Methodology for Assessing Consumer Demand 

A number of approaches were taken to assess consumer demand for non-GM foods in the targeted 

markets of the United Kingdom, the United States, Japan and China including: 

 Review of global food trends 

 Review of recent literature on consumer attitudes to GMOs in food  

 Review of recent reports and surveys on consumer preferences for non-GM foods and demand for 

non-GM foods and food ingredients by food producers and retailers  

 Detailed category analysis of ‘proxy’ categories for Non-GMO foods (Naturally Healthy, Better for 

You and Organic) to assess the size and potential growth  

 Detailed analysis of new product launches with a non-GM claim 

 Assessment of the relationship between non-GM marketing claims and average product prices  

Chapter 2. Consumer Attitudes to GM Foods and the Emergence of GM-free Categories 

2.1 Global Food Trends 

Consumer attitudes to genetically modified (GM) foods are complex and dependent on a combination of 

factors including:  

 Level of knowledge about GMOs  

 Perceptions of the inherent risks and benefits of GM foods 

 Trust in governing bodies that approve GM foods  

 Consumers’ attitudes towards food as part of their overall health regime.   

These attitudes are formed within evolving ‘worlds of food’ described by Professor Kevin Morgan from 

Cardiff University in his book, Worlds of Food: Place, Power and Provenance in the Food Chain.  

Morgan’s geography of food categorizes distinctive and differentiated sets of production practices along 

two dimensions: market orientation (from niche, specialized markets to mass markets) and production 

knowledge base (from highly specialised knowledge to widely dispersed and available knowledge).1  Figure 

2.1 illustrates the four worlds of food as adapted by Dr. Susan Nelle from the Centre for Global Food and 

Resources at the University of Adelaide. 

                                                           

1 Morgan, Marsden & Murdoch, Worlds of Food: Place, Power, and Provenance, Oxford University Press, 2006. 
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Figure 2.1. Worlds of Food 

This typology provides one prism for assessing attitudes towards GM foods.  Supporters of GMO technology 

in food production value the world of intellectual resources and IP-driven solutions to agrifood challenges.  

Viewed from this world, most observers assumed that acceptance of GM foods would be correlated to 

consumers’ degree of knowledge about GM benefits to food production, the environment and functional 

health enhancement.   

The studies and surveys examined as part of this project both support and refute these assumptions.  In 

earlier studies that were reviewed, there appeared to be a general trend for knowledge about GM foods to 

correlate with their acceptance.  However, in more recent studies, there also appears to be a growing 

number of consumers in the Provenance world of food who are concerned about the natural health 

benefits of their foods and for whom the source of production and the integrity of the food chain are very 

important.  They are the consumers who are demanding transparency about the content and source of the 

food they buy and who support clear labeling requirements to provide them with such information.  In 

some markets, such as the United States, major retailers are now supporting their demands and putting 

labeling requirements onto their suppliers. 

A brief overview of global food trends over the past ten years provides an insight into how the 

‘interpersonal’ world of food has been evolving.   
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The global trends most directly related to the demand for non-GM foods are:  naturally functional (or 

healthy) with fewer, simpler ingredients (‘clean label’) and provenance. 

Naturally Functional 

Since 1995, Julian Mellentin, has produced an annual assessment of 10 Key Trends in Food, Nutrition & 

Health through identifying, ranking and forecasting the most important food trends in five regions in the 

world: North America, South America, Asia, Europe, and Australia & New Zealand.2  In the 2015 edition, 

‘Naturally Functional’ is identified as the biggest and most important trend in most western markets (and 

several Asian markets as well).  This trend, which was first identified in 2005, has continued to strengthen 

as consumers look for foods that deliver nutrient value that is naturally inherent in food products and 

ingredients: i.e. cranberries, almonds.  The category includes products that are ‘free-from’ artificial colours, 

preservatives or additives and those that have an ingredients list that is short and in everyday language – 

with only things they might find in the kitchen cabinet at home.   

For many of these consumers, naturally healthy excludes GM foods, thus, GM-free has become part of a 

clean label.  For example, the Gaslamp Popcorn division of Rudolph Foods, Lima, OH, defines clean label as: 

“In our aspect of it, it (clean label) means no MSG, no preservatives, no artificial colorings and so on 

and so forth. For our Kettle Corn and our Sea Salt & Olive Oil, everything is verified non-GMO. Sugar 

is sugar, but we’ve verified that the sugar we use is non-GMO and the oil we use is non-GMO. I think 

it’s that stuff that leads to what is a clean label.” 3 

A recent publication from Ingredion (an ingredients company) reports the results of a survey conducted in 

the Asia Pacific region where they found that ‘the rise in middles classes is driving an expectation for higher 

quality food and greater interest from consumers in what goes into their food.’4  Ingredion claims that 

almost a fifth of global new product launches are now positioned as ‘natural’ or ‘additive free’.   

Provenance 

There is growing interest from consumers in the provenance of the food they buy.  Provenance includes 

interest in 1) Place – where the food is produced, 2) Product – how the food is produced and 3) People – 

who is producing the food.  These consumers are looking for a connection to the food they buy.  For 

example, in developed economies, the number and scale of farmers markets continues to grow to provide 

local producers with the opportunity to sell directly to consumers, and for consumers to select producers 

they trust.  Many consumers now want the option to ‘buy local’ to support regional farmers and food 

manufacturers.  On the other hand, many are interested in traveling to regions known for the quality of 

their food and wine – fueling food tourism. 

Consumers also look for foods that align with their cultural and social values.  For example, the Fairtrade 

movement has developed a strong following that has translated into increasing demand for Fairtrade 

branded products. 

                                                           

2 Mellentin, J. 2014. 10 Key Trends in Food, Nutrition & Health in 2015, New Nutrition Business, November/December 
2014, Vol 20 No 2/3. 

3 Atkinson, R. 2015, The clean label conundrum, Food Business News, 6/1/2015. 

4 Ingredion Incorporated, 2015, Clean Label Guide: Is there a market for clean label in Asia Pacific? 
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‘Fairtrade is about better prices, decent working conditions, local sustainability, and fair terms of 
trade for farmers and workers in the developing world. By requiring companies to pay sustainable 
prices, Fairtrade addresses the injustices of conventional trade, which traditionally discriminates 
against the poorest, weakest producers. It enables them to improve their position and have more 
control over their lives.’5 

Thus, the growth of interest in provenance extends from face-to-face contacts (i.e. local farmers markets) 

to highly intermediated linkages (i.e. Fairtrade) between consumers and food producers to international 

food tourism.  These consumers want information on the origin of the foods they buy, which, in turn, has 

sparked debate on the relative merit and cost of ‘indicators of geographical origin’ on labels.  The next step 

is likely to be ‘show me’ where the food comes from through identify preservation and third-party certified 

traceability systems. 

The growing interest in provenance has created opportunities for rural regions to build value through 

promoting the historic, geographic and responsible environmental origins of the agricultural goods they 

produce.  For example, an Australian wool company is using consumer demand to know the provenance of 

agricultural products to increase the value of its fleece by linking wool growers to international clients by 

confirming ethical farming practices which enable retailers to confidently and legally state where and how 

the wool has been produced.6 

These global trends provide a context for assessing demand for non-GM foods.  Section 2.2 discusses the 

specific issues that shape consumer attitudes to GM foods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

5 Fairtrade Australia website. 

6 Merriman, J, From the sheep’s back to consumer, provenance new tool in selling wool. 
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2.2 Trends in Consumer Acceptance of GM Foods: 2010-2015 in the Targeted Markets 

In assessing consumer acceptance of GM foods, there are a number of factors to be considered.  Figure 2.2 

illustrates some decision drivers for consumers in selecting GM or non-GM food products. 

 

Figure 2.2. Perceptions and attitudes that determine consumer response to GM and non-GM foods 

A review of recent literature suggests that attitudes to GM foods vary according to consumers’ perceptions 

of the benefits and risks of GM foods and their relative trade-offs (i.e. between health enhancing 

properties and price).  Perception of benefits and risks of GM foods are complex because they are based 

not only on consumers’ objective information, but also on their underlying subjective values and on their 

trust in the credibility of the information source.7   

A study by House et al (2004) reported on the impact of objective and subjective knowledge on consumer 

demand for GM foods.  They found that knowledge could not be viewed as a single dimensional construct, 

and the way it was measured significantly impacted the consumers’ acceptance of GM foods. 

In terms of ‘health enhancing’ as a perceived benefit, some studies have shown that consumers support 

medical applications of GM, but not agrifood applications because they are considered not especially useful 

and more risky.  Thus, the perceived benefit-to-risk ratio is not high enough.  Furthermore, a Frewer et al. 

study linked the likelihood of a purchasing a GM food product with the perceived ‘naturalness’ of the 

product.  This is consistent with the global trend to naturally healthy foods as discussed in Section 2.1.  

Price appears to be a factor for only a segment of consumers.  For example, one study found that grocery 

shoppers fell into three groups:  

 Shoppers who would not consume GM tomatoes at any price (45% of sample),  

                                                           

7 Frewer, LJ, Scholderer, J, Bredahl, L, 2003. Communicating about the risk and benefits of genetically modified foods: 
the mediating role of trust. Society of Risk Analysis 23, 1117-1133. 
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 Shoppers who would consume GM tomatoes at the same price (20%), and  

 Shoppers who would consume GM tomatoes only if they were cheaper than conventional 

tomatoes (35%).8   

Another study by Costa-Font et al concluded that consumers mainly prefer GM-free foods, until the point at 

which they have to pay a premium for them.   

It also appears that attitudes to GM foods have varied over time.  In a 2008 Food Policy article, Montserrat 

et al reported on their work to provide a framework for “understanding the published findings on the 

determinants of the valuation of GM food – both in terms of willingness to accept GM food, and willing-to-

pay a premium for non-GM food”.9  Their review of studies through 2006 shows evidence of a progressive 

acceptance of people’s support for GM food products from 1999 to 2002, but a return to skepticism in the 

2005 data. Gaskell (2006) reports a similar trend and classified European consumers into three groups 

regarding their perception of GM food:  ‘optimistic’ – 25%, ‘pessimistic’ – 58%, and ‘undecided’ – 17%.10   

Attitudes to GM foods have also been found to vary by country.  One study (Trail et al, 2004) found that 

aversion to GM food was steeply increasing in Europe, but only gradually increasing in America, and even 

decreasing in the rest of the world.  In this study, Americans appeared to have a more favorable and 

trusting attitude to GM technology than Europeans perhaps due to Americans’ higher trust of their public 

authorities, particularly those responsible for food safety.   

On the other hand, a recent survey (Health Focus International, 2015) found the following percent of 

respondents from each country stating a concern about GMOs:   

 28% of UK consumers,  

 49% of American consumers and  

 71% of Chinese consumers.   

Figure 2.3 shows that GMOs were ranked 5th among food concerns for shoppers based on a Health Focus 

International survey. 

                                                           

8 Bukenya, O and Wright, NR, 2004. Determinants of Consumer Attitudes and Purchase Intentions with regards to GM 
Food, Paper at Southern Agricultural Economic Association Annual Meeting 18 February, Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

9 Montserrat, CF, Gil, JM, & Traill, WB. Consumer acceptance, valuation of and attitudes towards genetically modified 
food: Review and implications for food policy, Food Policy 33 (2008) 99-111. 

10 Gaskell, G, Centre for the study of Bioscience, 2006. Europeans and Biotechnology in 2005: Patterns and Trends. 
Eurobarometer 64.3 
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Figure 2.3 Health Focus International 

This study also showed that foods without GMO ingredients are believed by consumers to be healthier. 

 

Figure 2.4 Perception of degree to which non-GM ingredients make foods and beverages seem 

healthier 

Some major food manufacturers are responding to these changing consumer perceptions.  According to the 

Natural Marketing Institute, between 2012 and 2013, GM-free product launches increased:  

 29% to 3960 in the EU (460% growth since 2008) 

 145% to 1350 in the US (315% growth since 2008) 

An August, 2015, report from Packaged Facts, concluded the following: 

Driven by consumer desire to have healthier foods with fewer added and more ‘natural’ ingredients, 

non-GMO products accounted for approximately $550 billion of the $5 trillion global food and 

beverage retail market in 2014.11  

                                                           

11 Packaged Facts, “Non-GMO Foods: U.S. and Global Market Perspective, 2nd Edition”, August, 2015. 
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In summary, the total global market for non-GMO foods and beverages is estimated to double by 2019 

due to a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 15% between 2014-2019. 

The following sections present a more detailed assessment of the acceptance of GMOs and the demand for 

GM-free foods in the four targeted markets: United Kingdom, United States, Japan and China. 

2.2.1 United Kingdom 

Cultural context 

UK regulations regarding GM foods are primarily based on European Union regulations.  Food labeling rules 

are extensive and require the disclosure of the presence of any GM material in the final product, including 

products such as flour and oils.   

Until 2015, although countries in the EU were able to import foods with GM ingredients, they could not 

grow any commercial GM crops.  However, EU countries can now choose to grow GM crops that have been 

approved by the European Food Safety Authority.  New UK legislation will enable the planting of GM crops 

as soon as 2017.  However, Scotland will continue to ban the growing of GM crops under the new EU ‘opt 

out’ rules as it wants to protect its ‘clean, green’ status.’12   

The United Kingdom has a highly competitive and sophisticated food retail market targeting a range of 

consumer segments.  Major UK retailers include Tesco (the leader in value terms in 2014), Sainsbury, and 

ASDA.  Up-market retailers, like Waitrose and Marks & Spencer, have been world leaders in driving the 

development of a range of innovative products, and have championed GM-free products in the UK.  

Consumer acceptance 

The majority of British consumers are aware that GM foods are sold in Great Britain, with research 

estimates suggesting that anywhere from 60 – 80% of the population has heard of GMOs.   

Survey findings on the attitudes of UK consumers to GM foods over the past ten years show that: 

 30% of UK consumers found GM foods acceptable, while 30% were entirely opposed (Consumers 

Association, 2003) 

 30 – 40% of UK consumers were indifferent towards GM and GM-free foods that were equally 

priced (Rigby & Burton, 2005) 

 74% of respondents claimed they had heard of GM in food in a quantitative survey, but in the 

qualitative study, 60% claimed they knew little or nothing about GM foods (Food Standards Agency, 

2013) 

 A Barclay Bank funded consumer survey found respondents generally not supportive of GM foods 

(gmeduation.org, 2013): 

o 21% supported GM foods 

o 70% said they preferred to buy conventional foods 

o 43% said they were completely against the government promoting GM technology in foods 

                                                           

12 The Ecologist, 2015. 
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A recent 2014 study of 114 UK consumers assessed their willingness to buy bread with GM ingredients. 

