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ZuvoTrTikil ‘EkBeon

Moy BPIZKETAI ZHMEPA TO OEMA TQN FENETIKA TPOMOMOIHMENQN OPIANIZMQN
ITHN EYPQIH KAI ZTHN KYNPO;

H peAétn auth e€etdlel didpopa BEPATA/EPWTAMATA TTOU EYEIPOVTAI OE OXEON HME TOUG
YEVETIKA TpoTTOoTTOINKEVOUG Opyaviopous (IT'TO), ye otéxo V' agloAoyioel Katd TO00 o1 BEoEIg
TWV adEAQWV PN KUBEPVNTIKWY opyavwoewy Terra Cypria kai 1dpupa Aadva, e€akoAouBouv
va eival Bdoiyeg. Méxpr oTiyung or dUo opyavwoelg £xouv ToTmoBeTnBei evdvtia oTnv
geiocaywyn kal xprion NMO otn xwpa pag yia didpopoug Adyoug TTou TrepIAaUBAavouy: TO
MIKPO PEYEBOG TOU aypOoTIKOU KANPOU KAl TOV CUVETTAYOUEVO KivOUVO ETTINOAUVONG aypuv
atro YEITOVIKG xwpdia KaAAiepynuéva pe T €idn Tov yeydAo TTAOUTO evONUIKWY €10WY OTN
XWpa pag TTou mBavév va ekTeBouv o€ Kivouvo atrd T €idn 10 yeyovog OTI WG KpATog dev
O1aBéToupe akOUa TNV UTTOOOMN YIO TOUG ATTapaitTnTOuG €AEyXOUg Kal TTapakoAoudnon I'T
€1IdWV, KaBwg TTiong, TNV avaykn va epapuOOOoUlE TV apxn TNG OUVETAG TTPOANWNG, evOel
TWV TTOAAWV AyvWoTWY TITUXWV TTou agopouv Toug IN'MO.

Ta egpwtiuata TToU TEBNKAV TTPOG €CETAON ATTO TN MEAETN, KOBWG KAl Ol CUVOTITIKEG
ATTaVTAOEIG divOovTal TTAPOKATW:

1. Tari goBoupaocTe Toug N'MO; Ymdpxouv TEKPNPIWMEVES aAAayég o€ avBpwTTOUG,
{wa R QuUTA atrd TNV EMiIdPACH TOUG;
H avnouyia yia toug I'TO agopd o€ dUo Kupiwg HopPES Toug: (a) Tn xprion ' ouciwy
O€ ETTECEPYACUEVEG I TTPOTTAPACKEUACHEVEG TPOPES (A.X OOKOAATEG) Kal (B) TN XpAoN
I'T omépwv oe KaANiépyeleg. YTTApXeEl Kal yia Tpitn pop®n, n Xprion I'T ouoiwv o€
CWOTPOYPEG.

To Mépog 1 e€etdlel KIVOUVOUG OXETICOMEVOUG HE TNV EPQAVION KapKivwy (atré Tnv
gloaywyn yovidiwv 1Tou odnyolUv o€ PETAAAGEEIC OTO €i0OG-0EKTN), ME TNV aVATITUEN
aAAepYIWY, TTOpICHATA aTTO OOKIMEG OE TTOVTIKEG, EVIOMA KAl QUTA OTTO TNV PETAPOPA
YEVETIKOU UAIKOU.

To oupttépaopa pag givar 6T dev UTTAPXEl TEAETIBIKN atmddeitn av ta I'T T1po@Iua givai
emkivouva ) 0x1. N autd Ba TTPETTEl va QapPOCOUNE TNV apxr TNG CUVETAG TTPOANWNS
Kal V' atrokAgiooupe Tnv cicaywyn I'T omdpwy, Kal € duvatdv, TPOPINwWY PEXPI va
uttdpouv adiau@ioBnTnta dedopéva OTI gival akivouva.

2. Moia gival n 6éon tng EE amévavti otoug N'MO; Yrdpxouv omropol/Tpé@iua TTou
mpowdouvTal atrd Tnv Kopioidv, ki av vai, yia mroioug Adyoug;
210 Mépog 2 emegnyeital yiati kKammoieg EupwTtaikég xwpeg Bewpolv atrodeKTOUGS 1) Kal
woeéNpoug akdéua Toug TO oe BaBud TOU va OIKaloAoyeiTal N €yKpion TOUG.
MepioodTEPQ OTOIXEIQ YIa TNV TOTTOBETNON eKEivwy TToU déxovTal Toug ['TO didovTal oTo
Mépog 5.1 (&éote 6Béoeig Tng ELO, Evwong Eupwtaiwv [aioktnuovwy  Kai
AacokTnuévwy), kaBwg kai oto Mapdptnua (Mépog 2). Egnyeitai emriong 6m n EE dev
TTpowBei otToI0dATTOTE TTPOIOVTA, OAAG £6€TALEI, OCUPQPWVA WE TIG KOIVOTIKEG BIadIKAOIEG,
aitfjo€eig mou uttoBdAAovTal atmd TIC KATAOKEUAOTPIEG eTaipeieg Twv T €1dwv, Kal
QaTTOOEXETAI QITATEIG TTOU CUVABOUV UE Ta BETUIG TNG.

H EupwTraik 06éon Ttou ek@pdletar péoa atmd TG OXETIKEG KoivoTikég Odnyieg
(Directives) kair Kavoviopoug (Regulations) eivar 611 Bewpouvrial ao@ah Ta 18 I'T
mpoidvta Tou nAdn eykpidnkav. H Kowvétnta atmro@doioe emiong 611 TpO@IUa TTOU
mepiExouv mooooTd TO péxpr 0.9%, &nAadn kdtw amd 1% civar ao@alf yia
KATaVAAWOT), TTIPETTEI OUWG VA QEPOUV TNV KATAAANAN cApavon.



MoAovéTi Ba  pmopouce va AexBei OTI n  KOIVOTIK) vouoBeoia avtatrokpiveTal
TTEPIOCOTEPO OTIG TTECEIG TTOU TTPOoEPYOovTal atrd Tov lMaykodouio Opyavioud Eptropiou
(World Trade Organisation), TTapd oTnv KoIvr] yvwpun Twv TToAiITwv ¢ (Mépog 2, 3 kai
4), apauével yeyovog OTI n KOIVOTIKK) vopoBeaia eivar ouykpimikéd auotnpr]. [lMapd
TaUTa, OPICHEVA KPATN-UEAN OEV cUP@WVOUY e TNV KoivoTiKA vouoBeaia ki €xouv TTApEl
METPO TTPOG ATTOKAEIONS Twv TO 0Tn XWpa Toug, €iTe Ot €BVIKG | 0t TTEPIPEPEIOKD
emmimedo. Méxpr omiyung n EE dev e€aocpdhioe Tnv TTAciowngia 1Tou XpelddeTal yia va
UTTOXPEWOEI Ta KPATN QUTA VA CUPPOPQWOOUY WE TIG KOIVOTIKEG aTtopdaoclg (Mépog 7).

Moia gival n 8éon Tng Eupwtraikig Mevikng AietBuvong MepiBdaAAovTog;

MoAovoT kappid evikr) AiebBuvan dgv PTTopei va dlagEpel atrd TNV YEVIKY TOTTOBETNON
TNG KOIVOTNTAG Kal TNG KopIoidv, 0 TPOTTOG AVTIMETWITTIONG £TTI HEPOUG BEPATWY UTTOPEI
va dlapépel. A.x n levikn AietBuvon Eptropiou kal AVATTTUgENG AvTaywviopou @aiveTal
MO £TOIUN YIa TNV KaBiEpwon Twv atmooTdocwyv ac@daAesiag petagl aypoTepaxiwy (1o
Aeyouevo ‘co-existance’). AvtiBeta o Emitpotrog MepiBaAAovTog, K. ZTaupog AARuAG,
EXEl ek@pAcel TIG ETTIQUAAELEIG TOU UTTOYpApiCovTag OTI XPEIAdeTal avegapTnTn
ETTNIOTNUOVIKN) TEKUNPiwon TIpIvV €ykKpiBouv oTtroladAtrote [T €idn, dedouévou OTI Ol
éAeyxol TTou diegayovtal Twpa atmmd 1o appodio Eupwtraikd épyavo Bacifovral katd
KUpPIO AOYO O€ OTOIXEIO TTOU TTAPEXOUV Ol KATAOKEUAOTPIEG eTaIpEieG (MEépog 3).

Moia gival n 8éon Tou EupwraikoU KoivoBouAiou atrévavTi otoug N'TO;

To Mépog 4 TTapaBéTel kaTt@dAoyo TNG vouoBeaiag TTou £xel eykpivel To KoivofBoUAio kal
€€eTACel TIG TOTTOBETACEIG BIaPOpwWY EupwBOoUAEUTWY, 01 OTToIEG, OTTWG PaiveTal, gival
Molpaopuéveg uttép Kal katd Twv MO, Teyovdg TTapauével 61 n Eupwtraikr) MoAITIKA
eMOIWKEI va TTapaueivel epwoTn n EupwTraikh yewpyia kal n cwepwv xpnon 'O
Bewpeital “éva atmd Ta epyaAcia TTPOG TV KATeUBuvon auth”.

Mwg TotroBeToUVTAI AAAOI eVvBIapepOpEvol (stakeholders);
To Mépog 5 €€eTadel TIG TOTTOBETACEIG AAAWY EVOIOPEPOUEVWY OUVOAWY OTTWG gival:

o H’Evwon EupwTraiwv lMNaioktnuévwy (ELO) tTou utrooTtnpifel TNV BIoTEXVOAOYIKA
TPO0dOo Kal, Katd ouveTtela, Tn xprnon I'T omdpwv oTIC KaAMEPYEIES (agoU
BeBaiwg AnpBoUV T atrapaitnTa HETPA TTPOPUAAENG).

e O kUpieg TTaveupwTtraikeg MKO (6mwg Pihor Tng 'ng, WWEF, KATT.) TTOU €ival
KdBeta evavriov, Bacifouv Tn B€on TOUG GTOUG KIVOUVOUG TTOU £YKUMOVED auTr n
TEXVOAOYia.

210 idlo Mépog e€etdletal Kal n Trepipnun OIKAOTIK uttdBeon NG Monsanto v.
Schmeiser (2004) tou €éAape xwpa otov Kavadd ki agopd Tnv emudAuvon amd T
Tpoiov TNG ETaipeiag Monsanto peydAwv YEWPYIKWY EKTAOEWV TTOU KOAAIEpYoUOE O
Schmeiser. Ztnv mepimTwon auti n Monsanto evriiyaye Tov Schmeiser yia dveu adeiag
UTTOKAOTTA Kail Xprion Tou Trateviapiopévou I'T otmépou TnG. Me GAAa Adyia dev £pTave
TTOU €TMIPOAUVONKE n codeld Kal Ta XwpAeia Tou Schmeiser, katnyopndnke kai yia
KAOTTA TTaTEVTOG.