(Ison, 2014).  Three benefits were described to study participants:  shelf life, environmental quality and 

vitamin content.  The results found that: 

 55% said they would buy GM food if there were any benefit or any price reduction 

 10% would buy only if they felt the benefits out-weighted their concerns 

 35% would never buy GM foods. 

Specific study results by sex, income and GM knowledge showed that: 

 Low and medium income respondents were more likely to choose a GM option  

 Respondents with low and medium GM knowledge were more likely to choose a GM option than 

the high knowledge group 

 On average, a 13% discount was needed to induce purchase of the GM bread 

 Young, male respondents with a high level of GM knowledge were most willing to purchase GM 

bread 

 Higher income respondents were most adverse to GM foods. 

Major retailers targeting higher income consumers, such as Waitrose and Marks & Spencer, have had a 

policy of selling only GM-free food. Waitrose still has a policy that states, “No Waitrose food is genetically 

modified – all food and ingredients are from conventional or organic crops.” 

In 2014, Marks & Spencer came under fire for changing their policy and allowing a few American products 

made with GM ingredients on their shelves, even though they stress that all products under their house 

brand are GM-free.  M&S, Tesco, Sainsbury’s and the Co-op all now allow animal-derived food products 

(milk, eggs, chicken, pork and beef) to come from animals fed on GM feed.     
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2.2.2 United States 

Cultural context 

The US has been the world leader in large scale, intensive food production and manufacturing that has 

embraced GM foods.  GM products and ingredients have been grown and used since the late 1990s.  The 

first GM seeds were planted in the United States for commercial use in 1996.  By spring 2013, there were 

70 million hectares planted in GM crops primarily in intensive agricultural regions.   

 

The US currently has no national laws that require labeling GM foods (unlike the other markets reviewed in 

this report.)  However recently, there have been calls for more transparency and labeling in foods that have 

raised the awareness of GMOs in food.  According to a range of surveys conducted over the past two years, 

over 90% of US consumers want food labels to specify GMOs.  Three states (Vermont, Connecticut and 

Maine) have passed, but not implemented state laws requiring GMO labeling.  Vermont laws are due to 

come into effect in July, 2016.  Fifteen other states have tried to pass similar legislation where it has thus 

far failed because consumers were told they would have to pay for the cost of regulating compliance.   

 

Although there are no national mandatory requirements, many food manufacturers are voluntarily seeking 

certification by the Non-GMO Project, an organization that certifies and provides a seal for Non-GMO 

foods.  The Non-GMO Project is the leading certification group in the US and has verified more than 25,000 

products (Panichkul, 2015).  Independent research indicates that the total sales of Non-GMO Project 

verified products has risen from USD $348.8 million in 2010 to over $10 billion in 2015 (Lloyd, 2015). 

 

Walmart dominates the US food retail market with over US$121 billion in sales in 2012.  Other national 

retailers include Kroger, Costco, Safeway and Sam’s Club.  There are some regional retailers who target up-

market consumers, but the largest national alternative retailer is Whole Foods Markets with $US16 billion 

in sales in 2014 (a 10% growth over 2013). 

 

Whole Foods Market is the first national grocery chain in the US committed to providing full GMO 

transparency for their customers by 2018.  They currently offer 25,000 certified organic items and 8500 

Non-GMO Project Verified products in their stores.  They will require manufacturers to identify products 

based on or containing GMO-risk ingredients (currently corn, soy, sugar beets, canola, cotton, alfalfa, 

zucchini, summer squash and papaya).  And they will require meat, dairy, egg and farmed seafood suppliers 

to verify whether or not animals were fed GMO corn, soy or alfalfa. 

Consumer acceptance 

According to a study developed by Traill et al in 2004, Americans have a more favorable and trusting 

attitude towards GM technology than Europeans.    This may have been because Americans tend to trust 

the safety of their food supply system and the government agencies that oversee the quality of food 

including, FDA, EP and USDA. (Kilman, 1999, Hoban, 1998 and Mokhiber & Weissman, 1999).  However, 

consumer acceptance appears to be changing as their trust of large corporations and government 

deteriorates. 
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Consumers paying attention to GMOs have generally been those seeking healthy, natural foods who shop 

at specialty stores.  However, recently more Americans are becoming aware of GMO issues because:  

 The recent debates around food labeling in state legislatures and Congress have raised the GM 

issue. 

 Some major food producers are eliminating GM ingredients in their products. 

 Some major retailers are expanding their GM-free food offerings.  

 A growing number of food manufacturers are seeking verification, certification and branding with 

the Non-GMO Project seal. 

A National Marketing Institute study (2014) found that between 2012 and 2013: 

 Consumer awareness of GMOs increased 12 points from 42% to 54%, with the greatest awareness 

among ‘Millennials’ and  

 There was a 16% increase in shoppers looking for non-GM labeled foods across the population, led 

by ‘Gen X’ and ‘Millennials’ at 60%. 

Other recent surveys on current attitudes to health and GM foods in the US report findings that indicate a 

growing demand for GM-free foods: 

 80% will pay more for foods with health attributes. (The Nielsen Company, 2015) 

 70% do not want GMOs in their food.  (Consumer Reports, Rock, 2014)  

 57% of adults have some level of concern about GMOs, up from 43% in 2002 (NPD Group, 2014)  

 50% of consumers who primarily shop in natural and specialty stores actively look for and buy non-

GM products. (NPD Group, 2014) 

 48% supported the statement, “I should avoid foods produced using biotechnology.” (18% 

disagreed and 34% were not sure).  (International Food Information Council Foundation, 2015) 

 37% say that eating GM foods is generally safe (28% women and 47% men believe eating GM foods 

is generally safe). (Funk, Rainie, & Page, 2015) 

 25% say they are very willing to pay a premium for GM-free food. (The Nielsen Company, 2015) 

 11% of consumers who shop across all grocery channels actively look for and buy non-GMO 

products. (NPD Group, 2014) 

Figures 2.5 and 2.6 show the results of surveys of US consumers on their attitudes to GMOs and GM-free 

foods.  These results show there is a range of knowledge about and perceptions of benefits GM foods 

across the respondents.   
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Figure 2.5. Pew Research Center survey of 1819 adults in 2014 (Funk, Rainie, & Page, 2015) 

 

 

Figure 2.6. US consumer attitudes to GMOs and non-GM foods (Packaged Facts, 2015) 
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Some major US food retailers have started to respond to consumer demand for GM-free food, and some 

major brand manufacturers have declared they will supply non-GM products.   

Examples of major retailers: 

 Whole Foods Market – Committed to GM transparency in all products by 2018, and will work with 

suppliers to source products with Non-GMO ingredients (www.media.wholefoodsmarket.com). The 

company bills itself as the world’s leader in natural and organic foods, with more than 340 grocery 

stores in North America and the United Kingdom.  Their non-GM verified label sales were up 16% in 

2014 and now constitute 30% of sales, with Organic foods at an additional 45 of sales%. 

 Trader Joe’s – Is in process of ensuring its private label inventory is free of all genetically 

engineered products. 

 Target – Announced in 2014 that it plans to eliminate all GMOs in its Simply Balanced brand. 

Examples of major brand manufacturers: 

 Hershey – Announced in February 2015 that two of its products, Hershey’s Milk Chocolates and 

Hershey’s Kisses, will be non-GM by the end of the year. 

 Ben and Jerry – Transitioning to non-GM ingredients in its ice creams. 

 General Mills – Using non-GM ingredients for its Cheerios cereal. 

 Post Cereals – Using non-GM ingredients in its Grape Nuts. 

 Hellman – Has a non-GM version of its mayonnaise. 

 Mars Inc. – Will put labels on all foods that contain genetically-modified organisms. 

New non-GMO product launches in both retail and food service in the United States are estimated to 

number about 2000 per year, up from a few hundred just 10 years ago.13  A report by Food Processing 

claimed that new products with non-GMO claims increased by 45% in 2014.  In 2014, the total sales of Non-

GMO Project verified products topped $11 billion per year, and there were more than 29,500 verified 

products.   

 

2.2.3 Japan 

Cultural context 

Japanese consumers have a high concern about food safety.  A 2012 survey by Japan’s Food Safety 

Commission indicated that 64.8 per cent of respondents were ‘very or somewhat concerned’ about food 

safety (Masunaga, 2013)14.  Concerns about food safety in Japan have had a long history and food safety 

scandals have been widely publicized (Assmann, 2013)15.  Examples include: 

 In 1955, dried milk at the Morinaga Milk Company was contaminated with arsenic, leading to 

12,000 cases of food poisoning.  

 There have been a number of cases of industrial pollution contaminating local seafood.  

 More recent food safety incidents include the import of Chinese dumplings that were tainted with 

pesticides and affected ten consumers with food poisoning in 2008.  

                                                           

13 Packaged Facts, “Non-GMO Foods: U.S. and Global Market Perspective, 2nd Edition, August 2015. 

14 Masunaga, S. 2013. Genetically modified wheat: Japan’s wariness rooted in culture, post-WWII history. The 
Oregonian, July 11, 2013. 

15 Assmann, S. 2013. Reassessing food safety, risk and globalization in China and Japan: An overview of emerging 
research trends. Food, Culture and Society, 16 (1): 7-19. 
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Japanese consumers distrust imported food products and believe that domestic food products are safer 

than imported products. They seek anshin (peace of mind) and anzen (safety) through locally produced 

food as they trust local producers.  According to anshin/anzen rhetoric, locality minimizes food related 

risks. 

However Japan has only a 40% food self-sufficiency rate (the lowest of all major industrialised countries).  

Therefore, Japan remains highly dependent on the import of agricultural products and food items.  Roughly 

60% of the calories consumed in Japan are derived from imported food items. (Assmann, 2013)  

At present, GM crops are not grown for human consumption in Japan. Nevertheless, the country relies 

heavily on imported GM foods such as soybeans and corn, which are mainly imported from the United 

States. Most of these imports are used for animal feed – only 30 per cent of imported corn is used for 

human consumption (Akatsuka, 2010)16. 

Under Japan’s GM labeling laws, food is categorized under three types of claims: non-GMO, GMO, and non-

segregated, which means the food was not kept separate from biotech commodities.  If less than 5% of a 

product contains GM material, it doesn’t have to carry a label.  

You won’t find a label that says ‘This is GMO’.  You can only find labels that say ‘This is not GMO’ 

because of the fact that companies are very, very aware that having a GMO label would effectively 

stigmatize their product (Akatsuka, 2010). 

Food manufacturers avoided GM crops for products requiring ‘GM’ or ‘non-segregated’ labeling until 2008. 

After the global hike in grain prices in 2008, some companies, including JCCU (National Federation of 

Consumer Cooperatives in Japan), started to use cheaper, non-IP products (non-segregated), which are 

mostly GM.  JCCU even began voluntarily labeling products that do not have a legal requirement for 

labeling. Since then, there has been no significant public backlash or no-buy movement in the organization 

of JCCU, which has 25 million members. 

On the other hand, Asahi and Kirin, the two leading Japanese beer companies announced in 2000 that they 

would switch entirely to non-GM ingredients (Tolbert, 2000).17 An online non-GMO blog in 2009 indicated 

that Asahi was still using non-GMO ingredients. 

Consumer acceptance 

GM foods are considered by many consumers to be a food-related risk.  Japan’s Food Safety Commission 

annual survey in JFY 2013 showed 48 per cent of those polled indicated they have ‘high or some concern’ 

regarding GM foods (Sato, 2015)18.  

Apart from Japan’s Food Safety Commission’s annual surveys, there are few recent studies on Japanese 

consumer acceptance of GM foods. These studies indicate that Japanese consumers have been wary of GM 

foods:  

                                                           

16 Akatsuka, N. 2010. The haunting erotics of gastronomic desire as bodily penetration. Lambda Alpha Journal. 40 (12): 
3-20. 

17 Tolbert, K. 2000. In Japan, it’s back to nature: Consumers add non-modified products to shopping carts. The 
Washington Post. January 24, p.A8. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WPcap/2000-01/24/038r-012400-
idx.html  

18 Sato, S. 2015. Japan Agricultural Biotechnology Annual, GAIN Report Number: JA5024. USDA Foreign Agricultural 
Service. July 13, 2015. 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WPcap/2000-01/24/038r-012400-idx.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WPcap/2000-01/24/038r-012400-idx.html
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 In 2001, 80% of 400 consumers of the Seikyou consumer cooperative in Matsumoto City responded 

that they would not choose GM noodles over non-GM noodles even with a discount up to 50%. 

(McCluskey et al. 2003)19  

 A 2004 study of 430 respondents from four Japanese cities investigating consumers’ perceptions of 

and willingness to pay for credence attributes associated with canola oil found that Japanese 

consumers treat whether the product uses GM seeds in production as the most important factor in 

making their purchase decisions which outweighs how they evaluate the price attribute. (Hu et al, 

2006)20.  

 A study of Japanese consumers’ valuation of US beef and pork products in 2006 and 2009 after the 

beef trade ban found that organic is a recognized attribute for which most Japanese consumers are 

willing to pay a premium. (Peterson and Burbridge, 2012)21.  

In addition, there are a few Japanese consumer groups who actively oppose GM ingredients. The ‘No GMO 

Campaign’ questioned four major breweries and one major soy sauce manufacturer in Japan regarding 

their use of GM ingredients. In the past, the same group asked Costco Japan not to stock a GM Rainbow 

Papaya from Hawaii (Sato, 2015). 

 

2.2.4 China 

Cultural Context 

Food safety is the single most important food attribute in China, and consumers’ lack of trust in the food 

safety system in China shapes their attitudes towards food. 

In 2008, milk adulterated with melamine caused the death of at least six infants and sickened an estimated 

300,000 children in China. The World Health Organization (WHO) labeled this incident as one of the largest 

food safety events in recent history. It not only aroused worldwide consumer concern about the safety of 

food from China, but also ignited the fears of domestic consumers. (Larson, 2015)22   

Chinese consumers continue to be concerned with the safety of their food as the following studies 

demonstrate: 

 A survey by Insight China Magazine and the Tisinghua University Media Survey Lab found that 

almost 70% of Chinese consumers felt insecure about food safety in their country (Macloud, 

2011)23.  

                                                           

19 McCluskey, J., Grimsrud, H., Ouchi, H. and Wahl, T. 2003. Consumer response to genetically modified food products 
in Japan. Agricultural and Resource Economics Review 32: 222-231. 

20 Hu, W., Chen, K. and Yoshida, K.2006. Japanese consumers’ perceptions on and willingness to pay for credence 
attributes with canola oil. Journal of agricultural and Applied Economics, 38 (1): 91-103. 

21 Peterson, H. and Burbidge, L. 2012. Japanese consumers’ valuation of U.S. beef and pork products after the beef 
trade ban. Journal of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 37 (1): 58-76. 