Mola atroyn €mKpatei 0T0 EUpWITAiIKO KOIVO;

H koivi) yvwun vyia 10 Bépa efetdletar ato Mépog 6, pe Bdon Ta TTOPICUATA TOU
EupwBapdueTpou, o€ mmitredo KOIVOTNTAG, KpdToug-péAoUg kal Kutrpou. H EupwTraikn
KOIVI] YVWHN caewg avTiTiBetal otoug N'TO, pe 1diaitepn Baputnta otnv EAAGOA. ZTnv
Kutrpo, éoTw KI av utrdpxel karmola darmown OTl 0 dnuociog didAoyog dev ATav
OPKOUVTWG QVTIKEIMEVIKOG, TO KOIVO £xel TOTTOBeTNBEl evavTtia oTtoug MO e OXETIKNA
uttooTAPIEN TNG BOUARG.



7. nMoieg eival o1 ouvlikeg otg dAAeg Eupwtraikég xwpeg; [Moia KpdrTn-péAn
uviofétnoav Tnv TOAMITIKR va gival gAelBepa amdé MO (GMO-free) kol pe Trola
VOUIKA emiXeIpApaTa atrévavTi otnv Kopioidyv;

Omwg AdN avaeépbnke, d1G@opa KpATn apvhBnkav va emTpégouv [T €idn otnv
ETTIKPATEIQ TOUG KAl PEXPI OTIVUNG eV TOUG TIBAABNKAV HETPA CUPUOPPWONG.

210 Mépog 7 TrapariBetal ivakag TTou deixvel TNV TTapouca katdoTtacn (Katd Tov loUAIo
2007), og k@Be xwpa. O Trivakag SeiXvel TTOIEG XWPES A TTEPIPEPEIES TOUG, dNAwaav OTI
0ev Ba dexBouv I'TO, kKabBwg Kal To VOIKG UTTORaBpo TTAvw OTO OTToI0 BacioTnKav.
Mpétrel OUWG va BIEUKPIVIOOUWE OTI Ol ATTAYOPEUCEIG AUTEG Oev £XOuvV TTAvVTA auoTnpd
UTTOXPEWTIKO XAPaKTAPA, OAAG Baciovral oTnv KaAf TTpdeon Twv aypoTwv Kal
YAIOKTNHOVWY YIa va TTapapeivel o€ 1I0XU N attayépeuon.

Mpog 10 TTapdV uTTdpyouV Tpia KpATn NG EE eAelBepa atmd M'TO: n EAAGda, n AucTpia
Kal n NMoAwvia. To Mépog autd €EeTadel TNV TTopEia TTou akoAouBnoav. E&etddlel ettiong
TNV avTIgeETWTTIOoN TNG MAATag, kabwg kal Tnv Tavedvikh atmraydpeuon tng Ouyyapiog
OTNnV €l0aywyr] Tou YEVETIKA TpoTToTToIiNuévou KaAaptrokiou MON 810. Ag onueiwdei 6T
oTIG eTmionueS dNAWaoeIg Tou apuddiou KUTTpiou YTroupyou (Mewpyiag) mmpog Tnv EE, n
KUtrpog €xel Tnproel TavTa emm@QUAAKTIKN) oTdon évavtl otoug 'TO kal gival n TpwTn
XWpa TTou atmayopeuce TNV KaAAIEpyela Toug o€ Teploxég Tou “AikTuou Natura 2000”.

ZupTTEPAC AT

E€akoAoubei va uttdpyxel akopa oA aBeBaidtnTa yia 1o 6Ao Béua Twv N'TO. ZT10 péPog 8 n
MEAETN PO ouvoyilel TIG aBeBaIdTNTEG ATTO ETMIOTNHUOVIKAG Kal BIonBIkAG oKOTTIdG, KaBwg Kal
TIG oUyxpoveg TAoelG.  Aev gival iowg pPeaMioTIKO V' avapévoupe OTI PtTopoUlue va
euTrodicoupE TNV €lI0aywyn EEvwy TPOidwy TTou TTEpIEXoUV T €idn. Mrtropouue Sdpwg va
ETTIMEIVOUPE O€ ETTAPKA OAUAVON TOUG, KAl N GAPAvON TTEPIAANPBAVEI TNV TOTTOBETNON TOUG O€
gexwpIoTd pdeia. Opwg n sicaywyh Kal KaANEpyela T'T yewpPyYIKWY TTPOIOVTWY gival KATI
GANO: o€ HIa Xwpa pe To PIKPO péyeBog Tng Kutrpou Ba rtav adlvarto va ouykpatnBouv
KaAAIEpyeleg T'T oTTOpwWY PECA O€ CUYKEKPIPEVA OAQN.

Av emmpéwoupe I'T kKaAAiEpyeleg o1 TBavEG cuveéTreleg Ba €ival avuTToAdyIOTEG Kal Oev
a@opouv POVO TOUG KIVOUVOUG YIO TOV YEWPYO aTTd TTEPITITWOEIG OTTWG TNV Monsanto v.
Schmeiser, aAAG Kal yia TO KPATOG Kal TO QopoAoyoupevo. ©Oa eival TTOAU OUCGKOAN n
emiBAewn Kal EAeyxog TnNG xpriong I'M otmépou Kai n datrdvn EAEyXOU TNG ATOMIKAG YEWPYIKAG
TTapaywyng 6a kataoTei acUu@opa WnAr. EkTég TOUTOU, 0 £pyaOcTnPIaKOG EAEYXOG TTIBAVOV
V' ataitei Texvoloyia TTou dev dlaBéToupe, evw n eEETaon aimioewv Ba atraitei TTOAAEG
EMTTPO0BETEG avOpWTTO-WPESG. [apd Toug ep@aveic KIVOUVoUg, TTPETTEl va AexBei OTI n
atrayépeucon dev gival eUKOAO va eykpiBei atrd Tnv Kopioidv (déoTe Tn Znueiwon 3 OXETIKA WE
TNV MNoAwvia oTn 0€A.5) kal Ba BEAEI TTOAAN €TTIOTNUOVIKHA TEKUNPIiwon.

YTAapxel Kal éva TPITO QVTIKEIUEVO evOIOQEPOVTOG €KTOG atrd Ta I'T TpoO@IMa kal Toug T
oTopous. AUTO a@opd OTIG CWOTPOYEG TTOU TTapEéXOovTal o€ KUTTpIoKG {wa, B€éua TTou
ayyiCoupe akpoBiywg oto Mépog 1. Aegv éxoupe ap@ifoAia 6T og TTAciOTa KUTTPIOKA
CWa/TToUAEPIKA, 1IDIWG aUTA TTOU EKTPEPOVTAI HECQ O€ BIOPNXavikEG OUVORKeG, £xouv d0BEi —
TIPIV TV EQApPOyN Twyv TTEpIopIoUWY TNG EE - CwoTtpoég Tmou trepiéxouv TO. To épyo Tng
€peuvag Kal agioAdynong tng ouxvoTtnTag, Kabwg Kal o1 duvaToTnTES ETTIBOARG EAEyXOU, Eival
1I01aiTepa TTEPITTAOKO Kai Ba eEeTAOTEI 0€ ETTOUEVN PAON TNG MEAETNG HaG. ApKEi va AexBei O
O0TO O0TAdI0 €KOOONG TOU TTAPOVTOG KEINEVOU OEV UTTAPYXOUV adIau@ICBATATA OTOIXEIO YIa TIG
EMTITWOEIG OTOV AvOPWTTIVO opyavioud atmod Tn Bpwaon KPEATOG TToU TTPOEPXETAI aTTO {wa
TToU eKkTpa@nkav pe T Cwotpo®r, OPwG To OA0 OBéua atroTeAei avTikeipevo Cwnpng
avTimapdBeong aToug KOATTOUG TNG EE Adyw TMEoEwV aTTd TOUG KOTAOKEUAOTEG CWOTPOPUIV.
H B8£on Toug eival 6T 01 AUCTNPOI EUPWTTAIKOI TTEPIOPICHOI WG TTPOG TNV TTEPIEKTIKOTNTA 'TO
oTIg (woTpoPES Ba odnyrjoouv ae TéTola EAAEIYn TTou oI EupwTraiol yewpyoi dev Ba putropouv
va diatnpricouv T CwoTtpogia Toug. O1 MKO Bewpolv 6T TTpoKeITal yia UTTEPBOAEG TTPOG
dnuIoupyia TEXVNTWYV OUVBNKWYV Kpiong.



EionyAqosig

O aywvag yia Tnv ammayépeuon I'T oTTOpwyv TTPETTEI va cuvexioTel. 'Exovrag utréyn Tnv apxn
NG TTPOANWNG, aAA& Kal To yeyovog OTi N KUmpog ammodéxtnke 1o [pwTOKOAAO TG
KapBayévng yia tnv Bioac@dAcia, n mmapouca WEAETN €ionyeital OTI; PEXPI va UTTAPEE!
olyoupld ot ta I'T €idn €ival, 6x1 JOvo ac@aAr], aAAd KOAUTEPO Kal TTIO EUEPYETIKA ATTO Ta
KaBiepwuéva QUOIKA TTPoIovTa, N KuBEépvnon pag Ba TTpETTel va Bpel TPOTTOUS va eQapuUoOaEl
MopaTépioup oTnv gicodo kai xprion N'MO.

Aedopévou 0TI o1 v duvApEl Kivduvol PTTopouv va TTPpoEABouv atrd TpeIg TTYES (TPOYIUQ,
CwoTpoPég, KaAAiEpyeieg TTou TepiExouv I'T UAIKG), Ta duo IdpupaTa TTou TTpowdnoav TNV
EKTTOVNON TNG TTapoUoas HEAETNG Ba TTPETTEI VA UTTOCTNPIEOUV TIG TTAPOKATW BECEIG:

1. Oocov a@opd TTPOTTaPACKEUACUEVA TPOPIUA, VO TTAPEXETAI TTARPNG YVWON Kal €TTIAOYNA
OTOV KATAVOAWTH, ME €u@avr) ofuavon kal TotmoBétnon T mpoidviwy o€ EeEXwpPIoTA
pagia.

2. Ooov agopd kaMAiEpyeleg/oTTOpoug, va atrayopeutei n eicaywyn I'T omépou, T
OKOTEPYOOTWY QYPOTIKWY TIPOIGVTWY, VO ATTayopeuTel €TTiong n KaAAiépyeia T
omépwy, n xpnon NMO ammd emefepyaoTéG TPOPIMWY Kal O SOKIPESG dlayovIDIaKWY
alMaywv N I'T ouciwv O€ EpyacTnPIOKA TTEIPAPATA.