22 Larson, C. 2015. Can the Chinese Government Get Its People to Like G.M.O.S? New Yorker, August 31, 2015 

http://www.newyorker.com/tech/elements/can-the-chinese-government-get-its-people-to-like-g-m-o-s  

23 MacLeod, C. 2011 China’s organic farms rooted in food-safety concerns. USA TODAY January 23 2011 

http://www.newyorker.com/tech/elements/can-the-chinese-government-get-its-people-to-like-g-m-o-s
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 A 2012 survey with over 1,000 consumers reported that two-thirds of respondents ranked food 

safety as their dominant social concern (over high consumer prices and government corruption) 

(Pan, 2012 as cited in Bai et al, 2013)24     

 A pilot consumer study undertaken in 2012 found that food safety was the single most important 

ethical and environmental attribute for Chinese consumers in relation to New Zealand food 

products with 75% rating it as ‘very important’ (Saunders et al., 2013)25.   

Food safety concerns have also underpinned the increasing demand for traceability of agricultural products 

in recent years. Xu and Wu (2010)26 conducted a study that evaluated consumer perception of food safety 

and willingness-to-pay for milk that was certified traceable by the Chinese government. Out of over 1,750 

respondents, one-third of respondents said they would purchase certified traceable food, and one-third 

said they were ‘strongly dissatisfied’ with the food safety situation in their region. 

Lack of trust in the food safety system, has led a segment of Chinese consumers to prefer food from other 

countries whose systems they do trust.  Some studies suggest that imported food is often regarded as 

being higher quality and safer than domestic equivalents (Zhou and Hui, 200327; Knight et al 200828).  Other 

studies confirm this perception: 

 Country-of-origin was rated ‘very important’ by 54 per cent of Chinese consumers in relation to 

origin of food products (Saunders et al., 2013).  

 18% of respondents preferred food imported from Australia and New Zealand over all other regions 

(including Europe, Japan, Korea, USA, Hong Kong and Taiwan) (Chen 2012).   

 Consumers were also more likely to pay a premium for food products from Australia and New 

Zealand. (Chen, 2012).  

With regard to the labeling of GM food products, China’s regulations require the labeling of approved 

agricultural GMO products and prohibit the importation and sale of any unlabeled or mislabeled products. 

In 2014, Foods made from crops where GMO varieties exist, such as soy and rapeseed, must provide 

evidence that they are GMO-free before they can be advertised as such. 

China also enacted new policies to prevent misleading labeling. The new regulations prohibit advertising 

crops and products as ‘non-GMO’ if no GMO variety of that crop has been approved in China (e.g., rice and 

peanuts).  In addition, the regulations ban the use of statements claiming that non-GMO foods are 

healthier or safer than GMO varieties (Anderson-Sprecher and Ma, 2014)29. 

                                                           

24 Bai, J., Zhang, C. and Jiang, J. 2013. The role of certificate issuer on consumers’ willingness-to-pay for milk 
traceability in China. Agricultural Economics, 44:537-544. 

25 Saunders, C., Guenther, M., Tait, P. and Saunders, J. 2013. Assessing consumer preferences and willingness to pay 
for NZ attributes in China, India and the UK. Contributed Paper prepared for presentation at the 87th Annual 
Conference of the Agricultural economics Society, University of Warwick, United Kingdom. 8-10 April 2013. 

26 Xu, L. and Wu, L. 2010. Food safety and consumer willingness to pay for certifiable food in China. Journal of the 
Science of Food and agriculture, 90: 1368-1373. 

27 Zhou, L. and Hui, M.K. 2003. Symbolic value of foreign products in the People’s Republic of China. Journal of 
International Marketing, 11(2): 36-58. 

28 Knight, J., Gao, H., Garrett, T. and Deans, K. 2008. Quest for social safety in imported foods in China: Gatekeeper 
perceptions. Appetite, 50: 146-157. 

29 Anderson-Sprecher and Ma, 2014 
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Consumer acceptance 

Mistrust by Chinese consumers of the Chinese government in relation to food safety has spilled over into 

concerns related to GM food products.  

Early studies showed that Chinese consumers were unfamiliar with GM foods, but had largely positive 

attitudes towards them, with their acceptance being higher than in other Asian countries (Li et al, 200330; 

Huang et al, 200631).  Other studies found that: 

 Chinese consumers were willing to pay a premium for GM foods, specifically GM rice and GM 

soybean oil. 

 Rice consumers in Shanxi Province had a 62% acceptance of GM rice. (De Steur et al, 201032) 

On the other hand, another study from 2006, reported that the majority of respondents regarded 

unprocessed GM products as ‘unsafe’ or ‘rather unsafe’, but had fewer concerns about processed GM 

foods, with only 18 per cent considering them unsafe. (Ho et al, 2006)33.  And recent opinion surveys from 

Chinese social media as well as scientific studies suggest that many believe GMOs are harmful.  Examples 

include: 

 A 2012 pilot consumer study found that 54 per cent of Chinese respondents indicated that GM-

free is a ‘very important’ attribute in New Zealand food products (Saunders et al, 2013)34.   

 An academic survey in 2014 found that roughly one third of respondents opposed GMOs 

outright and another 39 per cent worried about them – a marked difference from earlier 

government surveys (Talbot, 2015)35.  

 An online survey by the China Daily revealed that 84 per cent of respondents believe that 

genetically modified foods are unsafe (Larson, 2015)36  

Sam Geall, an anthropologist at the University of Sussex has been studying public opinion regarding GMOs 

in China (Larson, 2015).  He says that even if the Chinese Government says that GM food is safe, Chinese 

people won’t readily believe it.  Geall’s research indicates that China’s most educated citizens are among 

those most opposed to GMOs; they want choices, especially where food is concerned.  

‘Not even a government as powerful as Beijing’s can force-feed a wary public.’ (Larson, 2015). 

                                                           

30 Li, Q., Curtis, K., McCluskey, J. and Wahl, T. 2003. Consumer attitudes toward genetically modified foods in Beijing, 
China. AgBioForum, 5 (4): 145-152. 

31 Huang, J., Qiu, H., Bai, J. and Pray, C., 2006. Awareness, acceptance of and willingness to buy genetically modified 
foods in Urban China. Appetite, 46 (2), 144-151. 

32 De Steur et al, 2010 

33 Ho, P., Vermeer, E.B. and Zhao, J.H. 2006. Biotechnology and food safety in China: Consumers’ acceptance or 
resistance? Development and Change, 37: 227-254. 

34 Saunders, C., Guenther, M., Tait, P. and Saunders, J. 2013. Assessing consumer preferences and willingness to pay 
for NZ attributes in China, India and the UK. Contributed Paper prepared for presentation at the 87th Annual 
Conference of the Agricultural economics Society, University of Warwick, United Kingdom. 8-10 April 2013. 

35 Talbot, D. 2014. China’s GMO Stockpile. MIT Technology Review, October 21, 2014 
http://www.technologyreview.com/featuredstory/531721/chinas-gmo-stockpile/  

36 Larsen, 2015 

http://www.technologyreview.com/featuredstory/531721/chinas-gmo-stockpile/
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A recent consumer survey conducted in three types of grocery outlets in Beijing, Shanghai and Guangzhou 

examining Chinese consumer preferences for organic and non-GM attributes used in soymilk found that 

respondents were willing to pay a premium for organic and non-GM attributes (as well as information on 

where soybeans were produced). (Zheng et al, 2013)37 

                                                           

37 Zheng et al, 2013 
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Chapter 3. Global Markets for Non-GMO Foods 

3.1 Snapshot of Targeted Markets  

The following tables provide background information on the size and growth potential of the targeted 

markets: United Kingdom, United States, Japan and China.   Tables 3.1 and 3.2 present a summary of key 

market indicators for all packaged foods and fresh foods per country. In these tables, the countries are 

sorted from the smallest to the largest market sizes in 2014.  

In the packaged foods category, the top two countries in terms of total market size in 2014 were the US 

and China, with growth in China projected to grow at an annual compound growth rate (CAGR) of 8% 

through 2019.  The other three markets are projected to remain relatively flat during the same time period. 

In the fresh foods category, China and the US are again the largest markets, with similar projected growth 

rates through 2019.  Japan’s market in fresh foods is projected to decline by 2019. 

 

Table 3.1. Summary Indicators for the packaged foods market in the targeted countries 

Country Market Size 
2014, US$ (million) 

Market Per Capita 
2014, US$ (million) 

Annual compound 
growth (CAGR) 

2014-19 

United Kingdom 102,984.0 1,601.6 0.4% 

Japan 186,294.0 1,466.2 0.2% 

China 237,621.2 174.7 8.0% 

United States 368,163.5 1,155.1 1.0% 

 

Table 3.2. Summary Indicators for the fresh foods market in the targeted countries 

Country Market Size 
2014, ‘000s tonnes 

Market Per Capita 
2014, kg 

Annual compound 
growth (CAGR) 

2014-19 

United Kingdom 11,664.3 181.4 0.6% 

Japan 29,068.3 228.8 -1.1% 

United States 78,875.7 247.4 1.3% 

China 685,448.7 503.8 2.1% 
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3.2 Global Market for Non-GM Products 

Figure 3.1 shows that the global market for food in 2014 was estimated to be US$5,025 billion dollars and is 

projected to reach US$5,724 billion by 2018, growing at a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of 3.3%.  

In comparison, the global non-GM food market was valued at US$521 billion in 2014 and is expected to 

reach US$948.68 billion by 2018, growing at a CAGR of 15.9%.  It is estimated that non-GM products will 

represent over 16% of the global food market by 2018. 

 

 

Figure 3.1. Global food market and global non-GM food market 2013-2018. The red lines show the trends 

in the compound annual growth rates (CAGR, %) for each market.  

(Source: Non-GMO foods: US and global market perspective, Packaged facts, 2015)  
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Figure 3.2 shows the global market share for non-GM products for each geographical region in 2013. 

Europe dominated sales with an estimated 40-45% of the market, North America (US in particular) had 33-

38% of the market and the Asia Pacific had 13-18% of the market.  

 

Figure 3.2. Global non-GM food market by geographical region, 2013. 

 

3.3 Non-GM Food and Beverage Market Segment Analysis  

There are no publicly available reports that break down the global market of non-GM foods into product 

categories and types. However, research suggests that the growth of non-GM segments is linked with 

organic, health and ‘natural’ consumer trends. Non-GM products are therefore expected to fall under the 

Health and Wellness (HW) category, using the classification developed by Euromonitor International. In 

particular, non-GM food and beverages are related to the categories in red in Figure 3.3.  

 

Figure 3.3. Global market of “Health and Wellness” food & beverage product categories in 2014  

 

Health and Wellness (HW) : 
US$774.2 billion

Naturally Healthy

(NH): US$284 
billion

Functional 
Food & 

Beverages

(FFB): 
US$274.7 

billion

Better For 
You 

(BFY): 
US$167 
billion

Organic

(O): US$36.1 
billion

Food 
Intolerance

(FI): US$12.3 
billion
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In 2014, the cumulative sales of the three highlighted categories were US$487.1 billion. However, these 

sales figures are lower than the reported non-GM market size for 2014 (US$520.8 billion) in Figure 3.2. 

Another recent market research report38 indicates that non-GM products accounted for US$550 billion in 

sales in 2014. These differences are explained by the fact that Euromonitor does not report sales of Organic 

fresh produce, reporting only packaged food sales. To correct this gap, the sales of Organic fresh produce 

for each targeted country was included through the use of country-specific data available from sources 

other than Euromonitor. Each source is mentioned in the relevant paragraph in the country section. 

Euromonitor does report on estimated tonnage of Organic fresh produce sold in each country and this 

information has been used when discussing the Organic market for each country. 

Each targeted market was analysed using following data: 

 Category analysis: this section analyses the value and projected growth of Naturally Healthy (NH), 

Better-For-You (BFY) and Organic (O) categories in each country in the period 2010-2019, to 

determine which categories and products are leading sales and which categories are growing faster 

than others. Data used was extracted from Euromonitor International reports (and other selected 

sources of information for Organic fresh produce category as explained previously). Market data is 

provided in retail sales value US$ (y-o-y ex rates)39, unless otherwise stated. 

 Non-GM retail product launches 2010-2015: this section analyses product launch activity for each 

targeted country in the period 2010-2014. Data was extracted from specific searches carried out in 

the Innova database40. 

 Unique selling point (USP) and price comparisons for non-GM products: this section identified the 

average price (in US$/kg) commanded by products with a non-GM claim launched between January 

2014 and June 2015. Further, this price was compared to the average price commanded by other 

marketing claims. Data was extracted from specific searches carried out in the Innova database41. 

 

Summary Comparison 

A summary comparison of market sizes and average prices for non-GM products in the targeted countries is 

shown below to provide an introductory context for the specific market analyses. 

Figure 3.4 shows a comparison of the total food and beverage markets for Naturally Healthy, Better-For-

You and Organic products (which have been used as proxies of non-GM categories) in the period 2010-

2019. 

                                                           

38 Packaged Facts, 2015. Non-GMO Foods: U.S. and Global Market Perspective, 2nd Edition.  

39 US dollar data converted from local currency using exchange rates for each year of the historic period. US dollar 
trend calculated from this data will therefore include effect of exchange rate fluctuations. 

40 www.innovadatabase.com 

41 www.innovadatabase.com 
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Figure 3.4. Historic (2010-2014) and forecasted (2015-2019) sales of                                                                     

BFY, NH and Organic food and beverage in the four markets investigated 

This comparison indicates that China will be the most significant market by 2019 for Naturally Healthy 

foods and beverages. The US market is emerging as the second largest, particularly reflected in the growth 

of the Naturally Healthy and Organic categories. In comparison, the UK and Japanese markets seem to be 

stagnate in the period analysed. However, despite the lack of growth, Naturally Healthy products in Japan 

still represent a sizeable market. 

Drilling down into the split for food and beverages in 2015-2019, Figure 3.5 shows the projections per non-

GM proxy category.  
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Figure 3.5.   Forecasts of sales for the BFY, NH and Organic food and beverage categories in the               

four markets investigated 

In China, the demand for Naturally Healthy beverages and packaged foods is projected to grow 

dramatically. In the US, the demand for Organic fresh produce and naturally healthy packaged foods and 

beverages are projected to grow.  Japan appears to have good prospects in the NH beverage segment. 

3.3.1 United Kingdom 

Section 1. Category Analysis  

Figure 3.6 shows the retail sales of the categories investigated as proxies of non-GM products. The largest 

categories (in descending order) are: 1) BFY packaged food; 2) NH packaged food and 3) NH beverages. The 

sales of these three categories are further broken down into product sales in Figures 3.7 to 3.9.  Highlights 

include: 

 Sales of reduced fat dairy dominate BFY packaged foods. 