3. Ooov agopd {woTpo®ég, va TTapakoAouBeital oTevd n katdoTaon O6TTwg e¢eAicoovTal
otnv Eupwtrn kai va unv evBappuvBei n Peiwon Twv UQICTAPEVWY TTEPIOPICHUWY PECT
atro TeXvNTa dnuioupynuévn ¢ATNON.

H ExkBeon eionyeital 6m 1a IdpupaTta Aadva kai Terra Cypria TTPETTEI v OUVEXIOOUV TNV
TOTTOBETNON TOUuG UTTéP piag Kutrpou eAelBepng ammd 'TO, TpowbBwvTag TIG akdAoubeg
eVEPYEIEG KAl DIABAPaTA aTTd TO KPATOG KAl AAAOUG EUTTAEKOUEVOUG POPEIG.

1. Na evBappuvouv Tnv KuBépvnan kai Tov apuddio YTToupyd va cuvexioel va TTPORAAAE
evoTaocelig otnv €icodo I'TO, ot ouvaviioelg Tou Pe 1o Eupwtaiké ZuuBouAio
YTToupywv Kal va eTIBIWKEI TTI0 avegdptntn agloAéynon Twv 'O 1Tou uttodAAovTal

TTPOG £YKPION.

2. Na evBappuvouv Tov YTTOUPYO VO CUVEPYOOTEI YE TOV ZUVOEOUO KatavaoAwTwv Kai
aAoug MKO yia kaBiépwaon Piag Koiva atrodekTrG TTONITIKNG TTEpIAGUBavouévng HIOG
ZuvTtovioTIKAg EmTpotig, Ommwg auty ¢ MAaAtag, yia Béuata  Bioac@aAeiag.
MapdAAnAa o MKO Ba fAtav @povigo va cuvtovioouv TIG BECEIC TOUG Kal 01 BECEIg
auTég va BaaifovTal o€ TEKPNPIWKEVA OTOIXEIA.

3. Na evBappuvouv 10 KPpATOG V' avaAGBel TNV EKTTOVNON VOUIKAG/ETTIOTNUOVIKNAG UEAETNG
OXETIKA Pe Toug AGyoug TToU N Xxwpa Jag TTeétrel vV atmmoppiyel Toug 'O, akoAoubwvTag
A.X 1o TTapddeiypa 1ng Ouyyapiag.

4, Na yivel Koivfy Katatomon OAwv Twv €ePTTAEKOPEVWY YTToupyEiwv Kal Tunudtwv
(Cewpyikd IvoTiTouTo, YTtmnpeoia MepIBdAAovTOG, KOK), woTe n KUTTpog va Tnpei eviaia
Béon oTIG JIAPOPEG CUOKEWEIG AEITOUPYWV TTou KaAouvtal oTIG BpuEéAAeg atmd TIg
O1a@opeg euTTAEKOuEVEG MevikEG AleuBuvoelg. Agdouévou 0TI n KaBe diuBuvan diatnpei
Kal TIG OIKEG TNG KATEUBUVOEIG, €0TW KI av OEOPEUETAl ATTO TNV KOIVOTIKN B€on, ol
KUTTpIOI AcIToupyoi Ba TTpETTEl va gival OAOI EVIIEPOI KAl va TNPoUV eviaia B€an.

o

Na {nticouv atmmd TO KPATOG VA CUVEPYAOTE PE AAAEG XWPEG-MEAN TTOU avTITIBevVTAI
otoug 'TO waoTe, oTadiakd v aAAGEel To KAipa otnv EE kai v avTikatotrTpiel KaAUTEPQ
TNV KOIVI] YVWHN, E€QAPPOZOVTAG MEYOAUTEPEG TIPOQPUAALEIG Kal IO  eVOEAEXN
ouoThpata eAéyxou. Na egetaoTei 181aiTepa n duvaTdTnTa CUVEPYATIag e AAAEG XWPES



I TTEPIOXEG TTOU €XOUV TTAPOMOIO PE TOV OIKO POG YEWPYIKO KANPO HIKPOU PeyEBoug (A.x
MdaATa, Meooyelokd vnaolid), waoTe o Kivouvog eTTINOAUvong atrd I'T oTrdépoug va uTTopEi
va TTPoBANnBei TTOAU 1o oBevapd. Nocital 611 Ba XPEIGOTEI EMOTNUOVIKN TEKUNPIWON
yla va uttooTnpixBei o1 gival aduvato va KaBiepwBoUv aTTOTEAEOUATIKEG ATTOOTACEIG
ac@aAciag o eSAQPIKA TTEPIOPICPEVES TTEPIOXEG.

6. Ooov agopd Tpé@IUa va cuvexioouv va aTtnpifouv Tnv TOTTOBEéTNON/TTPOBOAN [T
TTPOIOVTWY 0€ XWPIOTA pd@ia péow O1euBéTnong TTou €ite Ba emPBAnOei diG vouou R 6
atroTeAei TTPoidv ocuvevvonong HETAEU KATACTANOTAPXWV.

7. Na evBappUvouv TNV PEAETN Kal TTAPAKoAoUONnon aAAepyIwy 0€ KUTTPIOUG.

Znueiwon

MeTd TNV cupTTARpwaon TNG TTapoloag PEAETNG EAaBav Xwpa TPEIG agloonueiwTeg eEEAICEIC.

1.

21a hgéoa Tou 2007 avakoivwBnke pia Ailyotepo au@IAeyOuevn Kal o BeTIkr xprion I'T
€idoUG: KATTOIEG HOPPEC KAPKIVOU WTTOPOUV va KATATTOAEUNBoUV PE TN xopnyia oToug
aoBeveic T auywyv TOU TIEPIEXOUV TTPWTEIVEG, KATAAANAEC yia KAPKIVOTTOOEIC.
AleukpiviCeTal 61 Ta auyd autd dev gival KATAAANAA yIa YevIKA KaTtavaAwaon, aAAG Jovo
Yl TTAOXOVTEG.

210 TEAOG Tou 2007 o YToupydg lMewpyiag, Puoikwv Mopwv kai MepiBadAAlovTog
avakoivwoe OTI TO KUTTPIOKO KPATOC O’ avaAdBel €mMOTNUOVIKN MEAETN yia va
utroaTtnpi¢el Tn B€on Tou evavtia otoug 'TO.

Apxéc Tou 2008 onuociotroiBnke n amégacn TG Kopioidv yia 10 oAwvikd
VOUOOXEDIO yia TNV elcaywyri/ameAeuBépwon NMO. Ta apbpa Tou vopooxediou TTou
eTERANNAV HeYaAUTEPOUG TTEPIOPIOHOUG oTNV atreAeuBépwaon MO oTo TepIBdAAov aTrd’
TI TTpoBAéTrel n Koivotiky Odnyia, atroppigpdnkav. 2tnv Emionun Eenuepida Twv
EupwTtraikwv Koivottwyv tng 19/1/08, emelnyeitai Aemrropepwdg (6éote Tap. 45-52)
KATW atrd TTOIEG OUVBNKEG PTTOPOUV VO TTAPOKAUPOOUV Ol KOIVOTIKEG TTPOVOIEG: OTaV
£pBouv 0TO QWG VEA ETTIOTAROVIKA OTOIXEIA YIa €i0OG/TTEPITITWON TTOU aPopd €IBIKA TO
OUYKEKPIUEVO KPATOG-PENOG, Kal TA OTOIXEIQ TTpoEKuWav PETA TNV €viagn TOU KPATOUG
autou otnv EE. AmO Tnv TOomoB£TNON QUTA TTPOKUTITEI OTI dev yivovTal ATTODEKTA
O1d@opa YeVIKAG HOPQNG emmXEIpAUaTa (OTTWG O TTOAUTEPAXIOPOG TOU KAAPOU) Kal
OuveTTWG Oev PTTOPE va vopipoTroinBei n yevikr) amayopeuon NMO. KdabBe atmraydpeuon
I'T €idog/TTpoidvTog TTPETTEI VO TEKUNPIWOET EEXxwpIoTd Kal To BApog TNG ammddeIgng
QVAKEI OTO KPATOG-UENOG.

AuTA n €¢ENIEN eival atToyonTeUTIKN yia Tnv KUTTpo, pia kal TTOAAG atrd Ta YEVIKAG @UONG
OIkaloAoynTIKA pag gival opola pe auté TnG MoAwviag, aAA& TOUAGXIOTO €XOUME TWPO
TTPoEIdOTTOINDEI, WOTE Va TTaPABECOoUNE KaAUTEPA Ta ETTIXEIPHAMOTA pag. H TpooTrédeia
atrayopeuong Twv 'TO mpétmel va ouvexioel TTapd TIG SUCKOAIEG.



Executive Summary
GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS: WHERE ARE WE NOW IN EUROPE AND IN CYPRUS?

This desk study explores issues relating to genetically modified organisms (GMOs), with a view
to assessing whether the views and positions put forward by Terra Cypria and the Laona
Foundation on these issues are still valid. So far, the Foundations have opposed GMOs for
reasons that include: the small size of agricultural plots in Cyprus and the consequential risk of
contamination of neighbouring plots; the high level of endemicity in Cyprus, which could be put
at risk by GMO contamination; the fact that Cyprus does not possess the infrastructure for
proper monitoring and control; the need to apply the Precautionary Principle in view of the
unknown aspects of GMOs. The two main issues being considered are:

o  Whether foods containing GMOs are safe, or could they affect human health; and

e What are the risks to humans and the environment of allowing GMO crops to be

cultivated in Cyprus?

There is a third issue: that of fodder provided for Cypriot livestock. We have little doubt that
much of our livestock has been fed on genetically-modified feed from the time before there were
controls in place. Research and assessment, as well as imposing controls in this case, is a rather
more complicated issue, currently being debated in Europe. Thus, this aspect has been deferred
for fuller consideration in a later report.

The major questions addressed by this study are given below with summarised replies:

1. Why are we afraid of GMOs? Are there cases of recorded changes to humans, animals
or plant species from the effect of GMOs?
This section (Chapter 1) discusses risks related to cancer (stemming from gene flow
between species that leads to a mutation), allergies, DNA transfer, evidence from tests on
rats, insects, as well as plant species.
Our conclusion is that there is no conclusive proof that GMO foods are safe or unsafe. The
‘Precautionary Principle’ should apply - controlling GMO foodstuffs and fodder until
positive proof of their safety is available.