 NH high fibre products (i.e. bakery and bread products and breakfast cereals), sweet and savoury 

snacks and nuts are the top selling products in the NH category. 

 Fresh produce (particularly fruit and vegetables) and dairy products dominate the Organic 

category. 
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Figure 3.6. United Kingdom: sales of food categories related to non-GM claims 2010-2019 

 

Figure 3.7. United Kingdom: sales of BFY packaged food 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.8. United Kingdom: sales of NH packaged food 2010-2019 

 

Figure 3.9. United Kingdom: sales of NH beverages 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.10 United Kingdom: sales of Organic foods 2010-2019 

 

Figure 3.10 and figure 3.11 provide a snapshot of sales of the organic food and organic fresh produce 

market in the UK.  



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  
  P a g e  | 44
   

 

Figure 3.11. United Kingdom: sales (in 000’s tonnes) of Organic fresh produce in 2010-2019 

To identify future trends and positions of various categories of products and their acceptance in the market 

in UK an analysis of the projected sales volume and growth in the period 2014 - 2019 was performed using 

four quadrants. The results are presents in figure 3.12 which depicts four quadrants based on projected 

sales and growth rates.  

The boundaries for each quadrant were identified through statistical analyses to pinpoint where these 

should lie42.   

For the purpose of this analysis, the results of most interest are Q1 and Q2 which have future projected 

growth opportunities and thus potential space for new entrants into the market. The detailed list of 

product categories from all quadrants is presented in Appendix 1. 

                                                           

42 The boundaries for CAGR were set as follows: low growth: CAGR ≤ 0; high growth; CAGR > 0. For sales, a histogram 
was built to detect the sales value under which 80% of the data fell. Any sales value above this limit was considered as 
“high sales”. Any values below this limit were considered “low sales”. 
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Figure 3.12. United Kingdom: Analysis of the products in non-GM related categories. Values in the x-axis 

represent the expected compound annual growth (CAGR %) and values in the y-axis represent the 

expected 2019 sales for each product/category 
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Section 2. Non-GM Retail Product Launches 2010-2014  

The Innova database43 was used to identify retail products launched in the period January 2010 – December 

2014 in the United Kingdom. A search was conducted for all categories during the period of analysis for 

products that specifically included a non-GM claim in their product labels44. The number of non-GM 

products launched from 2010 to 2014 in the United Kingdom (as a brand extension, an import, a new 

brand, a range extension or as a new product) is presented in Figure 3.13. 

 

 

Figure 3.13. United Kingdom: Number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim 2010-2014. The 

launches include brand extensions, imports, new brands, range extensions and new products. Sample 

size: 826 launches. 

Although the overall number of products launched in the UK market with a specific non-GM claim is 

increasing, the number of launches per year is still modest, compared to the activity of other claims. For 

                                                           

43 The numbers outlined in this report are as tracked through the innova database. www.innovadatabase.com  

44 The terms search included "genetically modified" "modified organism" "GMO Free" "free of GMO" "free GMO" 
"GMO-free" and “non-GM”. 

http://www.innovadatabase.com/
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example, during the period analysed, a total of 72,674 products were launched in this market, indicating 

that non-GM product launches were about 1% of the total launches.  

As another point of comparison, in 2012 the total number of product launches for new 0rganic products 

was 25245, about twice the number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim. This comparison 

indicates that, although Organic products are by definition non-GM, the specific claim related to non-GM or 

GM free was not used as a marketing claim in at least half of the organic products launched in 2012.  

Figure 3.14 indicates that non-GM claims are being made more often in sports nutrition products and 

supplements. Areas identified as high growth / high sales products (e.g. bakery products, cereals, snacks, 

ready meals, soft drinks) in non-GM categories do appear in this chart, supporting the fact that the proxy 

categories (i.e. BFY, NH and O) are linked to non-GM claims.  

 

Figure 3.14. United Kingdom: number of product launches 2010-2014 with non-GM claims per product 

type.  Sample size: 826 launches 

Section 3. Unique Selling Point and Price Comparison  

Non-GM claims are consistently accompanied by other marketing claims. Figure 3.15 shows a word cloud 

that compiles all the keywords expressing marketing claims for the UK 2010-2014 product launches. Non-

                                                           

45 http://www.agr.gc.ca/eng/industry-markets-and-trade/statistics-and-market-information/by-
region/europe/market-intelligence/Organic-packaged-food-in-the-united-kingdom/?id=1410083148643 
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GM claims are closely correlated to the use of allergen-free, convenience, vegetarian and gluten-free 

claims. 
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Figure 3.15.  United Kingdom: World cloud and frequency of the most common marketing claims 

accompanying non-GM claims for product launches 2010-2014. Sample size: 826 launches
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A question that arises in this report is whether non-GM claims attract a higher price over alternative 

products in the targeted markets. One important concept in food marketing is that there is no 

“conventional” product in the marketplace: all products have characteristic and claims that are used to 

promote their sales, from health through to convenience to price that make them attractive to consumers. 

Therefore, non-GM products either compete with other consumer choices or share the market through a 

smart use of claims that support each other (e.g. Organic and non-GM). 

To illustrate this point, a comparison on the average price (US$/kg) grouped under various marketing 

claims46 was carried out. Data for comparisons was extracted from the Innova database, using prices per 

kilogram for all new products in each of four categories launched in the period January 2014 – June 2015, in 

the UK market. The categories investigated were cereals47, dairy48, fruit and vegetables49 and savoury/salty 

snacks50. Figures 3.16 to 3.19 show the average price comparisons for relevant claims for each product 

type. 

Figure 3.16. United Kingdom: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Cereals 

category during the period January 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 524 products 

                                                           

46 Each product category has different marketing claims, according to the type of products encompassed per category. 

47 This category includes breakfast cereals and cereal-based bars. 

48 Products encompassed in this category included: Cheese (Fresh, soft, semi-hard, hard, processed), cream, dairy 
alternative drinks, dairy desserts, yogurt (both drinks and semisolids), milk and others. 

49 This includes fruit and vegetables processed in all forms (frozen, canned, preserved). 

50 This category includes potato chips, corn chips, pretzels, popcorn, bhuja and similar products. 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  P a g e  | 51
  

 

Figure 3.17. United Kingdom: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Dairy 

category during the period January 2014-June 2015.  Sample size = 698 products 

Figure 3.18. United Kingdom: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Fruits and 

Vegetables category during the period January 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 313 products 
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Figure 3.19. United Kingdom: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the 

Savoury/Salty snacks category during the period January 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 354 products 

 

A qualitative analysis of Figures 3.16 to 3.19 suggests that: 

 Non-GM claims are mixed with a wide range of other marketing claims that are differ between 

categories and products. 

 There is a wide variation of prices per kilogram within a single category that is expected given the 

variety of products encompassed in each category. 

 The positioning of non-GM products may be more attractive in some categories than others. 

 In 3 out of 4 categories, Organic claims attract a slightly higher average price than GM-free claims.  

This qualitative comparison indicates that there is a need to understand the association between a non-

GM claim and expected prices better. Price premiums in non-GM and related categories may be 

correlated to the use of a complex value proposition, specific to each product (e.g. “pesticide-free, non-

GM tomatoes” or “allergen-free, gluten-free, non-GM bread”).  The actual weight of each attribute is 

expected to be different, with some claims having more weight than others in a price as demonstrated 

in Figure 3.32. The analysis of these aspects requires extensive data from retail and consumer studies, 

and the use of techniques such as hedonic price analyses, which are out of the scope of this report.  
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Summary of opportunities 

Table 3.3 summarises the opportunities present in the UK market. The products selected represent the top 

five selections for Q1 and Q2 terms of a) sales expected in 2019 and b) CAGR. In the case of Organic fresh 

produce and in the absence of a breakdown of sales data per product in this category, the recommended 

products were selected according to the highest sales tonnage.  

Further, we have added a measure to evaluate the innovation activity for each product highlighted, 

calculated as the percentage of product introductions in 2014 for the product category, with respect to the 

total for non-GM product launches, using the data from Figure 3.14.  Bands of “Low”, “Medium” and “High” 

were developed by comparing each product with the category showing the highest launch activity for 

foods. It should be noted that the results in Table 3.3 exclude products in the sports nutrition and 

supplements categories as these are out of scope for the purposes of this report.



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources      P a g e  | 54  

 

Table 3.3. Summary of Opportunities for Quadrants 1 and 2 in the Non-GMO UK Market. 

Quadrant 1 – High Growth / High Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution 

channel 

Top three competitors 

at category level 

Piggy-back opportunities Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

potential pairing with 

non-GMO 

BFY 

Beverages 

Reduced sugar 

soft drinks 

Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Coca-Cola Enterprises 

Ltd, Britvic Soft Drinks 

Ltd and Tesco Plc 

NH bottled water (Q1), NH 

superfruit juice (Q1), NH 

Asian specialty drinks (Q2) 

and NH 100% juice (Q3) 

Low (3.8%) Low in calories, 

convenience, no 

additives/preservatives, 

organic. 

NH 

Beverages 

Bottled water 

(with or without 

flavours/colours) 

Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Tesco plc, Tropicana 

UK Ltd and Danone 

Waters (UK & Ireland) 

Ltd 

NH reduced sugar soft 

drinks (Q1), NH superfruit 

juice (Q1), NH Asian 

specialty drinks (Q2) and NH 

100% juice (Q3) 

Low (3.8%) Natural, no calories, 

convenience, no 

additives/preservatives, 

organic. 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

High fibre bread Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Weetabix Ltd, Tesco 

Plc and Quaker Trading 

Ltd 

NH high fibre biscuits (Q2), 

NH high fibre pasta (Q2) and 

NH high fibre breakfast 

cereal (Q3) 

Medium 

(6.8%) 

Natural, High source of 

fibre, digestive/gut 

health, allergen-free, 

gluten-free, no 

additives/ 

preservatives. 
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Organic 

Fresh 

Produce 

AND NH 

Nuts 

Coconuts, 

almonds, 

peanuts, 

pistachio and 

other nuts (in 

that order) 

Retail/supermarkets, 

although 

opportunities in 

foodservice exist 

Nila, Apollo Nuts and 

Chelmer Foods 

Organic fresh produce (Q1), 

NH fruit snacks (Q2), and 

Organic sweet and savoury 

snacks (Q2)  

Low (1%) Natural, high source of 

fibre, Organic, 

convenience, 

packaging. 

BFY 

Packaged 

Food 

Reduced fat 

ready meals 

Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Tesco Plc, J Sainsbury 

Plc and Asda Group 

Ltd 

Reduced fat frozen 

processed meals (Q2) and 

Organic ready meals (Q4) 

Medium 

(6%) 

Low in calories, 

allergen-free, 

convenience, 

vegetarian. 

 

Quadrant 2 – High Growth / Low Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution channel 

Top three 

competitors at 

category level 

Piggy-back opportunities Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing 

BFY 

Packaged 

Food 

Reduced calorie 

oils and fats 

Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Tesco Plc, J Sainsbury 

Plc and Asda Group 

Ltd 

 NA Reduced calories, 

allergen-free, gluten-

free, no additives/ 

preservatives, no trans 

fats, omega 3. 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Fruit snacks Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Weetabix Ltd, Tesco 

Plc and Quaker 

Trading Ltd 

Organic fresh produce (Q1), 

Organic sweet and savoury 

snacks (Q2) 

Medium 

(6.8%) 

Natural, allergen-free, 

gluten-free, no 

additives/preservatives, 

organic. 
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NH 

Beverages 

Superfruit juice Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Tesco plc, Tropicana 

UK Ltd and Danone 

Waters (UK & 

Ireland) Ltd 

NH reduced sugar soft 

drinks (Q1), NH superfruit 

nectar (Q2), NH Asian 

specialty drinks (Q2) and NH 

100% juice (Q3) 

Low (3.8%) Natural, convenience, 

no additives/ 

preservatives, organic. 

NH 

Beverages 

Spring Water Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Tesco plc, Tropicana 

UK Ltd and Danone 

Waters (UK & 

Ireland) Ltd 

Still spring bottled water 

(Q2), carbonated natural 

mineral water (Q2), and 

carbonated spring bottled 

water (Q2). 

Low (3.8%) Natural, convenience, 

no additives/ 

preservatives. 

BFY 

Beverages 

Reduced 

caffeine hot 

drinks 

Hypermarkets and 

supermarkets 

Coca-Cola Enterprises 

Ltd, Britvic Soft 

Drinks Ltd and Tesco 

Plc 

NH tea (Q2), NH fruit/herbal 

tea (Q2) and NH green tea 

(Q2). 

Low (1%) Allergy-free, no 

additives/ 

preservatives, organic. 
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3.3.2. United States 

Section 1. Category Analysis 

Figure 3.20 shows the retail sales of the key categories investigated as proxies of non-GM products. The 

largest categories are (in descending order): 1) BFY packaged food; 2) NH Packaged Food; and 3) NH 

Beverages. The sales of these categories are further broken down into product sales in Figures 3.21 to 3.23. 

The Organic packaged food category was also analysed in Figure 3.24, as Organic products have the most 

direct link to non-GM claims. 

Highlights include:  

 Sales of reduced fat dairy dominate the BFY packaged foods category. 

 Sweet & savoury snacks, high fibre bread and soy products are the top three selling products in the 

NH packaged foods category. 

 Bottled water (with or without flavours) and 100% juice products dominate the NH beverages 

category. 

 Organic fresh produce (in particular fruit and vegetables) and Organic dairy are the category 

leaders. 

 

 

Figure 3.20. United States: sales of food categories related to non-GM claims 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.21. United States: sales of BFY packaged food 2010-2019 

 
Figure 3.22. United States: sales of NH packaged food 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.23. United States: sales of NH beverages 2010-2019.  

 

Figure 3.24. United States: sales of Organic foods 2010-201. 
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Figure 3.25. United States: sales (in 000’s tonnes) of Organic fresh produce 2010-2019 

Figure 3.24 and figure 3.25 provide a snapshot of sales of the organic food and organic fresh produce 

market in USA.  

To identify future trends and positions of various categories of products and their acceptance in the market 

in USA an analysis of the projected sales volume and growth in the period 2014 - 2019 was performed using 

four quadrants. The results are presents in figure 3.26 which depicts four quadrants based on projected 

sales and growth rates:  

The boundaries for each quadrant were identified through statistical analyses to pinpoint where these 

should lie51.   

For the purpose of this analysis, the results of most interest are Q1 and Q2 which have future projected 

growth opportunities and thus potential space for new entrants into the market. The detailed list of 

product categories from all quadrants is presented in Appendix 2. 