2. What is the EU legal position on GMOs? Are grains/products being promoted by EU
Directorates? If so, which Directorates and on what grounds?
An account is given as to why some countries consider GMOs acceptable, or even beneficial,
thereby justifying their approval. It is also explained how grains/products are submitted for
approval by the manufacturers and secure approval based on EU Regulations. The EU
position as expressed by the Directives and regulations issued, is that they consider the 18
products approved so far to be safe for use by human or other species (as the case may be).
The Commission has also decreed that food stuffs containing GMOs below 0.9% are safe,
but should be properly labelled.
Although it could be said that European legislation permitting GMOs reflects pressure from
the US-dominated World Trade Organisation and ignores public opinion (see Chapters 2, 3,
& 4). EU legislation is comparatively strict. Nevertheless, a number of EEC states are not in
agreement with European legislation and have taken various measures to ban GMOs at a
national or regional level. The EU has so far been unable to secure the qualified majority
required to force these countries to comply with Community regulations. (see Chapter 7).

3. What is the position of the European Parliament on GMOs?
This section (Chapter 3) lists relevant legislation passed by the European Parliament and
discusses the positions put forward by MEPs, which are divided.



4. What is the position of the European Directorate General for the Environment?
Although unable to deviate from the overall EU position, DG Environment expresses concern
and has gone so far as to emphasize the need for independent scientific research prior to EU
approval of GMOs. (Chapter 4).

5. What is the position of other stakeholders on GMOs?
The positions of the following stakeholders are presented at Chapter 5.
- The European Landowners Association (ELO) and Europbio: in favour of biotechnology
and GMO cultivation.
- The main European environmental NGOs are against GMOs, emphasizing the risks
involved.
The Canadian case of Monsanto v. Schmeiser is also discussed.

6. What is the prevalent public opinion on GMOs?
The public’s attitude to GMOs is analyzed on an EU, member-state and Cyprus scale (mostly
based on Eurobarometer findings).
European popular opinion is unanimously against GMOs - in Greece overwhelmingly so.
Cypriots also strongly disapprove although some questions were raised about whether
there was an even-sided public debate. (See Chapter 6).

7. What is the situation in other European countries? Which countries have achieved
GMO-free status and on what legal basis?
As mentioned above, a number of EEC states have chosen not to follow European legislation
and have banned GMOs. The EU has so far refrained or been unable to insist that these
countries comply with Community regulations. The general understanding seems to be that
whereas a national ban prohibiting all GMOs would contravene EU legislation, decisions by
regional authorities, or a national ban on a specific GMO strain, based on available legal
grounds, can be applied.

This section (Chapter 7) features a table that illustrates the current situation in Europe on a
country by country basis as at July 2007. The table indicates the GMO status of each state,
specifies the number of regions within a state where GMOs have been banned and
summarises the legal basis for achieving the ban (where appropriate). It should be clarified
however, that in most cases such bans are not legally binding in the strict sense but depend
on the goodwill of farmers and landowners to reject GMO crops.

There are three GMO-free countries in the EU at present (Greece, Austria and Poland).
Comments are made on how they achieved such status. There is also reference to
Hungary’s national-scale ban on GM maize MON 810, as well as the position in Malta.

Conclusions

The issue of GMOs still involves a considerable degree of uncertainty. In Chapter 8 the report
summarises these prevailing uncertainties in terms of science, ethics and the impact of GMOs, as
well as current practices. It is unrealistic to hope we can keep out foreign foods containing
GMOs, but we should insist on them being labelled and displayed separately. Crops composed of
GMOs are another matter. In an island as small as Cyprus, it would be virtually impossible to
contain GMO crops within specific boundaries (see Chapter 9).

Allowing GMO crops could open a Pandora’s box and not just in terms of potential impacts on
the environment or to the agricultural sector. It is difficult to monitor and control the use of GM
seed - we have already seen how various kinds of contamination are possible and the costs of
monitoring and rigorously testing farmers’ harvests could be prohibitive. Testing for GMOs
requires technical know-how and expensive analysis which may not always be available in
Cyprus, while the bureaucratic backlog of documentation created by applications will require
many man-hours.



Recommendations

The issue of GM seeds needs to be closely watched. In light of the precautionary principle and
the fact that Cyprus is a party to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, this report recommends
that until there is real and concrete evidence to show that GMOs are safe and, indeed, better and
more beneficial than conventional varieties, the government should find a way to place a
moratorium on them, suspending imports of GM seeds, and temporarily banning their use.

Although there is no definitive evidence of the impact on humans from GMOs fed to animals, in
view of the still open questions, touched upon in Chapter 1, and the debate currently underway
in Europe, this issue should be very closely watched.

It is, therefore, the recommendation of this report :

1. On the question of crops/seeds, not to allow the importation of GM seed or
unprocessed GM crops, the cultivation of GM crops, the use of GMOs by food
processors or the use and/or testing of transgenic organisms by local laboratories
until such a time as deemed appropriate, and that Terra Cypria and the Laona
Foundation should continue to advocate in favour of a GMO-free Cyprus;

2. On the question of food containing GMOs, to provide full and open choice to the
consumer by demanding easy-to-read labelling and the display of GM foods on
separate shelves;

3. On the question of animal fodder, to follow closely the current debate in Europe and
not to facilitate the lowering of existing controls through artificially-inflated demand.

Additionally the Government and NGOs can cooperate by forming alliances and lobbying on a
European and international level to ensure that European nations wishing to keep GMOs out of
their territory can do so, and that consumers will always be able to have a choice on whether
they want to use or consume transgenic products. It is important to ensure that EU nations can
continue to have a choice and that EU consumers can always know what they are eating
and drinking. More importantly, our Government should seek alliances with states or regions
that have similarly small farming plots (Malta, Mediterranean islands) so that greater
prominence and support may be given to the danger of field contamination and to the fact that
in these small areas no buffer zone can realistically be effective. Non-governmental
organisations would do well to study the matter so that they can express their positions using
science rather than rhetoric, and so that they can help to educate the public on the pros and
cons of GMOs. The environmental NGOs and the Consumers Association should align their
positions as far as possible.

This report is followed by a fifteen page Appendix explaining what genetic engineering is about
and its historical background (Part 1) with an extended analysis of the pros and cons of GMOs
(Part 2).

NOTE: (see p.30 for fuller details)
Three developments which arose after completion of this Report are:

1. The decision of the Cyprus Government to undertake a scientific study in support of banning
GMOs (but see 2 below).

2. The European Commission’s rejection of attempts by Poland to introduce stricter measures
on deliberate release of GMOs into the environment on the ground that such measures can
only be sought on the strength of new scientific evidence proved on a case by case basis.

3. The development of GM eggs for use in the fight against cancer. These eggs while unsuitable
for general consumption contain proteins that are beneficial to cancer patients



GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS: WHERE ARE WE NOW IN EUROPE AND IN CYPRUS?
Consideration of ten relevant points

1. The Dangers of GMOs to Humans, Animals or Plant Species

According to an article in the Scotsman by Jeffrey Smith, on GMOs and their risks, “United States
Federal Drugs Agency scientists who reviewed the FlavrSavr study warned that GM foods in
general might create unpredicted allergies, toxins, antibiotic-resistant diseases and nutritional
problems”.

a) Cancer risks:

There are small risks of gene flow between species and some scientists believe this can lead to a
mutation which may result in cancer. There is no hard evidence yet that eating GM foods causes
cancer (and no suggestion that growing them can do so) but it may pay to be wary.

Increased cancer risks to humans have been associated with the use of a GM hormone, injected
into cows to increase milk yields. The hormone is Bovine Growth hormone (also known as
Bovine Somatotrophin or BST) and its GM version is recombinant Bovine Growth Hormone
(rBGH). rBGH, synthesized using transgenic Escherichia coli (E. coli) bacteria may ultimately
render the milk carcinogenic.

The cancer risk is not due to levels of BST (although the BST in milk from treated cows is
chemically different, which could have adverse health effects) but due to the levels of another
hormone, Insulin Growth Factor- 1 (IGF-1). Scientists have linked it to breast, colorectal and
prostate cancer and have suggested that IGF-1 may promote the growth and increase of
cancerous cells. rBGH is banned in the EU and Canada.

b) Allergies:

The risk of allergies seems to be a real one. As long ago as 1999, a study by a food sensitivity
specialist in the UK showed that allergic reactions caused by soya had skyrocketed over the
previous year. A Daily Express article at the time noted that it was becoming impossible for food
manufacturers to guarantee that their products were GM-free as GM and natural soya were
mixed in the US before being shipped to the UK.

The researchers at the York Nutritional Laboratory suggested that the findings provided the
first real evidence that GM foods could have an effect on the European body. The study
prompted the then Health Secretary, Frank Dobson, to call for a ban on GM foods.

c) Tests on rats

According to Jeffrey Smith “a UK government-funded study demonstrated that rats fed a GM
potato developed potentially pre-cancerous cell growth, suffered damaged immune systems and
partial atrophy of the liver, and inhibited development of their brains, livers and testicles”.

Smith also refers to an early 1990s US study where rats were force-fed GM tomatoes and several
of the rats developed stomach lesions; seven out of the 40 rats died within two weeks.

d) DNA transfer

One more possible health concern is the transfer of transgenic DNA from GM plants to non-plant
organisms (trans-kingdom transfer) such as the microflora in the human gut. No one can really
know what effect something like this would have, but it seems it may be possible. The UK
government dismissed the likelihood of DNA transfer from plants to animals as “unlikely to
occur because of a series of well established barriers”. However, a 2004 study in the journal
Nature Biotechnology criticized this assertion, citing a study that showed that microorganisms
found in the bowel of people with ileostomies (resected terminal ileum requiring the use of a
colostomy bag) are capable of acquiring DNA sequences from GM foods.

The study concluded that such trans-kingdom transfers of transgenic DNA in the human gut
would be highly unlikely to endanger human health, but called on risk assessors to study the
matter closely. An analysis of the study by a University of Leeds microbiologist appeared in the



same journal and suggested that in some cases, such as in the transfer of genes encoding
resistance to antibiotics, there may indeed be a risk to human health.

The possibility of gene transfer in the gastrointestinal tract of other animals was also raised in
the British Medical Association’s second interim statement on GM foods and their effects on
human health. The BMA’s statement notes that the “potential of GM foods to cause harmful
health effects is very small” but that “safety concerns cannot, as yet, be dismissed”. Since the
report was published, there has been little evidence to prove that these concerns were
unfounded.

e) Plants

To prove its case in banning MON 810, Hungary undertook environmental impact assessments
(EIAs). EIAs were initiated in Hungary in 2003 and focused on a maize variety also originating
from the maize line containing the MON 810 genetic construction, which, however, was not
included in the Common List of Varieties.

The research, carried out in Hungary under the direction of the Plant Protection Institute of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, focused on genetically modified maize DK 440 BTY containing

the genetic construction YieldGardTM MON 810. Laboratory and small-scale parcel field

experiments showed that the long-term presence of the plant in the ecosystem may have

adverse effects, such as:

- Bt maize produces 1500-2000 times as much Bt-toxin as is released through a single
treatment in conventional crop protection, with the chemical called DIPEL, which contains
Bt toxin.

- Other experiments have found that the residues of Bt plants are slower to decompose than
their isogenic lines. Some 8% of the toxin produced by the plant remained in the field after
harvesting. Indeed, a significant amount of this active toxin could be identified in the soil 11
months later.

- Inthe soil of the field under the transgenic plant, the entire biological activity was lower than
in the control field.

— Caterpillars thriving on herbs in and on the edges of maize fields, hatching during the
pollination period, are the most substantially affected by the Bt toxin produced by MON 810.
16 % of the 187 protected butterfly genera in Hungary may be developing on herbaceous
weeds along field edges as well. According to the research findings, Bt-containing pollen is
most dangerous to Inachis io L. and Vanessa atalanta L.

(For more on Hungary see Chapter 7.2)

f) Insects

In 2003 the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Plant Protection Institute, Ecotoxicology
Department, Budapest, undertook a study on the effect of pollen of DK-440-BTY (YieldGard) BT
maize on the larvae of Inachis 10 L. (Nymphalidae) butterflies. The study observed that after
feeding on the GM maize, the larvae experienced weight reduction indicative of development
and growth shortages in the early stage. Early larvae mortality was also observed.

g) Livestock.

The question of GMOs entering the food-chain via other species, (i.e. live-stock being fed on
fodder containing GMOs), while touched upon in this report, has not been fully addressed, due
to its complexity. The matter is currently the subject of hot debate in Europe between the food-
stuff manufacturers, and the environmental lobby. The former claim that Europe’s ‘zero
tolerance’ is leading to a critical shortage of livestock fodder for European animals,. The
environmentalists’ position is that the claims of the foodstuff manufacturers are vastly
exaggerated and that Europe has the capacity to produce sufficient properly-controlled fodder if
the livestock industry were reformed to decrease demand for protein from abroad, and if the
current emphasis on using land to grow bio-fuels was re-adjusted.



2.  What is the EU legal position on GMOs? Are grains/products being pushed by EU
Directorates, and if so, by which ones and on what grounds

The DGs are not really pushing forward specific grains. Rather, it is a case that grains are
submitted for approval by the manufacturers and secure approval based on Directives if
scientific study shows no grounds for concern.

In the light of the findings described in the previous chapter, what are the arguments in favour
of GMOs? Apart from the early claims that GMO crops provided an answer to hunger in Asia and
Africa by developing deseace-free strains, large tracts of the developed world are also accepting
GMO crops. These countries’ farmers are swayed by the advantage of GMO resistance to disease
and the lack of dependence on pesticides with all their negative side effects for the environment,
and, most certainly, that their farming remains competitive. For a fuller exposition of the
benefits see chapter 5.1.

While the official EU position is to accept GMOs providing they are scientifically studied, and
specific conditions are met concerning their content and labeling, it could be said that different
attitudes are held by different EU Directorates, e.g the Directorate General for Competition and
Enterprise is more inclined to accept GMO cultivation on a principle of co-existance, while the
Directorate General for the Environment calls for more independent assessment. It is probably
true to say that while seeking to satisfy the pro-GMO lobby, the EU is doing so cautiously and in
a way that takes public fears into account.

Whereas in the US and, to a far lesser extent, Canadian GM legislation is lax and is seen to favour
biotechnology companies, in Europe legislation on GMOs has been quite tight. There are a
number of Directives and Regulations which relate to GMOs and the following paragraphs will
attempt to provide a summary of these.

The earliest of these worth mentioning was the Directive on the contained use of GM micro-
organisms (90/219/EEC) which laid down measures on the contained use of transgenic micro-
organisms “with a view to protecting human health and the environment”. The Directive
required that users of GMOs would be required to keep records and submit several pieces of
information to competent authorities. The law set some basic standard for safety during the
contained use of transgenic micro-organisms, as well as some considerations relating to health,
and placed the responsibility on member states to ensure that adverse effects on health and the
environment would be avoided. The member states were required to report to the European
Commission. The Directive, which has since been amended by 98/81/EC eight years later, also
required that GM seeds have to be authorised before they can be marketed in the EU. Of the
eighteen authorised GM strains, eight (four maize and three rape varieties and one soy variety)
are authorised for use in foods, according to DG Health’s website.

In 2001, Directive 2001/18/EC on the deliberate release of GMOs covered the release of GMOs
into the environment. It noted that “Member States shall, in accordance with the precautionary
principle, ensure that all appropriate measures are taken to avoid adverse effects on human
health and the environment which might arise from the deliberate release or the placing on the
market of GMOs”.

The Directive replaced a Directive from 1990 and placed an emphasis on labeling of products
containing GMOs. It noted that, if products contain transgenic organisms, the words “This
product contains genetically modified organisms" must appear either on a label or in an
accompanying document.

There is also a set of Regulations dealing with GMOS. For example, Regulation (EC) 1829/2003
deals with the placing on the market of foods or animal feeds containing GMOs. This regulation
aimed to harmonise national rules on GM food and feed and noted that, for a GM-containing
food to be authorised for sale, it should not:



“(a) have adverse effects on human health, animal health or the environment;

(b) mislead the consumer;

(c) differ from the food which it is intended to replace to such an extent that its normal
consumption would be nutritionally disadvantageous for the consumer."

The EU was also one of the first to sign (and one of the first to ratify and put into force) the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, an international agreement based mostly on the precautionary
principle. The US is not a party; the US has always seemed to be pro-biotech; and their influence
in the Word Trade Organisation (WTO) may weaken the EU’s ability to control GMOs on the
European continent. The EU has recently decided not to appeal a WTO ruling upholding a US-led
complaint that the EU is illegally blocking GMO imports.

The case was brought before the WTO in 2003 by the US, Canada and Argentina who claimed
that their farmers were losing millions annually because of the EU’s policies on GMOs and
unwillingness to allow their importation. The 1,148 page ruling found that by suspending the
approval of GM products for several years, the EU had applied a de-facto moratorium and had
broken trade laws. The WTO also ruled that the six countries that had applied national bans on
GMOs- Austria, Belgium France, Germany, Italy and Luxembourg- had violated WTO rules.

Though a Commission spokesman said that the decision was of “entirely historical interest” and
suggested that the EU policies will stay in place, the US saw it as a victory and NGOs from
Europe and elsewhere expressed their concern and condemned Europe’s unwillingness to
appeal the decision.

Cyprus has also felt America’s strong-arm tactics. In 2005, the US sent a letter to the Cypriot
government warning our government that bilateral ties could suffer if Cyprus forged ahead with
a plan to put GM foods on separate supermarket shelves. Such an action, according to the US,
would stigmatise GM products and contravene our country’s obligations to the WTO. In 2007
the Cyprus Parliament made a renewed attempt to legislate for separate shelves which was
rejected by the President on the ground that the procedure, specified by the EU for introducing
such measures had not been followed. In accordance with procedure the matter went to the
Supreme Court for adjudication . There had been no resolution at the time of producing this
report.

As of March, 2001, GMO products approved under Directive 90/220/EEC are: vaccine against
Aujeszky’s disease (also approved for further uses); vaccine against rabies, tobacco tolerant to
bromoxynil, male sterile swede rape resistant to glufosinate ammonium (MS1, RF1: used for
breeding activities), soybeans tolerant to glyphosate (used for import and processing), male sterile
chicory tolerant to glufosinate ammonium (used for breeding activities); Bt-maize tolerant to
glufosinate ammonium (Bt-176), maize tolerant to glufosinate ammonium; male sterile swede rape
tolerant to glufosinate ammonium (MS1, RF1 used for import and processing); test kit to detect
antibiotic residues in milk; carnation lines with modified flower colour, carnation lines with
improved vase life, maize expressing the Bt crylA(b) gene (MON810); maize tolerant to glufosinate
ammonium and expressing the Bt crylA(b) gene (Bt-11) (used for import and processing).

As of 31 January 2006, GMO products authorized under Directive 2001/18/EC are: maize
Roundup Ready NK603 tolerant to glyphosate herbicide, used for import and use in feed and
industrial processing, not for cultivation; maize-Zea mays L. line MON 863 resistant to corn
rootworm, used for import and use of grain and grain products, not for cultivation; oil seed rape-
herbicide resistant GT73, used for import and in feed and industrial processing, not for
cultivation; maize herbicide and insect resistant line 1507—CRY 1F, used in import and
processing, not for cultivation; maize MON 863 x MON 810, for protection against certain insect
pests, used for import and use in grain and grain products not for cultivation.



As already mentioned, out of the eighteen GM strains authorized to be marketed in the EU, eight
(four maize and three rape varieties and one soy variety) are authorized for use in food
according to DG Health.

Council Directive 2002/53/EC of 13 June 2002 provides the common catalogue of varieties of
agricultural plant species, including 17 GM varieties of maize (for the list of GMO products
authorized under Directive 90/22/EEC and Directive 2001/18/EC refer to part III of the
Appendix).



3. The position of the European Parliament on GMOs

Relevant legislation:

L Directive 2001/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 March 2001
on the deliberate release into the environment of genetically modified organisms:
invited the Commission to bring forward a legislative proposal for implementing the
procedures laid down in the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety to the Convention on
Biological Diversity (which embraces the precautionary principle contained in Principle
15 of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development).

I1. Regulation (EC) No 1946/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 July
2003 on transboundary movements of GMOs re-iterates the relevance of the
precautionary principle and aims to establish a common system of notification and
information on transboundary movement of GMOs, uphold the Cartagena Protocol,
ensure the safe transfer, handling and use of GMOs considering possible threats to
biodiversity and human health.

I1. Regulation (EC) No1830/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22
September 2003 concerning the traceability and labeling of genetically modified
organisms and the traceability of food and feed products produced from GM organisms
and amending Directive 2001/18/EC.

V. Regulation (EC) No1829/2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22
September 2003 on genetically modified food and feed.

On the 10 October 2006, the European Parliament’s Agricultural Committee held a public
hearing on GMOs which was attended by MEPs and experts from throughout Europe. The risk of
contamination was one of the key issues discussed: the scientists all agreed on the need to
establish safe minimum distances when segregating fields with GM crop from those
conventional crops but there was no agreement as to what this distance should be. It was also
pointed out that such segregation and co-existence management can be very costly.