                                                           

51 The boundaries for CAGR were set as follows: low growth: CAGR ≤ 0; high growth; CAGR > 0. For sales, a histogram 
was built to detect the sales value under which 80% of the data fell. Any sales value above this limit was considered as 
“high sales”. Any values below this limit were considered “low sales”. 
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Figure 3.26.  United States: Analysis of the products in non-GM related categories. Values in the x-axis represent the expected compound annual growth   

(CAGR %) and values in the y-axis represent the expected 2019 sales for each product/category
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Section 2. Non-GM Retail Product Launches 2010-2015 

The Innova database52 was used to identify retail products launched in the period between January 2010 

and December 2014 in the United States. A search was conducted for all categories during the period of 

analysis for products that specifically included a non-GM claim in their product labels53. 

The number of non-GM products launched in the United States (as a brand extension, an import, a new 

brand, a range extension or as a new product) is presented in Figure 3.27. 

 

Figure 3.27. United States: Number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim 2010-2014          

Sample size: 1,670 launches. 

To place in context the total number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim in the US, a total of 

152,228 product were launched in this market during 2010-2014. Non-GM product launches were about 1% 

of the total US food product launches in that period.  

Figure 3.28 summarises the product launches per category during 2010-14. This chart indicates that non-

GM claims were being preferentially made in supplements, snacks, bakery and soft drinks.  

                                                           

52 www.innovadatabase.com 

53 The terms search included "genetically modified" "modified organism" "GMO Free" "free of GMO" "free GMO" 
"GMO-free" and “non-GM”. 
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Figure 3.28. United States: number of product launches 2010-2014 with non-GM claims per product type 

Sample size: 1,670 launches. 

Section 3. Unique Selling Point and Price Comparison 

Figure 3.29 shows a word cloud that compiles all the keywords expressing marketing claims for the US 

2010-2014 product launches. Non-GM claims are associated with allergen-free, gluten free, Kosher and 

natural, among other claims.  

In a similar fashion to the UK market, a qualitative investigation on the average price (US$/kg) commanded 

by products grouped under various marketing claims was carried out. Data for comparisons was extracted 

from the Innova database, using prices per kilogram for all new products in each of four categories 

launched in the period January 2014 – June 2015, in the US market. The categories investigated were again 

cereals54, dairy55, fruit and vegetables56 and savoury/salty snacks57. Figures 3.30 to 3.33 show these 

comparisons. 

There are two outstanding observations in regards to Figures 3.30 and 3.32: a) the increase in average price 

for high/added protein claims for cereals; and b) the increase in average value with seasonality claims in 

Fruit and Vegetables. Whilst the former is easy to understand and agrees with current consumer trends in 

regards to protein-enriched foods, the claim in seasonality is more complex, as it can relate to having 

products out of season OR having seasonal products. Both claims add value to the Fruit and Vegetables 

category. 

                                                           

54 This category includes breakfast cereals and cereal-based bars. 

55 Products encompassed in this category included: Cheese (Fresh, soft, semi-hard, hard, processed), cream, dairy 
alternative drinks, dairy desserts, yogurt (both drinks and semisolids), milk and others. 

56 This includes fruit and vegetables processed in all forms (frozen, canned, preserved). 

57 This category includes potato chips, corn chips, pretzels, popcorn, bhuja and similar products. 
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Figure 3.29.  United States: World cloud and frequency of the most common marketing claims 

accompanying non-GM claims for product launches 2010-2014.  Sub-sample size58: 150 launches. 

                                                           

58 Due to limits in data downloads from the Innova database, the sample for the word cloud was limited to 9% of the 
total number of US launches in the period analysed. 
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Figure 3.30. United States: comparison of average prices for new products launched in the Cereals 

category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015.  Sample size = 1,746 products. 

 

Figure 3.31. United States: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Dairy category 

during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 1,847 products. 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  P a g e  | 66
  

 

 

Figure 3.32. United States: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Fruit and 

Vegetables category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 1,134. 

 

Figure 3.33. United States: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Savoury/Salty 

Snacks category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 1,043 products. 
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Summary of opportunities 

The summary of opportunities is presented in Table 3.4. The products selected represent the top five 

selections for Q1 and Q2 in terms of a) sales expected in 2019; and b) CAGR 2014-19 from figure 3.26. In 

the case of Organic fresh produce, the recommended products were selected according to the highest sales 

tonnage.  

The innovation activity for each product was calculated as the percentage of product introductions in 2014 

for the product category, with respect to the total for non-GM product launches, using the data from Figure 

3.28. Bands of “Low”, “Medium” and “High” were developed by comparing each product with the category 

showing the highest launch activity for foods (in this case, snacks).  

It should be noted that the results in Table 3.4 exclude products in the sports nutrition and supplements 

categories, as these are out of scope in this report. 
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Table 3.4. Summary of Opportunities for Quadrants 1 and 2 in the Non-GMO US market. 

TIER 1 – High growth, High Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution 

channel 

Top three competitors at 

category level 

Piggy-back 

opportunities 

Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing 

with non-GM 

Organic 

Fresh 

Produce 

Meat: poultry, 

beef and veal 

Fruit: Bananas, 

apples, grapes, 

oranges, 

tangerines and 

mandarins  

Vegetables: 

potatoes, onion, 

tomatoes 

Retail and 

foodservice 

Meat: Tyson Foods, JBS USA, 

Cargill Meat Solutions 

Fruit: Chiquita, Dole. 

Vegetables: Grimmway 

Enterprises, D’Arrigo Bros. 

Co. of California Inc.  and 

Tanimura & Antle Fresh 

Foods, Inc 

NH Nuts (Q1) Medium (24%) Meat: High in 

protein, convenience 

Fruit and Vegetables: 

Organic, low GI, high 

source of fibre 

NH 

Beverages 

Still spring water Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Nestlé Waters North 

America, Tropicana Products 

Inc and Naked Juice Co. 

NH carbonated and still 

natural mineral water 

(Q2), NH 100% juice 

(Q3), NH Superfruit juice, 

all variations (Q2). 

High (71%) Natural, no added 

sugar, allergen-free, 

no additives/ 

preservatives 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

High fibre bread Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Kraft Foods Inc, General 

Mills Inc and The Wonderful 

Company. 

NH high fibre biscuits 

(Q2), Organic bakery 

products (Q2), NH 

High (71%) Gluten free, Kosher, 

high source of fibre. 
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granola/muesli bars 

(Q2). 

Organic 

Dairy 

-Cheese 

-Milk 

-Yogurt 

-Cream 

-Butter 

Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Horizon Organic Dairy, 

Organic Valley Family of 

Farms and Stoneyfield 

farms. 

BFY reduced fat dairy 

(Q3), BFY reduced sugar 

dairy (Q2), Organic ice 

cream (Q2). 

Medium (39%) Organic, sugar free, 

low GI, convenience, 

bone health 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Soy Products Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Kraft Foods Inc, General 

Mills Inc and The Wonderful 

Company. 

NH Soy-based Meat 

Alternatives (Q2), NH 

Soy-based Frozen Meat 

Substitutes (Q2), NH 

Soy-based Ready 

Meals (Q2) 

Unknown Natural, no added 

sugar, low carb, 

functional, 

convenience 

(packaging) 

 

TIER 2 – High Growth / Low Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution 

channel 

Top three competitors at 

category level 

Piggy-back 

opportunities 

Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing 

NH 

Beverages 

Non Dairy 

Alternatives 

(excludes soy) 

Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Nestlé Waters North 

America, Tropicana Products 

Inc and Naked Juice Co. 

NH Soy Products (Q1).  Unknown Natural, no added 

sugar, allergen-free, 
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no additives/ 

preservatives 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Snack bars Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Kraft Foods Inc, General 

Mills Inc and The Wonderful 

Company. 

Organic snack bars (Q2) High (100%) Natural,  

Organic 

Packaged 

Food 

Bakery products Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Horizon Organic Dairy, 

Nature's Path Foods Inc and 

Hain Celestial Group Inc. 

NH high fibre bread (Q1) 

and biscuits (Q2), NH 

granola/muesli bars 

(Q2). 

High (71%) Organic, gluten free, 

Kosher, high source 

of fibre. 

NH 

Beverages 

Superfruit Juice 

(all variations) 

Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

Nestlé Waters North 

America, Tropicana Products 

Inc and Naked Juice Co. 

NH 100% juice (Q3), 

Organic juice (all 

variations) (Q2) 

High (71%) Natural, no added 

sugar, allergen-free, 

no additives/ 

preservatives 

BFY 

Packaged 

Food 

Reduced Fat 

Frozen 

Processed Food 

Excluding Ready 

Meals, Pizza, 

Soup and 

Noodles  

Hypermarkets 

and supermarkets 

General Mills Inc, ConAgra 

Foods Inc and Nestlé USA 

Inc 

Organic ready meals 

(Q2), Organic Chilled 

Processed Meats, 

Fish/Seafood and Lunch 

Kit  (Q2) and BFY 

Reduced Fat Chilled 

Processed Meats, 

Fish/Seafood and Lunch 

Kit (Q2). 

Medium (39%) Low fat, low calories, 

convenience.  
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3.3.3. Japan 

Section 1. Market and Category Analysis 

Figure 3.34 shows the retail sales of the key categories investigated as proxies of non-GM products. The 

largest categories are (in descending order): 1) BFY Packaged Food; 2) NH Packaged Food; and 3) Organic 

Packaged Food. The sales of these categories are further broken down into product sales in Figures 3.35 to 

3.37.  

Japan’s organic market has developed more slowly than in other developed countries with significant 

hurdles imposed by the Japanese complex marketing/distribution channels, a price-conscious population 

and strict import regulations on imported organic food.   

There is no available information on either historical or current sales of Organic fresh produce sold in this 

market. The USDA estimates that the Organic food market in Japan in 2010 was US$1.3 - US$1.4 billion59, 

which would suggest that the Organic fresh produce market would have been around US$840 million. 

However, there are no other sources of data that can corroborate this figure. Assessing the size of the 

Japanese market for organic fresh produce is certainly an area that deserves future attention.  

Highlights include: 

 Sales of reduced fat dairy dominate the BFY packaged food category. 

 Rice and Soy milk are the top two highest selling products in this NH category. 

 Organic bakery, Organic dairy and Organic sauces, dressings and condiments are the three category 

leaders. 

 

 

                                                           

59 USDA Foreign Agricultural Service (2013). Japanese Organic Market: 13p. 
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Figure 3.34. Japan: sales of food categories related to non-GM claims 2010-2019 

 
Figure 3.35. Japan: sales of BFY packaged food 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.36. Japan: sales of NH packaged food 2010-2019 

Figure 3.37. Japan: sales of Organic foods 2010-2019 
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To identify future trends and positions of various categories of products and their acceptance in the market 

in Japan an analysis of the projected sales volume and growth in the period 2014 - 2019 was performed 

using four quadrants. Figure 3.38 illustrates the projected sales and growth in the period 2014-2019. The 

boundaries for each quadrant were identified through statistical analyses to pinpoint where these should 

lie60. The detailed list of product categories from all quadrants is presented in Appendix 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

60 The boundaries for CAGR were set as follows: low growth: CAGR ≤ 0; high growth; CAGR > 0. For sales, a histogram 
was built to detect the sales value under which 80% of the data fell. Any sales value above this limit was considered as 
“high sales”. Any values below this limit were considered “low sales”. 
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Figure 3.38.  Japan: Analysis of the products in non-GM related categories. Values in the x-axis represent the expected compound annual growth (CAGR %) and 

values in the y-axis represent the expected 2019 sales for each product/category. 
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Section 2. Non-GM Retail Product Launches 2010-2015 

The Innova database61 was used to identify retail products launched in the period between January 2010 - 

December 2014 in Japan.                                                                                                                                                                

A search was conducted for all categories during the period of analysis for products that specifically 

included a non-GM claim in their product labels62. The number of non-GM products launched in Japan –as a 

brand extension, an import, a new brand, a range extension or as a new product –is presented in Figure 

3.39. 

The total number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim in Japan in the 4-year period analysed 

was 1,076. To place context in this number, we compared it to the total number of products launched in 

this market during 2010-2014 (31,651), which indicates that non-GM product launches represented about 

3.4% of the total country product launches in that period.  

Figure 3.40 summarises the product launches per category during 2010-14. This chart indicates that non-

GM claims are being preferentially made in snacks. A smaller proportion of claims have been done for 

sauces and seasonings, soups and dairy.  

                                                           

61 www.innovadatabase.com 

62 The terms search included "genetically modified" "modified organism" "GMO Free" "free of GMO" "free GMO" 
"GMO-free" and “non-GM”. 
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Figure 3.39. Japan: Number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim 2010-2014. The launches 

include brand extensions, imports, new brands, range extensions and new products.                                  

Sample size: 1,076 launches. 

 

Figure 3.40. Japan: number of product launches 2010-2014 with non-GM claims per product type.             

Sample size: 1,076 launches. 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  P a g e  | 78
  

 

 

Section 3. Unique Selling Point and Price Comparison 

Figure 3.41 shows a word cloud that compiles all the keywords expressing marketing claims for the 

Japanese product launches in the period Jan 2010 – Dec 2014. Non-GM claims are closely correlated to the 

use of convenience, allergen-free, and ethical (environmentally friendly) packaging.  

In a similar fashion to the previous markets, a qualitative investigation on the average price (US$/kg) 

commanded by products grouped under various marketing claims was carried out. Data for comparisons 

was extracted from the Innova database, using prices per kilogram for all new products in each of four 

categories launched in the period January 2014 – June 2015, in Japan. The categories investigated were 

cereals63, dairy64, fruit and vegetables65 and savoury/salty snacks66. Figures 3.42 to 3.45 show these price 

comparisons. 

In the Cereals category (Figure 3.42), the non-GM proposition has one of the highest averages, while in the 

Fruit and Vegetables category it has one of the lowest. Further, in two of these comparisons (i.e. Dairy in 

Figure 3.43 and Savoury/Salty Snacks in Figure 3.45), the non-GM or GM free claim was only made in one 

single product for the period analysed, making it impossible to calculate an average. The mixed results for 

Japan indicate that non-GM claims are not as well established as convenience or health-related claims. 

 

                                                           

63 This category includes breakfast cereals and cereal-based bars. 

64 Products encompassed in this category included: Cheese (Fresh, soft, semi-hard, hard, processed), cream, dairy 
alternative drinks, dairy desserts, yogurt (both drinks and semisolids), milk and others. 

65 This includes fruit and vegetables processed in all forms (frozen, canned, preserved). 

66 This category includes potato chips, corn chips, pretzels, popcorn, bhuja and similar products. 
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Figure 3.41.  Japan: World cloud and frequency of the most common marketing claims accompanying 

non-GM claims for product launches 2010-2014. Sub-sample size67: 117 launches.