Strong opinions were voiced at the hearing, both by opponents and by supporters of GMOs. One
speaker said that scientists have failed to show humility while an Irish MEP put it more mildly,
saying that scientists "have a duty to come out of their labs more frequently to explain their
activities to ordinary citizens."

Leopold Girsch from the Austrian food safety agency said that "Austria is not going to authorise
products with potential adverse health effects. Our overarching objective is consumer
protection”. One Finnish representative summed up the proceedings by saying: “the EP cannot
bury its head in the sand. We already consume GM-products and we have to ensure the
continuity of agriculture in Europe. GMOs are one tool in a toolbox - research is thus vital.”



4. The attitude of the EU’s DG Environment on GMOs

In 2006 the European Commission’s Directorate General for the Environment published a paper
titled EU Policy on Biotechnology with a foreword by Commissioner Dimas. He discussed
biotechnology both in terms of its benefits and its challenges:

“Biotechnology has the potential, through agronomically improved crops, to
deliver better quality food and environmental benefits. Indeed, life sciences
and biotechnology offer opportunities to address many of the global needs
relating to health, ageing, food and the environment and sustainable
development. However, the use of GMOs also raises difficult policy issues and
regulatory challenges, and of course ethical questions.... Opinion on this issue
is highly polarized in the EU...

Widespread public support is essential. Ethical and societal implications and
concerns must be addressed. Having strengthened its legislative framework,
the EU will continue to explore outstanding issues and take public concerns
into consideration.”

In April 2007, Dimas followed the example set by environmental NGOs in criticizing the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA), the Parma-based agency which provides the
Commission with independent scientific advice on food safety issues. Dimas noted that the EFSA
depends to a very great extent on data given to it by biotechnology firms.

“There is the question of whether scientific opinions relied solely on
information supplied by companies which produce GMOs,” Dimas noted. “The
EFSA cannot deliver a sound scientific opinion on GMOs. They only examine
short term effects and they do not take into account the opinions of member
states.”

“Applications for cultivation of GMO products raise a whole new series of
possible risks to the environment, notably potential longer term effects that
could impact on biodiversity,” Dimas added.

Perhaps, with Dimas help, the possibility of containing GMOs may improve. Many people see the
Commission’s failure to revoke Austria’s GM bans as a hopeful development for consumers and
the environment and a rebuff for the biotech industry. Perhaps, if the Council of Ministers (the
Council of the European Union) continues to support nations like Austria, the Commission will
begin to change its line on GMOs.

Commissioner Dimas is juggling hard, because he has to push the DG’s official position (which is
that of the Commission - and don’t forget that the Commission is having its arm twisted by the
WTO) while trying to listen to (or appear to be listening to) environmentalists’ concerns.



5. The position of other stakeholders on GMOs
5.1 The European Landowners Organisation (ELO) and Eurobio

The ELO, which claims to represent millions of landowners throughout Europe, is cautiously
trusting of biotechnology. In an opinion paper on GMOs, the organization notes that “ELO
promotes the sustainable use of GMOs”. It notes:

“GMOs can provide clear benefits for agriculture and the society as a whole. They include
economic benefits for farmers (in preventing insect feeding damage, improving weed control
programs, preventing crop loss to plant disease), environmental advantages (mitigating loss of
soil organic matter, sparing water), as well as direct benefits for consumers (improving the
quality and nutritional benefits of food crops, i.e. “Golden Rice”). In addition, they allow a much
more efficient production of “green fuel.” It has been proven that transferring genes to a target
crop plant can improve plant characteristics and help solve difficult agricultural problems”.

“ELO is also in favour of research which would produce genetically enhanced plants able to
increase yields, make industrial processes more efficient and cleaner, while providing safer,
healthier and better-tasting food for consumers. In addition, this new generation of “biotech
products” could also be used to develop pharmaceutical products for human health or proteins
for life-saving drugs”.

“ELO welcomes the EU Commission’s decision to improve, within the existing legal framework
and in compliance with EC and WTO law, the scientific consistency and transparency for
decisions on GMOs, through developing consensus between all interested parties and avoiding
undue delays in authorisation procedures. Meanwhile, the organisation underlines that it is
important that EFSA's scientific safety assessment process doesn’t become too politicised and
calls for more transparency when applicants and EFSA are addressing potential long-term
effects and bio-diversity issues in their risk assessments for the placing on the market of GMOs”

5.2 Europbio, a European-wide industry association is pro-GMO and viewed the Council of
Ministers decision to uphold Austria’s ban on GMOs as “an alarming indifference to the EU’s
own rules, and to common sense”.

5.3 The position of the main European NGOs

Greenpeace is against GMOs. A 2003 Greenpeace report calls the risk from GMOs such as
Roundup Ready soy as unknown and unknowable and calls the use of such products “a massive
genetic experiment in which human beings and the environment are the guinea pigs”. The
report also highlights the risks of genetic contamination and mentions the L-Tryptophan
incident. In the report Greenpeace notes that the consumers, who often eat GMOs without their
knowledge, do not benefit from the new crops (“they are not cheaper, tastier or healthier”) and
suggests that only companies like Monsanto stand to reap huge benefits from such products.
Greenpeace has applauded Greece’s determination to stay GMO-free.

Friends of the Earth campaigns against GMOs and operates a GMO-free Europe website. Helen
Holder, a GMO campaigner with Friends of the Earth noted: "Every country must have the
democratic right to protect its citizens and environment. Neither the Commission nor the WTO
should be allowed to force Europeans to eat genetically modified foods."

5.4 The Cyprus Consumers Association supports that “when GM is used in food production,
each product has to be assessed for safety before it can be sold anywhere in the EU. Concerns
about GMOs mainly relate to their potential impact on the environment”.



5.5 The Canadian case of Monsanto v. Schmeiser

The cranola crop of a farmer called Percy Schmeiser was contaminated by Monsanto’s Roundup
Ready canola, possibly from seeds flying off passing trucks. Monsanto, a huge multinational with
an annual revenue of $6 billion, took Schmeiser to court for patent infringement. The case begun
in 1998 and was portrayed in the media as a classic David-and-Goliath confrontation. The trial
ended as a pyrrhic victory for Monsanto when the Supreme Court issued their decision in May
2004.

The Court decided that Monsanto's patent was valid, but Schmeiser was not forced to pay
Monsanto anything (Monsanto were demanding a $15/acre technology fee, amongst other
things- their total demand was $400,000) as he did not profit from the presence of Roundup
Ready canola in his fields. The court did not impose punitive damages on Schmeiser, as may
have been expected in a patent infringement case, and the decision did not absolve Monsanto of
responsibility for genetic contamination, or even consider that aspect. Though there are those
who believe Schmeiser knowingly planted Roundup Ready seeds, the trial swung popular
opinion in Canada against the multinational; against its aggressive methods which have
reportedly resulted in launching of hundreds of infringement cases against North American
farmers (most of which were settled out of court), and against GMOs.

Schmeiser still feels aggrieved. His legal bills are in the hundreds of thousands of dollars and he
has lost the right to use his strain of canola, which he says took him decades to develop, because
he can not prove it does not include the Roundup Ready gene Monsanto patented. "If [ would go
to St. Louis and contaminate their plots- destroy what they have worked on for 40 years - I
think [ would be put in jail and the key thrown away," he has noted.



6. Studying public opinion on GMOs

The EU’s cautious policy on GMOs has been partly shaped by the attitudes of its citizens. A 2001
EU Eurobarometer survey quoted in an article by Sylvie Bonny in the Electronic Journal of
Biotechnology showed that, at the time the survey was carried out (1999), Europeans were
quite apprehensive of GMOs. This table is reproduced below as Table A.

The study focused on France in particular, where opinion against GMOs was stronger than in
most European states. Just 10% agreed that the risks from GMOs are acceptable while 63%
agreed with the statement “GM food is simply not necessary”

Table A: How are GMOs perceived as far as risk, utility, naturalness and danger are
concerned?

Why are most Europeans opposed to GMOs? - Factors explaining rejection in France and Europe

Eurobarometer survey 52.1 in late 1999 (Eurobarometer, 2001) (% of answers)

Opinion:
Items proposed: agree neither agree nor | disagree Don’t know
disagree
EU France EU France EU France EU France
- Even if GM food had benefits, it is | 71 82 12 9.5 10 6 7 3
fundamentally unnatural
- GM food threatens the natural order | 67 80 13 9 11 6 8 4
of things
- If anything went wrong with GM food, | 60 69 15 14 12 11 13 7
it would be a worldwide catastrophe.
- GM food is simply not necessary 56 63 18 18 17 13 9 6
- Idread the idea of GM food. 55 67 17 16 22 14 6 3
- If the majority of people were in | 29 20 20 20 41 54 9 6
favour of GM food, then it should be
allowed.
- Of al the risks we face these days, die | 27 26 20 17 39 60 14 7
risk from GM food is quite small
- The risks from GM food are acceptable | 17 10 18 21 50 61 15 8
- GM food poses no danger for future | 13 9 17 15 52 65 18 12
generation

Opinion against GMOs was shown to be even stronger in Greece. Asked to state whether they
agreed or disagreed with the statement “I do not want this type of food”, more than 50% of
respondents agreed in each and every one of the nations included in the survey. In Greece, 93%
of those questioned agreed, more than in any other country. This could be seen as a success for
environmental NGOs in a nation where public opinion has led to a nationwide moratorium on
GM crops.

Public opinion in Cyprus seems also against GMOs, certainly, according to a Eurobarometer
study, and also judging by the complaints and issues raised by concerned citizens and the
support given to the issue by Parliament. There is a view that the public debate was one-sided
and alarmist. That said, it would be accurate to state, however, that people in Cyprus are very
concerned about the quality and suitability of the food they eat. One 2006 study of Limassol by
the Consumers Association showed that the issue of food quality (which included the issues of
GM foods as well as expired or infected foods), was third in a list of concerns among more than
300 people. People are indeed very concerned about what they put into their bodies.




Figure 1

"Could you please tell me if you tend to agree or tend to disagree with this following statement about GM
food: "I do not want this type of food’’ (% of answers)
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Figure 1. European opposition to GM food by country.

Source: Eurobarometer 55.2, organized and supervised by EC. Poll carried out between 10 May and 15 June 2001;
16029 people questioned, an average some 1000 people per Member State (Eurobarometer, 2001)

Countries are marked by increasing level of rejection.

(DK — don’t know)

Germany (new Lander): former East Germany

Germany (former Lander): former West Germany

A more recent Eurobarometer study showed similar trends to both the earlier European-wide
study but also to the findings of the Cypriot Consumers’ Association. Forty-one percent of
Cypriots noted they were “very worried” about GMO products in food and drink, more than in
any other country. In addition 76% were worried to some extent. The government needs to bear
this in mind both when formulating GMO policy (especially policy on the sale of food products
containing GMOs) and when explaining its position to concerned Cypriots.



Table B

QB5.2 For each of the following issues, please tell me if you are very worried, fairly worried, not
very worried or not at all worried by it?

Genetically modified products in food or drinks

Total Very Fairly Not very | Not at all | OK Worried Not
worried worried worried worried worried

EU25 | 24642 25% 37% 24% 10% 3% 62% 35%
BE 1047 18% 34% 33% 14% 1% 53% 47%
CZ 1011 21% 29% 31% 14% 5% 50% 45%
DK 1011 22% 33% 29% 13% 3% 55% 43%
D-W 1015 30% 34% 23% 12% 1% 64% 35%
DE 1528 29% 33% 25% 12% 1% 62% 37%
D-E 510 23% 30% 30% 16% 1% 53% 46%
EE 1009 17% 34% 30% 11% 8% 51% 41%
EL 1000 40% 41% 13% 5% 2% 81% 17%
ES 1016 18% 38% 29% 11% 4% 55% 40%
FR 1014 27% 38% 21% 9% 4% 65% 30%
IE 1000 16% 34% 27% 17% 7% 50% 44%
IT 1000 33% 43% 16% 4% 3% 77% 20%
CcY 502 41% 36% 14% 9% 1% 76% 23%
LV 1049 36% 34% 16% 9% 5% 70% 25%
LT 1002 29% 34% 17% 11% 9% 63% 28%
LU 500 25% 40% 21% 11% 3% 65% 32%
HU 1012 33% 30% 22% 12% 4% 63% 33%
HT 500 20% 33% 25% 11% 11% 52% 36%
HL 1000 13% 29% 38% 17% 2% 42% 55%
AT 1012 33% 36% 25% 4% 2% 69% 29%
PL 999 30% 42% 16% 5% 7% 72% 21%
PT 1000 16% 38% 27% 13% 6% 54% 40%
SI 1037 24% 44% 24% 5% 2% 68% 30%
SK 1056 12% 41% 30% 13% 4% 53% 43%
FI 1003 13% 33% 40% 13% 1% 46% 53%
SE 1000 11% 35% 36% 17% 2% 46% 53%
UK 1334 20% 34% 30% 13% 3% 53% 44%

Source: Special Eurobarometer report 238 ( Feb. 2006)




7. The actual situation (as of July 2007) in Europe on a country by country basis.

The table on that follows shows the GMO status of European states, indicating in the second
column the country’s status in relation to allowing the cultivation of GMOs; the third column
indicates the number of regions within a state where GMOs have been banned and the final
column summarises the legal basis for achieving the ban (where appropriate). It should be
noted that bans do not necessarily mean ‘blanket bans’ on all GMOs, but could be on particular
varieties only.

Table C: The GMO-status of European states (based mainly on voluntary declarations but
also in some cases on legally binding instruments).

Country GMO Status Number of GMO- | Basis for achieving
free regions? status?

Austria GMO-free country - 9 Bundeslander (all) | Article 16 (‘safeguard
- Over 100 | clause’) of Directive
municipalities 90/220/EEC

Article 23 Directive
2001/18/EG

Greece GMO- free country 54 prefectures (all) Article 16 Directive

90/220/EEC

Poland GMO- free country -16 regions (all) - regions declared

-over 300 farms | themselves GMO-free
declared themselves | - national Parliament
GMO-free zones passed 2 Acts in
2006: Act on Seeds,
Act on Feeds, which
enforced a general

ban.
Cyprus Overall status to be | 6 municipalities: Municipalities passed
decided. =~ GMO-free | Ayios Athanasios, | declarations.
within Natura 2000 | Engomi, Larnaca,
sites. Latsia, Strovolos,
Yermasogia .
Albania To be decided.
Presently a 5 year
ban on GMOs which
came into effect in
2005 is in force.
Belgium Partial ban (in | 120 municipalities ( | Municipalities passed
certain regions) 39 in Flanders, 81 in | declarations.
Wallonia)
Bulgaria GM- free  within | 5regions Regions declared
National Ecological themselves GM-free
Network area & in by signing the
30-km buffer zone European
around it. Declaration
- 2005 legislation
prohibits several GM
crops but allows
maize, soybean &
grapeseed
Croatia Partial ban 12 counties (out of | Counties passed
20) declarations.
France Partial ban 6 Departments, 15 | Passed declarations
regions, 1250

municipalities




Germany Partial ban 27,000 farmers, 80 | Farmers sign legally
municipalities, binding contracts
majority of | not to grow GMOs
Protestant  church-
land

Hungary National-scalebanon | 2 regions and 61 | -national ban based

GM maize MON 810 communities on Article 23,
Directive
2001/18/EC

Ireland Partial ban 9 counties, 5 | Passed declarations
towns/cities, 1000
zones through
private initiatives.

[taly National government | 15 (out of 20) | Passed declarations

ratified Tuscany | regions, 27 provinces
region’s GMO ban. & 2446
(Nearly 80% of Italy | municipalities

is GMO-free).

Luxembourg Partial ban 9 municipalities Passed declarations

Former  Yugoslavian | Partial ban 1 region

Republic of

Macedonia(FYROM)

Malta To be decided None yet

Netherlands 1 city (Culemborg) Passed declarations

Portugal Partial ban 1 region, 26 | Passed declarations
municipalities

Romania National ban since | 24 communes, 2 | Passed declarations

January 2007 on | cities
cultivation of
herbicide resistant
Roundup Ready
soybeans.

Serbia National ban on | none National legislation

import of whole
grains to prevent
planting of GM crops.

Slovakia Partial ban 10 municipalities Passed declarations

Spain Partial ban 4 regions, 30 | Passed declarations
municipalities

UK Welsh Assembly | 4 Councils in | Passed declarations

adopted GM-free | Scotland, 60 areas in
policy England




7.1 There are three GMO-free countries in the EU at present. How did they achieve such
status?

Greece and Austria used Community Law, whereas Poland enacted national legislation that bans
GMOs.

In Poland efforts to keep GMOs out started in 2004 with local government action. In September
2004 Podkarpackie Voievodeship local government announced itself to be a GMO-free zone. By
2006 16 local governments announced they were GMO-free zones. These declarations, however,
were not legally binding.

In 2006 the Polish national government passed the Seeds Act and the Feeds Act, which
established a general ban on GMOs. The Seeds Act of April 27 2006 Article 1(5) states that
“genetically modified varieties can not be registered in the National Variety Catalogue”. Article 1
(43) establishes that “genetically modified seeds propagating material can not be placed on the
market on the territory of the Republic of Poland”.

This ban is considered an infringement of Directive 2001/18/EC Article 22 and Article 23, as
well as of Directive 2002/53 Article 4 and article 16. The European Commission has initiated
official procedures against Poland in accordance with Article 226 of the Treaty on European
Union.

The Feeds Act 2006 prohibits the placing of GM feeds on the Polish market. Article 1 paragraph
1(4) of the Act states that “it is forbidden to produce, place on the market and use for animal
feeding genetically modified feeds and genetically modified organism designed for feed usage”.

Commission Decision 2006/335/EC of 8 May 2006 accepts the prohibition from Polish territory
of the usage of GM varieties of 16 maize MON 810 (listed in the Common Catalogue of varieties
of agricultural plant species, pursuant to Council Directive 2002/53/EC). These maize varieties
are considered unsuitable for Polish agriculture due to the country’s climate conditions.

In 1999 Austria banned GM maize and rapeseed by invoking Article 16 Directive 90/220. The
Commission has tried to overrule this “Ordinance on Genetically Modified Seed”, but member-
states have supported the ban. Following the WTO criticism of Austria’s position on GMOs, the
Commission was keen to see Austria’s ban repealed. On 18 December 2006, the EU
Environment Ministers did not support a Commission proposal to lift the Austrian bans. Thus,
Austria is allowed to remain, for the time being at least, GMO free.

The judgment in the Joined Cases T-366/03 & T-235/04 Land Oberdsterreich and Republic of
Austria v Commission clarifies a number of points in respect of the procedure and substantive
conditions to be complied with when Member States want to introduce new legislation on the
protection of the environment which diverges from a harmonization measure adopted by the
Council pursuant to Article 95 EC. In other words, the judgment deals with the extent to which
there is pre-emption by the EC when it legislates under Article 95 EC.

Land Oberosterreich, the region of Upper Austria, sought to introduce new measures to ban the
cultivation of seed composed of GMOs which were stricter than those laid down by Directive
2001/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 March 2001 on the deliberate
release into the environment of genetically modified organisms and repealing Council Directive
90/220/EEC. Austria notified those measures to the Commission under Article 95 § 5 EC. The
Commission took a decision prohibiting those measures on the ground that the substantive
conditions of Article 95 § 5 EC were not fulfilled. Then the Land Oberosterreich and Austria
brought an action to annul the Commission's negative decision.


http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62003A0366:EN:HTML
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:62003A0366:EN:HTML
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2001:106:0039:0039:EN:PDF
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2001:106:0039:0039:EN:PDF
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2001:106:0039:0039:EN:PDF
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2001:106:0039:0039:EN:PDF

The Court of First Instance's judgment upheld the Commission's decision. It is interesting
because it states that the member state has no specific right to be heard by the Commission
during the course of procedure leading to the adoption of the decision specified in Article Article
95 § 6 EC; that the member state invoking Article 95 § 5 EC bears the burden of proving that its
conditions are fulfilled; and that the precautionary principle cannot apply if the conditions of
Article 95 § 5 EC are not fulfilled.

Incidentally, the Court of First Instance held that the Land Oberdsterreich had the legal
standing to seek annulment of the decision even though that decision was addressed to Austria,
because it was the legislation of the Land Oberdsterreich which was at stake.

In Greece all 54 prefectures, and thereby the whole country, has been declared GMO-free.
Greece upholds a restriction on the GM swede rape Topas 19/2 under article 16 Directive
90/220 (the ‘safeguard clause’) and against GM maize MON 810 under Article 23 of Directive
18/2001.

Despite 19 field trials in four years from 1996-1999, Greek farmers’ fields have remained GMO
free. Greece also placed an import ban on GMOs (using a national safeguard clause, much to the
dislike of the Commission which has tried to convince Greece to lift the ban) and has restricted
the import of several new varieties.

The WTO has ruled that six countries that had applied national bans on GMOs (Austria, Belgium,
France, Germany, Itlay and Luxembourg) had violated WTO rules. In 2005, Environment
Ministers from across Europe voted to allow nations to keep their bans on GMOs, rejecting a
Commission proposal that would have seen these bans lifted. However, the WTO, in its recent
ruling, criticized the Greek ban on GMOs. The US will be placing greater pressure on the
Commission to ensure that the bans- in Austria and Greece (where the bans apply to the whole
country), Luxembourg, France, Italy, Belgium and Germany (which have partial bans) are
rescinded soon.