                                                           

67 Due to limits in data downloads from the Innova database, the sample for the word cloud was limited to 11% of the 
total number of Japanese launches in the period analysed. 
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Figure 3.42. Japan: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the                                      

Cereals category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 210 products. 

 

Figure 3.43. Japan: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the                                          

Dairy category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 837 products. 

Note: only one product using a non-GM 

claim in this category was launched in 

this period. Therefore, no average was 

calculated. 
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Figure 3.44. Japan: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the                                           

Fruit and Vegetables category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 590 products. 

 

Figure 3.45. Japan: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the                         

Savoury/Salty Snacks category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 609 products. 

Note: only one product using a non-GM 

claim in this category was launched in 

this period. Therefore, no average was 

calculated. 
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Summary of opportunities 

Table 3.5 summarises the opportunities present in the Japanese market. The products selected represent 

the top five selections for Q1 and Q2 in terms of a) sales expected in 2019; and b) CAGR 2014-19 from 

figure 3.38. In the case of Organic fresh produce, the recommended products were selected according to 

the highest sales tonnage.  

The innovation activity for each product was calculated as the percentage of product introductions in 2014 

for the product category, with respect to the total for non-GM product launches, using the data from Figure 

3.40. Bands of “Low”, “Medium” and “High” were developed by comparing each product with the category 

showing the highest launch activity for foods (in this case, snacks 

It should be noted that the results in Table 3.5 exclude products in the sports nutrition and supplements 

categories, as these are out of scope for the purposes of this report. 
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Table 3.5. Summary of Opportunities for Quadrants 1 and 2 in the Non-GMO Japanese Market. 

Quadrant 1 – High Growth / High Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution 

channel 

Top three 

competitors at 

category level 

Piggy-back 

opportunities 

Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing with 

non-GM 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Soy Milk Supermarkets, 

convenience 

stores 

Kikkoman Inryo Co 

Ltd, Calbee Foods 

Co Ltd and 

Marusanai Co Ltd 

Organic soy milk 

(unknown)68, Organic 

non-dairy milk 

alternatives 

(unknown)31 

Unknown Convenience, allergen 

free, ethical packaging, 

natural 

BFY 

Packaged 

Food 

Reduced Fat 

Sauces, 

Dressings 

and 

Condiments  

Supermarkets, 

convenience 

stores 

Kewpie Corp, Asahi 

Food & Healthcare 

Co Ltd and 

Mondelez Japan Ltd 

Reduced calories 

spreads and oils (Q2) 

Medium 

(14%) 

Low fat, convenience, 

gluten free 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Rice Supermarkets, 

convenience 

stores 

Kikkoman Inryo Co 

Ltd, Calbee Foods 

Co Ltd and 

Marusanai Co Ltd 

Organic rice (Q2) Unknown Natural, no additives/ 

preservatives, low GI 

                                                           

68 Data for this product was not available. 
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NH 

Packaged 

Food 

High fibre 

bakery 

products 

Supermarkets, 

convenience 

stores 

Kikkoman Inryo Co 

Ltd, Calbee Foods 

Co Ltd and 

Marusanai Co Ltd 

Organic bakery 

products (Q2), high 

fibre biscuits (Q2). 

Low (3%) Convenience, gluten free, 

Organic 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Sweet and 

savoury 

snacks 

Supermarkets, 

convenience 

stores 

Kikkoman Inryo Co 

Ltd, Calbee Foods 

Co Ltd and 

Marusanai Co Ltd 

NH fruit snacks (Q2) High (100%) Allergen free, Organic, 

gluten free 

 

Quadrant 2 – High Growth / Low Sales 

Category Product Preferential 

distribution channel 

Top three 

competitors at 

category level 

Piggy-back 

opportunities 

Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Fruit snacks Supermarkets, 

convenience stores 

Kikkoman Inryo Co 

Ltd, Calbee Foods Co 

Ltd and Marusanai 

Co Ltd 

NH sweet and savoury 

snacks (Q1) 

High 

(100%) 

Natural, allergen 

free, gluten free, 

Organic, no 

additives/ 

preservatives 

Organic 

Beverages 

Green tea Independent Small 

Grocers, internet 

retailing and 

supermarkets  

Ito En Ltd, Marukai 

Co Ltd and Fukuju En 

NH RTD green tea (Q2) Low (1%) Organic, natural, no 

additives/ 

preservatives 
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Organic 

Packaged 

Food 

Bakery products Internet retailing, 

supermarkets 

Marusanai Co Ltd, 

Nagoya Seiraku Co 

Ltd and Nichifutsu 

Boeki KK 

NH high fibre bakery 

products (Q1), high 

fibre biscuits (Q2). 

Low (3%) Organic, 

convenience, gluten 

free 

Organic 

Packaged 

Food 

Dairy Internet retailing, 

supermarkets 

Marusanai Co Ltd, 

Nagoya Seiraku Co 

Ltd and Nichifutsu 

Boeki KK 

Organic ice cream 

(Q2), NH superfruit 

juices (all variations) 

(Q2) 

Medium 

(7%) 

Organic, 

convenience, ethical 

packaging, high 

source of protein 

BFY 

Packaged 

Food 

Reduced calorie 

spreads and oils 

Supermarkets, 

convenience stores 

Kewpie Corp, Asahi 

Food & Healthcare 

Co Ltd and Mondelez 

Japan Ltd 

NH olive oil (Q1), 

Organic oils and fats 

(Q2) 

Unknown Reduced calorie 
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3.3.4. China 

Section 1. Market and Category Analysis 

Figure 3.46 shows the retail sales of the key categories investigated as proxies of non-GM products. The 

two largest categories are (in descending order): 1) NH Beverages; and 2) NH Packaged Foods. The sales of 

these two categories are further broken down into product sales in Figures 3.47 and 3.48.  

 

In regards to Organic categories (i.e. beverages, fresh produce and food), the sum of these three categories 

in 2014 reached US$1.8 billion in 2014 (Figure 3.49). Compared to the sales of the NH beverages in the 

same year (US$35.6 billion), the organic market is still not a significant competitor to other categories with 

a “natural” message. However, there is a large uncertainty around the estimated value of trades for 

Organic fresh food in China, as statistics are not currently available69. In terms of tonnage, Organic fresh 

produce has represented 1% - 1.3% of the total tonnage of fresh produce sold in China in the past 4 years. 

 

However, the Chinese Organic market is developing. Even assuming the same rate of growth, the Chinese 

organic food market would be 1.5 times larger than the UK market by 2019.  

Highlights include: 

 Sales of ready-to-drink (RTD) tea – green and other types – dominate the NH beverages category  

 Sales of nuts, fruit snacks and soy milk dominate the NH foods category. 

 Sales of Organic dairy and Organic fresh produce dominate this category. 
 

 

 

                                                           

69 For the purposes of this report, the Organic fresh produce value reported in Figure 3.72 was calculated assuming 
that Organic fresh fruit and vegetables and Organic fresh meat, eggs and seafood represent about 43.8% of the total 
value of the Organic market, in line with global Organic market trends. Source: MarketLine Industry Report. 2015. 
Global Organic Food. 34 pp. 
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Figure 3.46. China: sales of food categories related to non-GM claims 2010-2019 

 
Figure 3.47. China: sales of NH Beverages 2010-2019 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  
  P a g e  | 88
   

 

 
Figure 3.48. China: sales of NH Packaged Food 2010-2019 

 

Figure 3.49. China: sales of Organic Foods 2010-2019 
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Figure 3.50. China: sales (in 000’s tonnes) of Organic fresh produce 2010-2019 

 

To identify future trends and positions of various categories of products and their acceptance in the market 

in China an analysis of the projected sales volume and growth in the period 2014 - 2019 was performed 

using four quadrants.  The boundaries for each quadrant were identified through statistical analyses to 

pinpoint where these should lie70. This analysis is presented in figure 3.51.  The detailed list of product 

categories from all quadrants is presented in Appendix 4. 

                                                           

70 The boundaries for CAGR were set as follows: low growth: CAGR ≤ 0; high growth; CAGR > 0. For sales, a histogram 
was built to detect the sales value under which 80% of the data fell. Any sales value above this limit was considered as 
“high sales”. Any values below this limit were considered “low sales”. 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  P a g e  | 90  

 

 

Figure 3.51. China: Analysis of the products in non-GM related categories. Values in the x-axis represent the expected compound annual growth (CAGR %) and 

values in the y-axis represent the expected 2019 sales for each product/category.
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Section 2. Non-GM Retail Product Launches 2010-2015 

The Innova database71 was used to identify retail products launched in the period between January 2010 

and December 2014 in China. A search was conducted for all categories during the period of analysis for 

products that specifically included a non-GM claim in their product labels72. The number of non-GM 

products launched in China –as a brand extension, an import, a new brand, a range extension or as a new 

product –is presented in Figure 3.52. 

 

Figure 3.52. China: Number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim 2010-2014. The launches 

include brand extensions, imports, new brands, range extensions and new products.                                

Sample size: 233 launches 

The total number of product launches with a specific non-GM claim in China in the 4-year period analysed 

was 233. To place context in this number, we compared to the total number of products launched in this 

market during 2010-2014 (40,508), which indicates that non-GM product launches represented about 0.6% 

of the total product launches in China in that period.  

                                                           

71 www.innovadatabase.com 

72 The terms search included "genetically modified" "modified organism" "GMO Free" "free of GMO" "free GMO" 
"GMO-free" and “non-GM”. 
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Figure 3.56 summarises the product launches per category during 2010-14. This chart indicates that non-

GM claims are being preferentially made in sauces and seasonings, followed by dairy.  

 

Figure 3.56. China: number of product launches 2010-2014 with non-GM claims per product type.          

Sample size: 233 launches. 

 

Section 3. Unique Selling Point and Price Comparison 

Figure 3.57 shows a word cloud that compiles all the keywords expressing marketing claims for the Chinese 

product launches during January 2010 – December 2014. Non-GM claims are closely correlated to the use 

of convenience, allergen-free, and no additives/preservatives.  

In a similar fashion to the previous markets, a qualitative investigation on the average price (US$/kg) 

commanded by products grouped under various marketing claims was carried out. Data for comparisons 

was extracted from the Innova database, using prices per kilogram for all new products in each of four 

categories launched in the period January 2014 – June 2015, in China. The categories investigated were 

cereals73, dairy74, fruit and vegetables75 and savoury/salty snacks76. Figures 3.58 to 3.61 show these price 

comparisons. 

                                                           

73 This category includes breakfast cereals and cereal-based bars. 

74 Products encompassed in this category included: Cheese (Fresh, soft, semi-hard, hard, processed), cream, dairy 
alternative drinks, dairy desserts, yogurt (both drinks and semisolids), milk and others. 

75 This includes fruit and vegetables processed in all forms (frozen, canned, preserved). 

76 This category includes potato chips, corn chips, pretzels, popcorn, bhuja and similar products. 
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Figure 3.57.  China: World cloud and frequency of the most common marketing claims accompanying 

non-GM claims for product launches 2010-2014. Sample size: 233 launches.
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Figure 3.58. China: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Cereals category 

during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 372 products. 

 

Figure 3.59. China: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Dairy category during 

the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 574 products. 
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Figure 3.60. China: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Fruit and Vegetables 

category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 1,095 products. 

 

Figure 3.61. China: comparison of average prices for new products launches in the Savoury/Salty Snacks 

category during the period Jan 2014 – June 2015. Sample size = 332 products. 



 

Centre for Global Food and Resources  P a g e  | 96
  

 

Section 5. Summary of opportunities 

Table 3.6 summarises potential opportunities in China based on this analysis focusing on High growth 

opportunities, which in China are in current categories of relatively low sales due to the changing dynamic 

of this developing market. 

The innovation activity for each product was calculated as the percentage of product introductions in 2014 

for the product category, with respect to the total for non-GM product launches, using the data from Figure 

3.56. Bands of “Low”, “Medium” and “High” were developed by comparing each product with the category 

showing the highest launch activity for foods (in this case, sauces and seasonings).  

It should be noted that the results in Table 3.6 exclude products in the sports nutrition and supplements 

categories, as these are out of scope in this report.  
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Table 3.6. Summary of Opportunities for Quadrant 2 in the non-GMO Chinese Market. 

Quadrant 2 – High Growth / Low Sales 

Category Product(s) Preferential distribution 

channel 

Top three competitors at 

category level 

Innovation 

activity 

Marketing claims - 

suggested pairing with non-

GM 

NH 

Beverages 

(Hot) AND 

Organic 

Beverages 

- RTD Green Tea 

- Green Tea 

- Other Tea 

- Other Hot Drinks 

-Organic Fruit/Herbal 

Tea 

Independent Small 

Grocers, 

Supermarkets and 

Hypermarkets 

Guangdong Jiaduobao Beverage 

& Food Co Ltd, Ting Hsin 

International Group and 

Huangshan Guangming Tea 

Industrial Co Ltd 

Low (3%) Convenience, ready to drink, 

allergen free. 

NH 

Beverages 

(Chilled) 

-Superfruit juice 

(100%, up to 24% and 

25-99%) 

-Other Juice (100%) 

Independent Small 

Grocers, 

Supermarkets and 

Hypermarkets 

Guangdong Jiaduobao Beverage 

& Food Co Ltd, Ting Hsin 

International Group and 

Guangzhou Wanglaoji 

Pharmaceutical Co Ltd 

Low (3%) Convenience (ready to 

drink), allergen free, no 

additives/ preservatives. 

Organic 

Dairy 

-Cheese (all types) 

-Yogurt 

-Milk 

-Cream 

Independent Small 

Grocers, 

Supermarkets and 

Hypermarkets 

Inner Mongolia Yili Industrial 

Group Co Ltd, Inner Mongolia 

Mengniu Dairy Industry (Group) 

Co Ltd and Inner Mongolia 

Shengmu Organic Milk Co Ltd 

High (42%) No additives/ preservatives, 

convenience, Organic 
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Organic 

Fresh 

Produce 

AND NH 

Nuts 

Vegetables: potatoes, 

tomatoes, onion, 

sweetcorn 

Fruits: apples, oranges, 

tangerines, mandarins, 

pears/quinces, 

bananas 

Nuts: peanuts, walnuts 

Retail, Foodservice and 

Institutional 

Unknown Low (3%) Organic, convenience 

(packaging), convenience 

(time-saving), natural 

Organic 

Fresh 

Produce 

(protein) 

Meat: Pork and poultry 

 

Retail and Foodservice  Unknown Low (7%) Organic, convenience 

(packaging), convenience 

(time-saving). 

NH 

Packaged 

Food 

Soy milk Supermarkets and Other 

Grocery Retailers 

Vitasoy International Holdings 

Ltd, Shanghai Tenwow Food Co 

Ltd and Wang's Bee Garden Co 

Ltd 

Unknown Convenience (ready to eat), 

soy food, Organic, natural. 
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Chapter 4.  Selection of Target Markets 

Based on the analysis presented in Chapter 3, we recommend focusing future efforts on investigating 

specific opportunities in the US and China markets.   

Table 4.1 Market Snapshots 

UK 
 Relatively small market, but EU large 
 Generally trust food safety 
 Historically anti-GMOs 
 Current government is pro-GM 
 Some retailers softening views on GM foods 
 Britain may begin to grow commercial GM crops 

(Scotland will not) 
 Labeling requirements on foods (except GM feeds) 

Japan 
 Mid-size market 
 Japanese don’t trust food safety 
 No GMO crops grown commercially 
 Importers of GM foods from Canada & US 
 Labeling requirements (less stringent than EU) 

US 
 Largest market 
 Generally trust food safety and regulators 
 High percentage of commercial GM crops 
 No federal labeling requirement, but state of 

Vermont requirement due to begin in July 2016 
 Growth in consumer demand for organic and non-

GM foods 
 Non-GMO Project provides system for third-party 

verification & labeling 
 Whole Foods Markets has committed to non-GM  
 Some major manufacturers (General Mills, Mars Ltd 

and Campbell Soup) now support transparency 

China 
 Large, growing market 
 Chinese don’t trust food safety 
 Have labeling requirements 
 Growth in consumer demand for ‘Naturally 

Healthy’ category 

4.1 United States 

In the United States, consumer demand for transparency in labeling of GM foods has been growing steadily 

with major retailers and food manufacturers.  This trend is supported by Mintel GNPD data on new product 

launches in the US market which showed that the biggest growth was in non-GMO claims, with 15.7% of 

new products making GM-free claims in 2015 (vs 10.2% in 2014 and only 2.8% in 2012.)77  Also, 13.5 of 

new products made organic claims in 2015 (compared with 10.7% in 2014).  Because of this strong increase 

in awareness and consumer demand, we recommend exploring opportunities in the US market with 

targeted retailers. 

4.2 China 

China has a rapidly developing food market where consumers are highly skeptical of food safety regimes in 

their country.  Australian foods already have a good reputation in China, and we have the opportunity to 

build on this reputation by offering ‘naturally healthy’ foods with strong identity preservation claims.  Our 

recommendation is to conduct more focused research on consumer trends in specific regions in China and 

to develop profiles on significant players in value chain players in targeted regional markets.   

                                                           

77 Mintel GNPD data as reported in FOOD navigator-usa.com, Health and Nutritional Ingredients, Product Newsletter, 
23-Mar-2016 
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PART II.  ASSESSMENT OF SA SUPPLY CHAIN INTEREST AND CAPACITY 

The second stage of the project was to assess the awareness, interest and capacity of SA food businesses to 

respond to potential market opportunities.  Our assessment was conducted in three parts:  Determining 

the number of Australian companies that currently use non-GMO labeling on their products, interviewing a 

range of food business and food advisers to ascertain their perspective, and commissioning a profile of the 

canola industry in Australia and South Australia. 

Chapter 5. Food Industry Awareness of and Interest in Non-GMO Labeling 

Our researchers found 30 Australian companies with “Non-GMO” or “GM-free” on their labels.  Of these 

nine were from South Australia: 

 Baylies – lavash dipping crackers 

 Tuckers Natural – multifibre & gourmet crackers 

 San Remo – pasta (exports to China) 

 L’Abruzzese – pasta 

 Australian Carob Co – carob powder, kibbles & syrup (exports to the US and Europe) 

 Fleurieu Milk & Yoghurt Co – white & flavoured milks 

 B-D Farms Paris Creek (exports) – biodynamic yoghurt 

 Aussiemite - spreads 

 Goodies & Grains – coconut granola & cocoa kapow 

Attachment 1 lists all the companies identified through the grocery shelf review. 

The second part of our assessment was based on fifteen interviews conducted with South Australian food 

companies and other interested parties. 

We found that most South Australian businesses did not consider non-GMO a category opportunity in the 

Australian market.  Most perceive that mainstream Australian consumers are ambivalent to the presence of 

GM ingredients.  There were some significant exceptions that included:  

 Biodynamic dairy products 

 Carob products 

 Specialty flours & pre-mixes 

 

Table 5.1 summarises the interview responses. 
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Table 5.1 Market Opportunities for Non-GMO Labeled Food Products:  Summary of Food Industry Interviews  

Perspective Organisation Observations Perception of Non-GMO  Issues / Opportunities 

Food retailing SA independent 

retailer 

 

Have regular product and category reviews, GMO 

issue has not been raised as a product 

opportunity in the Australian market. 

Current focus is on gluten-free and organics 

categories.  Working with local suppliers to 

source & secure increased ranging of organic 

fruits & vegetables. 

GMO issue does not come up in industry 

press or through social media tracking. 

May be possible to encourage an 

independent retailer to promote in-

store organic & non-GM products. 

Finished food 

products 

Food industry 

association 

Not a priority in domestic or international retail 

& food service markets.   

Have not received any product sourcing 

signals looking for non-GM foods. 

Is there potential opportunity in the 

health & wellness category? 

Finished food 

products 

Trade 

facilitator: China 

New business capture has been led by advances 

in e-commerce & focus on premium foods. 

Chinese government wants to promote GMOs as 

solution to future potential food shortages – But 

there is resistance from the public. 

No SA companies promoting non-GM status. 

Buyers assume products are non-GMO 

because GM must be clearly marked on the 

labels. 

There are some enquiries for organics. 

There may be promotional benefits in 

establishing an in-market retail platform 

in targeted markets in China.  (Similar to 

the Singapore Australian Pavilions at 

NTUC Fairprice in Singapore.)  The 

platform could feature new products 

from companies that would normally be 

unable to access China under existing 

commercial arrangements. 
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Finished food 

products 

Trade 

facilitator: 

Japan 

Export value & volume have increased for all 

companies over past 15 years. 

Japanese buyers will pay higher price in 

comparison to other markets.  They are always 

looking for high quality, healthy, safe foods that 

have a ‘special’ feature to attract consumers. 

There is current demand for reduced chemical 

usage/residue on products. 

Noted growth in the organics market – with 

female consumers age 30-50 driving expansion of 

the category. 

Food safety a key selling point in the market. 

No SA companies promoting non-GM status. 

No discussion with buyers on GMO issue; 

however, consumer awareness of non-GM 

will probably build as the TPP agreement 

comes into effect – bringing in more GM 

products from the US. 

Expect non-GM demand may increase. 

 

Will TPP increase the profile of GM 

foods in the Japanese market? 

Is there an opening to promote ‘SA 

Made’ products at the store level? 

Will ‘premium’ products require 

substantiation of added-value? 

(Example: SA tuna experience – POS 

material) 

 

Finished food 

products 

Major food 

company 

exporting to 

Asia 

Australian consumers are ambivalent to concerns 

about presence of GMO ingredients and put their 

trust in government institutions. 

Important that Australia continues to focus on its 

positive image as ‘safe, clean & green food.  

(Believes NZ has done this well.) 

The returns from marketing non-GM are not 

clear. 

Consumers of their products have not made 

GMO an issue that requires any action at 

present. 

 

Finished food 

products 

 

Food company 

with plans to 

grow exports to 

Asia from 5% to 

15% 

Whole of value chain production through 

processing embraces organic/biodynamic 

practices and third-party accreditation.  

Expansion plans depend on increased supply of 

organic milk from its farmers. 

All organic producers that achieve 

certification are non-GMO. 

Contamination of organic supply with 

conventional feeds is a growing risk (cite WA 

organic farmer Marsh vs Baster GMO canola 

case). 
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Food production is a long-term investment 

requiring consistent policies to help organic 

farmers 

 

Finished food 

products & food 

ingredients 

Producer 

Positioning for 

export to UK 

and USA and 

with agents in 

NZ, Singapore & 

Hong Kong 

Have received a range of 3rd party certifications 

(including organic).  

Will be introducing four non-GM products in the 

US through a large organic food distribution 

company in the US. 

 

Is the first company in SA to get 3rd party 

verification under European Cert ID system 

(requires all input, processes and outputs to 

be independently certified as non-GMO. 

Believes this will gives a unique selling point 

and added value because able to 

demonstrate complete traceability at every 

step. 

 

Finished food 

products & 

ingredients  

Major food 

company  

with markets in 

Asia, UK and 

North America 

Anticipating 

increased sales 

growth in China, 

Korea, Taiwan, 

Europe and US 

markets. 

Currently no GM wheat grown commercially 

anywhere in the world, but trials are being 

progressed in Australia. 

Current policy is to provide ‘pure foods’ that are 

safe, unadulterated and beneficial to the 

environment.   

Are certified by NASAA for organic food 

production. 

Concerned that food safety risks associated with 

grain are increasing at a time when most 

valuable markets are becoming more safety 

conscious and demanding.   

There is evidence of grain traders blending in off-

grade grain and selling at minimum quality 

Company has policy of active avoidance 

genetically modified ingredients.  Require 

assurance from all suppliers that products are 

GMO free. 

Issue goes beyond GM if Australia wants to 

retain premium value markets.  Will need 

more product differentiation and investment 

in verification and traceability systems to 

guarantee highest levels of food safety and 

integrity across the industry. 

Should government consider supporting 

a ‘Certified Safe Food Australia’ mark to 

use internationally to promote 

provenance and protect premium value 

markets? 
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specifications – stripping value and quality from 

farmers & flour millers. 

 

Grains & oil seeds Company  

with markets in 

Asia 

Company works in partnership with KI grain 

growers to implement best practice in storage, 

handling and logistics. 

Have promoted provenance: KI isolation, pristine 

environment & product traceability. 

Marketed in Japan as “naturally farmed, pure, 

segregated, traceable and safe” to meet 

premium buyer requirements.   

Diversification into other premium value crops 

includes linseed, low protein grain and broad 

beans.   Also includes pure honey. 

Non-GM sales of canola to Japan have been 

important as a premium helped offset freight 

costs from KI.  (ABS data for SA indicates 

average price of $548/tonne to Japan vs 

$533/tonne). 

Non-GM canola seed is exported in container 

for processing into non-GM oil that is sold 

exclusively through a Consumer Cooperative.  

(Hirata Industries CEO was recently appointed 

a SA food & wine ambassador in Japan. 

 

Does the premium per ton off-set 

farmers’ concern about weed control in 

seed and grain cropping that GM seeds 

may address? 

Has an analysis been done across the 

canola sector comparing farm gate 

returns? 

Will KI farmers move to more premium 

value crops such as broad beans that 

suit conditions on KI? 

Oil seeds Japanese 

trading house 

Identity preservation for non-GM is a key 

requirement for Japanese buyers.  Includes both 

Soft IP (segregated cropping farms) and Hard IP 

(full traceability and physical testing).   

 

Opportunities for non-GM sales exist in Japan 

where a GM alternative exists.  However, 

cannot always guarantee a price premium for 

non-GM.  However, would choose SA first due 

to perceived GM risk. 

SA has geographic disadvantage in terms of 

freight costs so SA needs a point of 

difference. 

Are benefits to growers from GM seed 

greater at the farm gate than the $50 - 

$60 MT premium they get for non-GM? 

Is there potential for expansion in Japan 

to new processors aligned with other co-

op buying groups? 

Are there opportunities in SA to process 

canola oil for the Japanese market? 
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Oilseeds Australian Oil 

Seeds 

Federation 

Australia is a net exporter of canola seed and 

processed oil.    

There has been good growth in international 

sales over past five years despite the global 

dominance of Canadian GM canola.  (81% of 

canola grown in Australia is non-GM). 

Canola growing is highly susceptible to weed 

competition in early stages of growth, making 

weed control a critical issue for farmers. 

Australian non-GM canola attracts a premium 

of up to $50/MT. 

Introduction of ‘Identity Preservation’ (IP) 

processes have been widely instituted across 

Australia.  This assures that crops maintain 

their unique identify from germplasm to end 

use giving buyers confidence in the Australian 

source. 

ABS export data does not segregate GM 

from non-GM canola exports.  

Distribution of canola controlled by 

global commodity marketers with little 

incentive to identify non-GM market 

expansion opportunities.   

Could an SA company explore option of 

processing non-GM seed into oil and 

animal feed for targeted markets?  

Grains Grain Producers 

SA 

Sees the adoption of GMO cropping as 

opportunity to improve grower incomes and is 

leading the petition to lift the moratorium in SA. 

Also claim that current restrictions limit R&D 

investment and farmers’ taking advantage of 

opportunities to grow new GM grains & lucerne 

seed. 

Currently have commissioned an independent 

consultant to conduct an economic benefit study. 

No interest in exploring potential non-GM 

market opportunities. 

Should SA consider commissioning an 

independent study of the trends in 

demand and premiums paid for non-GM 

canola (perhaps with Oil Seeds 

Federation)? 

Animal feed Exporting 

company 

To Japan, China, 

Korea & Taiwan 

Country of origin is important.  Australia’s image 

of ‘clean & green’ is an important differentiator 

in the markets. 

Have joint venture operation with a Chinese 

company.  China’s rapidly expanding dairy sector 

is critical to future growth.  Current focus is on 

Importers & distributors do not demand non-

GM fee or organic grown sources. 
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scaling up to meet demand for milk and red meat 

protein. 

 

Senior Research 

Associate 

Adelaide 

University,  

Exploring how people think about science in food 
production.  Investigating community responses 
to GM crops and GM foods. 

  

Consultant  International 

consulting firm 

Specialises in Japanese language and culture and 

used by Government and industry to facilitate 

market interactions in Japan. 

Had established the KIPG trading platform for 

canola.  

 

Believes more work could be done in Japan 

do the positioning work needed to promote 

SA effectively  

Possible person with commercial skills 

and capacity to connect provide insights 

and build new bridges to Japanese 

market. 

 

Activist Gene Ethics,  

Executive 

Director 

 

Well connected across the GMO issues in 

Australia.  Wants SA to remain GM-free. 

Eager that the South Australian food industry and 

farmers can derive real benefit from the state's 

GM-free status, in local, national 

Believes that focus on soil, water and 

regeneration can deliver the clean, green 

production critical to finding and keeping 

robust markets (local & global) for premium 

products. 

Can identify SA and national companies 

that would be interested in knowing 

about GM-free markets. 

TOTAL 15 interviews    
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PART 3.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study was commissioned to ascertain if there were added-value export market opportunities for Non-

GM labeled food products from South Australia. 

The short answer is ‘Yes, there are, but the:  

Greater opportunity lies in developing a broad-based platform of ‘naturally healthy’ products 

from South Australia whose claims can be underpinned by a sophisticated integrity system. 

The Centre for Global Food and Resources team assessed the results of the research studies, data analysis, 

and industry interviews by putting the results through a ‘filter’ to identify potential collaborative 

‘Opportunity Spaces’, as illustrated in Figure 3.62 

 

 

Figure 3.62.  Identifying Opportunities for Collaborative Action 

 

Figure 3.63 presents the sustaining consumer and market drivers, the current constraints in the SA food 

industry, and the assets upon which opportunities could be built.  The challenge is to identify and respond 

to sustained drivers whilst removed critical barriers in order to realize business opportunities.  

OPPORTUNITY 
SPACES

OPPORTUNITY 
SPACES

Sustained 
consumer & 

market drivers

Sustained 
consumer & 

market drivers

Current assets:  
SA & in-market
Current assets:  
SA & in-market

Critical 
capacity 

constraints

Critical 
capacity 

constraints
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Figure 3.63.  Identifying ‘Opportunity Spaces’  

Based on the results of our research, the research team from the Centre for Global Food and Resources 

believes that there are opportunities for interested SA food companies to work collaboratively to create a 

‘Naturally Healthy’ category of foods from South Australia with an initial focus on two markets: 

 United States: a complex market in which the demand for non-GMO foods is growing dramatically 

and where market entry may best be achieved through significant ‘naturally healthy’ retailers. 

 China: a market with a rapidly growing middle class that still has food safety concerns and is willing 

to pay a price premium for foods they trust. 

With respect to China, Mark Laucke (Laucke Flour Mills), a South Australian and national food industry 

leader, has written a paper calling on the industry to support an identity preservation system in which he 

describes the Chinese market as a significant opportunity for Australian food producers.   

“A large proportion of Chinese people believe that all their agricultural land is contaminated in 
some way, and that their water is polluted in some form.  They also do not trust those that are in 
control of food production.  They, therefore, do not trust the safety of their own food, and they are 
in a position to exercise choice as to the origin of that food.  They are both willing and able to pay 
significant price premiums for imported food that is trusted as safe.  The growing middle class in 
China has contributed has to spending patterns that are reflective of discerning consumers 
worldwide.”   
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However, he goes on to raise the alarm that Australia’s reputation is at risk.   

“Australia is a reliable and trusted supplier.  The current perception of ‘Clean, Green, and Safe’ is 
very fortunate, but fragile.  We must move actively to protect and secure it, and then build on its 
secure underpinnings.” 

The Centre recommends that the following commercial opportunities should be explored with a group of 

interested companies to accelerate the participation of South Australian food and beverage companies in 

these developing global trends: 

 Develop a ‘naturally healthy’ category of products under a South Australian provenance. 

 Underpin the provenance claims with a third-party identity preservation system (that includes, but 

is not limited to Non-GMO) that can be verified by consumers. 

 Develop a shared e-commerce platform to promote the category (linked to company profiles and 

regions) 

 Build shared order fulfillment platforms in the targeted markets (targeted retailers in the US and 

targeted regions in China). 
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POSTSCRIPT: Other Potential Opportunities worth Exploring 

As a result of the market assessments and interviews with SA food businesses, two potential related 

opportunities emerged that seem deserving of further exploration.  These are: 

 Opportunity to expand supply of organic foods 

 Potential to add more value to Canola production– seed, oil & meal 

Organic Markets 

Although the purpose of this study was to look at potential opportunities for non-GMO labeling, the results 

of the consumer market analyses, especially in the US market, provide a compelling case for raising the 

question of the expanding organic production in South Australia as all certified organic products must be 

GM free.  

The fastest growing consumer demand in the US market is for organic foods: fueling demand in the fresh, 

ingredient and processed categories.  Of course, there are a number of challenges in increasing the organic 

supply.  These include: 

 Supply issues – for farmers: 

 Three year transition period 

 Changes to farm management practices, such as moving to full crop rotation 

 Limited on and off farm storage to maintain protection of identity 

 Demand issues – for food companies: 

 Supply risk management 

 Financial risk management – for which hedging tools do not exist 

 Potential mechanisms for food companies to manage the risks: 

 Vertical integration 

 Long-term relationships directly with growers 

 Market mechanisms such as back-to-back contracts and long-term forward contracts. 

It should be noted that the US government is encouraging the expansion of organic farming through the 

USDA offering expanded insurance for farmers transitioning to organic production to help lower the 

barriers through the three year transition process. 

Adding More Value to Canola in South Australia 

The interviews of SA businesses that were conducted as part of this study raised the possibility of adding 

more value to canola production in South Australia.  Three potential opportunities emerged that would 

need more detailed analyses to test their value.  These included: 

 Potential to expand sale of non-GM canola seed to Japan and potentially China, 

 Potential to process canola oil in South Australia for export to Japan and China and to the non-GM 

market in the US, and 

 Potential to sell canola meal for animal feed in the organic and non-GM markets in Australia and 

the US. 
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ATTACHMENTS 

ATTACHMENT 1. AUSTRALIAN RETAIL FOOD PRODUCTS WITH NON-GMO LABELING 

The following listing was mainly derived from retail visits to Romeo’s North Adelaide Foodland, Drakes Foodland at Torrensville and Woolworths 

Brickworks Market at Torrensville, Rundle Mall City and Stirling in October-December 2015.  

 Company Products with Non-

GMO label 

State Exporting Comment 

Baylies Epicurian Delights 

http://www.baylies.com.au/ 

Lavash 

Dipping Crackers 

SA No, but supplying 

Qantas with Lavash 

4 

Tuckers Natural 

http://www.tuckersnatural.com.au/ 

Multifibre crackers 

Gourmet crackers 

SA No  

Kez’s Kitchen 

http://www.kezs.com.au/ 

Crispbreads and biscuits Vic Yes   

San Remo 

http://sanremo.com.au/ 

Pasta  SA Exports to 35 

countries incl. China  

‘Free of genetic modification’ on label 

http://www.baylies.com.au/
http://www.tuckersnatural.com.au/
http://www.kezs.com.au/
http://sanremo.com.au/
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L’Abruzzese 

http://www.labruzzese.com.au/index.html 

Pasta SA No  

Casalare Pasta 

http://www.casalarepasta.com/ 

Pasta and baking products Vic NZ  

Riverina Grove 

http://www.riverinagrove.com.au/ 

Aurelio pasta sauce 

Riverina Grove pasta sauce 

NSW No  

Thank You 

https://thankyou.co/food 

Muesli and muesli bars Vic No  

Freedom Foods 

http://www.freedomfoods.com.au/ 

Cereals, muesli bars NSW Yes Parent company is listed on ASX 
http://www.ffgl.com.au/about 

Has major shareholding in A2 milk. Is 

collaborating with Blue Diamond Almond 

growers of California to launch almond milk 

into Asia. 

Have MOU with China’s New Hope Group. 

Brookfarm 

http://www.brookfarm.com.au/ 

Muesli and muesli bars NSW NZ, USA, UK and UAE Brookfarm has a team of 35 and exports to 12 

countries. It was the Telstra Business of the 

http://www.labruzzese.com.au/index.html
http://www.casalarepasta.com/
http://www.riverinagrove.com.au/
https://thankyou.co/food
http://www.freedomfoods.com.au/
http://www.ffgl.com.au/about
http://www.brookfarm.com.au/
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Year in 2007 in NSW. Food Nation distributes 

Brookfarm products in SA 

Carman’s Kitchen 

http://www.carmanskitchen.com.au/ 

Muesli and muesli bars Vic SE Asia, China, 

Middle East, UK 

 

Goodness superfoods 

http://goodnesssuperfoods.com.au/ 

Breakfast cereals, wraps, 

cereal bars and freekah 

Vic  ?  

Monster Health Food Co. 

http://www.mhfco.com.au/ 

Muesli NSW No   

     

The Australian Carob Co. 

http://www.australiancarobs.com/  

Carob powder (raw and 

roasted), kibbles and syrup 

SA USA, EU  

Fleurieu Milk and Yoghurt Company 

http://www.fleurieumilkco.com.au/www/h

ome/ 

Range of white and 

flavoured milks 

SA ?  

B-D Farm Paris Creek 

http://www.bdfarmpariscreek.com.au/ 

Biodynamic yoghurt SA Singapore, Dubai, 

Hong Kong, Fiji, 

Brunei 

Included in label is ‘no genetic engineering’. 

http://www.carmanskitchen.com.au/
http://goodnesssuperfoods.com.au/
http://www.mhfco.com.au/
http://www.australiancarobs.com/
http://www.fleurieumilkco.com.au/www/home/
http://www.fleurieumilkco.com.au/www/home/
http://www.bdfarmpariscreek.com.au/
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Sanitarium So Good 

http://sogood.sanitarium.com.au/ 

Non-GM soy milks NSW ?  

Nutrisoy and Soyco  

http://www.nutrisoy.com.au/   

http://www.soyco.com.au/ 

Tofu and tempeh NSW ?  

TLY Australia 

http://www.tly.com.au/ 

Tofu and noodle products NSW ?  

Nuttelex 

http://www.nuttelex.com.au/ 

Spreads  Vic ?  

Aussiemite 

http://www.aussiemite.com.au/ 

Spreads SA ?  

Melrose – the whole body health co. 

https://www.melrosehealth.com.au/ 

Spreads and other products Vic ?  

Goodman Fielder 

http://www.goodmanfielder.com.au/ 

Gold’n Canola 

Crisco canola oil 

NSW Yes On 17th March, 2015, Goodman 

Fielder was acquired by two leading food 

companies in Asia; Wilmar International 

http://sogood.sanitarium.com.au/
http://www.nutrisoy.com.au/
http://www.soyco.com.au/
http://www.tly.com.au/
http://www.nuttelex.com.au/
http://www.aussiemite.com.au/
https://www.melrosehealth.com.au/
http://www.goodmanfielder.com.au/
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Crisco Vegetable oil  and First Pacific - Genetically modified 

ingredients not used in Goodman Fielder 

retail branded products, July 201 

Red Kellys Tasmania 

http://www.redkellystasmania.com.au/ 

Dressings  Tas ?  

Sunraysia 

http://www.sunraysia.com/ 

Organic fruit juice range 

(bottles and pouches 200ml) 

Vic ?  

Billie Bob International 

Elsternwick  

No website 

Why Eats brand fruit snack 

pouches (90g) for 

babies/children 

Vic ? Have booked at 

stand at a Natural 

Foods trade show in 

USA in 2016 

Few details on company but has product 

ranged in Woolworths 

     

Ogran 

http://www.orgran.com/ 

A wide range of gluten free 

pasta, bread mixes, cake 

mixes, snacks and baking 

products. 

Vic Yes Does not list ‘non-GMO’ on their pack labels 

but does so on their website. 

Celebrate Health 

http://www.celebratehealth.com.au/ 

Focus on delicious healthy 

foods including cereals, 

superfoods, recipe bases 

Vic ?  

http://www.redkellystasmania.com.au/
http://www.sunraysia.com/
http://www.orgran.com/
http://www.celebratehealth.com.au/
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Bioglan Superfoods 

http://www.bioglan.com.au/  

A wide range of superfood 

products eg wholefood 

smoothies 

NSW ? Has online sales 

website 

 

The Chia Co. 

https://thechiaco.com/ 

Chia seed, pods and 

oats+chia 

Vic Yes  

Goodies & Grains 

http://www.goodiesandgrains.com.au/ 

Coconut granola and Cocoa 

Kapow 

SA ? Has wide distribution across Australia 

Kialla Pure Foods 

www.kiallafoods.com.au 

 

Organic Grain millers seeds 

and grains and specialty 

flours inc gluten free  

 

QLD New Zealand, Japan, 

Korea, Malaysia, 

Hong Kong, Taiwan, 

Singapore 

Australian Certified Organic accreditation 

Have plate 2 farm tracker for consumers to 

see farmer who made the produce 

 

 

NOTE:  Woolworths Macro range (https://www.woolworths.com.au/Shop/Discover/Macro-Range ) focuses on healthy eating, sustainability and free 

range for adults, children and babies. Organic is a key part of this range. Currently there are no Macro products labeled as ‘non-GMO’. But it 

certainly the Macro business is a very substantial one in terms of product range and I’m sure in turnover. So it could certainly embrace ‘non-

GMO’ in the future if it thought it worthwhile to do so. Macro has a key focus on ‘naturalness’ with wording on most of its products being ‘no 

artificial colours, flavours or preservatives’. 

Kellogg’s, Uncle Tobys (Nestle) currently have any ‘non-GMO’ labeled products. 

 

http://www.bioglan.com.au/
https://thechiaco.com/
http://www.goodiesandgrains.com.au/
http://www.kiallafoods.com.au/
https://www.woolworths.com.au/Shop/Discover/Macro-Range
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Some observations: 

 There are many large food companies in Australia who could possibly label their products ‘non-GMO’ but choose not to do so for whatever 

reason e.g. they see no market advantage. 

 Most of the company’s with non-GMO labeling are in the SME category with a few being of larger scale size e.g. Goodman Fielder, San Remo, 

Freedom Foods, Carman’s Kitchen, Brookfarm and Ogram. It is likely that these latter companies will be best placed for export in terms of 

resources and international capability. In fact all these companies are exporting. 

 Drakes have a significant organic category in that store spread across breakfast cereals, health foods, snacks, drinks and flour. Ranging 

appears committed to organics rather than non-GMO.  

 The mix in Drakes is slightly different to that in Romeo’s North Adelaide but both stores have a lot more ‘non-GMO’ products than 

Woolworths stores. 
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1  
 

Table 1.1. United Kingdom: Products in the high growth-high sales area in Figure 3.17 (Quadrant 1). 
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Table 1.2. United Kingdom: Products in the high growth-low sales area in Figure 3.17 (Quadrant 2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.3. United Kingdom: Products in the low growth-high sales area in Figure 3.17 (Quadrant 3). 
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Table 1.4. United Kingdom: Products in the low growth-low sales area in Figure 3.17 (Quadrant 4).
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Appendix 2  

Table 2.1. United States: Products in the high growth-high sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 1). 
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Table 2.2. United States: Products in the high growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 2). 

 

Table 2.3. United States: Products in the low growth-high sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 3). 
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Table 2.4. United States: Products in the low growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 4). 
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Appendix 3  

Table 3.1. Japan: Products in the high growth-high sales area in Figure 3.37 (Quadrant 1). 

 

Table 3.2. Japan: Products in the high growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 2). 
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Table 3.3. Japan: Products in the low growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 4). 
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Appendix 4  

Table 4.1. China: Products in the high growth-high sales area in Figure 3.37 (Quadrant 1). 

 

Table 4.2. China: Products in the high growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 2). 

 

Table 4.3. China: Products in the low growth-low sales area in Figure 3.35 (Quadrant 4). 
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