7.2 How did Hungary manage to enforce a national-scale ban on GM maize MON 810?

This was achieved on the basis of Article 23(1) of Directive 2001/18/EC of the European
Parliament and the Council of 12 March 200,1 on the deliberate release of genetically modified
organisms into the environment, which repeals Council Directive 90/220/EE. This article reads
as follows:

‘1. Where a Member State, as a result of new or additional information made available since the
date of the consent and affecting the environmental risk assessment or reassessment of existing
information on the basis of new or additional scientific knowledge, has detailed grounds for
considering that a GMO as or in a product which has been properly notified and has received
written consent under this Directive constitutes a risk to human health or the environment, that
Member State may provisionally restrict or prohibit the use and/or sale of that GMO as or in a
product on its territory.

The Member State shall ensure that in the event of a severe risk, emergency measures, such as
suspension or termination of the placing on the market, shall be applied, including information to
the public.

The Member State shall immediately inform the Commission and the other Member States of
actions taken under this Article and give reasons for its decision, supplying its review of the
environmental risk assessment, indicating whether and how the conditions of the consent should
be amended or the consent should be terminated, and, where appropriate, the new or additional
information on which its decision is based.’



The Hungarian national gene technology authority has found that in the case of the in-bred lines
and hybrids originating from the MON 810 maize line, the criteria specified in Article 23(1) of
Directive 2001/18/EC in Hungary justify the introduction of the prohibition and the
introduction of the protective clause procedure.

7.3 What is the position in Malta, which was attempting to declare the whole island GMO-
free?

When seeking ideas of how Cyprus can shape its policy on GMOs, it is of value to consider
policies in other countries, particularly those of nations similar to Cyprus. Malta is much smaller
than Cyprus, consisting of an archipelago of seven islands, of which only three are populated.
Malta has, like Cyprus, only recently entered the EU. It is a growing nation that relies on tourism
and shipping. The environment, for so many years ignored, is now being considered to a much
greater extent when decisions are taken and the people have become more environmentally
aware - NGO membership per 1000 people is far higher than in Cyprus.

Seven Maltese NGOs have come together to demand that, in accordance with the precautionary
principle, Malta remains GMO free. The Maltese government has so far been supportive of their
calls. Though there are no laws in Malta that regulate GMOs (other that those transcribing the
European Directives and Regulations, which the Maltese government is working to integrate)
the presence of a strong environmental lobby and an increasing concern over the risks of GMOs
were enough to convince the Maltese government that a study on the impacts of GMOs and the
legislation relating to them was necessary.

The study recommended the setting up of a Biosafety Coordinating Committee (the BCC). This
was established in 2002 with the aim of providing an integrated approach to biosafety, to the
contained use and deliberate release of GMOs, and to placing on the market products containing
GMOs. Its main function is to advise the government’s Environment and Planning Authority
(MEPA) and the Minister for Rural Affairs on the impacts of GMOs. The BCC must receive copies
of all applications for the use of a GMO from the MEPA. It then examines each application on a
case-by-case basis and makes its recommendations to the MEPA. The BCC then sends its
findings to the European Commission.

Cyprus would do well to follow this kind of system by setting up a competent authority that is
made up of experts in molecular biotechnology, biochemistry, planning and environmental
assessment or environmental health, just as Malta has.



8. A Summary of Prevailing Uncertainties

“In these matters the only certainty is that nothing is certain”,

Pliny the Elder, Roman philosopher

The paradox above is two millennia old, but remains familiar in this age of uncertainties. It
applies also to GMOs, where the uncertainties are many. These are highlighted below, in point
form, ending with a caveat. Perhaps it is better to be safer than sorry.

On the science, ethics and image of GMOs:

GMOs are unnatural, as are the many breeds of dog (although the consumption of dogs is
voluntary!)

Genetic engineering is a science, BUT splicing can be haphazard.

GMOs may bring an end to world hunger, BUT perhaps a fairer distribution of land and
funds and change in world politics is just as likely to achieve this.

Most Europeans oppose GMOs, although GMO protagonists allege that this attitude
stems from a lack of informed debate

The US promotes GMOs, perhaps under the influence of multinationals like Genentech,
Bayer and Monsanto.

While Monsanto have been aggressive in marketing their product and pursuing
copyright infringement cases, such an attitude is common to many large corporations.

On the impacts of GMOs:

GMOS seem to have health effects; science is divided.

We do not have enough sound knowledge of GMOs despite the fact that people have
been creating them for decades and growing GM crops for more than ten years.
Transgenes may be absorbed by bacteria in the human gut; there is no evidence yet that
this can have harmful effects.

Growing GM crops generally may impact negatively on wildlife although the GMOs may
not be the only cause of this impact (and in some cases no harmful effects were noted -
indeed in a handful of instances there may be a short term rise in some insect
populations where GM crops are grown.)

Once GM crops are field tested they may end up contaminating huge expanses, wiping
out strains created by selective breeding and making organic farming impossible.
Segregation may avoid contamination, but is difficult and expensive to implement and
may still render organic farming impossible.

On current practices:

Unprocessed GM products are not currently available in supermarkets but there is a
good chance that the corn syrup, maize starch or soy lecithin in a product you buy may
contain or be produced using GMOs. Cotton apparel has been made from GM cotton for
years.

GM crops are grown on a limited scale in Europe except in Spain, where they are found
on a larger scale, but fields throughout Europe may be contaminated with GMOs.

The EU has a much tougher position than the USA on allowing GM foods and crops but
this stance may be contravening WTO regulations to which they have previously agreed.
The WTO has moved against a number of EU countries that have placed unilateral bans
and the European Commission has also tried to get such bans repealed but perhaps the
rights of the consumer should outweigh any trade agreement.

There is only a little proof so far to suggest that GM crops and GM foods may be harmful
to the environment and humans respectively, BUT the precautionary principle demands
care if something cannot be proven to be harmless.


http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/874.html

9. Major conclusions for Cyprus:

Better safe than sorry: The need for precaution in Cyprus, but also for scientific rigour
and a strong legal argument to back our position.

At present, Cyprus has no final position on GMOs, although it is working its way towards
becoming GMO-free, without yet demonstrating the requisite legal and scientific backing. There
is no nationwide moratorium (although some regions and towns have independently declared
themselves GMO free (but it is not quite clear if this declaration has involved agreement with
stakeholders, such as farmers, or simply statements by the local authority). Cyprus has no
specific GM legislation other than that handed to it from Europe. However, it does not allow
GMOs in strains that could be related to endemic species and it is the first EU state to have
enacted that there can be no GMOs in Natura 2000 sites (new member-state Bulgaria now has
similar provisions with a 30km protection radius!). The official stance bravely taken by Cypriot
Ministers at EU meetings has always been very cautious towards GMOs. In Council debates
throughout 2005-2006, Cyprus has taken the position that:

“We have serious reservations on this issue, considering the small size of our
country. The safe co-existence of genetically modified cultivations with
conventional or organic agriculture in small island states such as Cyprus, is
considered essentially impossible. Taking into account various factors such as:
increased biodiversity, related threat of alteration to species, and the
dispersed and very small agricultural lot, makes it evident that the allocation
of zones would be purely a theoretical mapping exercise.”

Cyprus is a party to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and has ratified the Protocol (the US,
for example, is not a member and neither is Argentina- one of America’s allies in the WTO-
which has signed, but not ratified, the agreement) which begins, quite simply with:

“In accordance with the precautionary approach contained in Principle 15 of
the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, the objective of this
Protocol is to contribute to ensuring an adequate level of protection in the field
of the safe transfer, handling and use of living modified organisms resulting
from modern biotechnology that may have adverse effects on the conservation
and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking also into account risks to
human health, and specifically focusing on transboundary movements”.

The Cartagena Protocol which has developed out of the Convention on Biological Diversity, Rio,
1992, has been criticised as being too bureaucratic, but it is also considered useful by many. It
encourages precaution, it requires that nations report their decisions back to a Biosafety
Clearing House, and it also seems to encourage trade, so long as caution is exercised where
necessary. Below is an extract from the Protocol’s preamble. Note the last few lines of the text
(in italics).

- Aware of the rapid expansion of modern biotechnology and the growing public
concern over its potential adverse effects on biological diversity, taking also into
account risks to human health,- Recognizing that modern biotechnology has
great potential for human well-being if developed and used with adequate safety
measures for the environment and human health,

- Recognizing also the crucial importance to humankind of centres of origin and
centres of genetic diversity,

- Taking into account the limited capabilities of many countries, particularly
developing countries, to cope with the nature and scale of known and potential
risks associated with living modified organisms,

- Recognizing that trade and environment agreements should be mutually
supportive with a view to achieving sustainable development,



- Emphasizing that this Protocol shall not be interpreted as implying a change in the
rights and obligations of a Party under any existing international agreements,

- Understanding that the above recital is not intended to subordinate this Protocol
to other international agreements...”

The Cartagena Protocol is not a reason for Cyprus to ban GMOs, nor enough of a justification to
do so, but it is a useful international agreement to call upon if Cyprus does place a moratorium
on GMOs and if this moratorium is questioned by the European Commission or others. The
reasons why such a moratorium might be considered are summarised below.

There is a lot of evidence, though much of it is circumstantial, to suggest that GMOs may indeed
be harmful to animal and human health and to the environment. But GMOs are already on our
supermarket shelves and there is little one can do about that, except demand the proper
labelling of foods so that the consumer is able to make a real, informed choice. Allowing the
WTO to impose its will or letting the Commission lift bans is an interference with the right of
choice; not telling consumers what they are putting on the plates and in their mouths (as is the
case in the US) seems almost dishonest, at least to many of us in Europe. Biotech supporters
have argued that GMOs are the future and that those who oppose GMOs are ignorant or, worse,
paranoid (although much evidence suggests that they are not). However, not a single GM expert,
biotech representative or politician has ever directly suggested that governments and
consumers should not be given the right to choose what they want in their fields, on their
supermarket shelves and on their plates.

One thing Cyprus can do especially in light of the “better safe than sorry” attitude of the
precautionary principle - is to ensure that GM crops are not cultivated in this country. Cyprus
does not need them- traditional varieties have worked well so far (in particular the Cyprus
potato) - and the risks could be too great for all of us, including for the farmers who will be
using them. When the small size of our island is taken into account, it is all too easy for
contamination to take place- no safe minimum distances for coexistence seem to have been
agreed on and seeds and pollen may be transferred by wind, birds and bees resulting in fields all
over Cyprus being contaminated with GMOs. It would therefore prevent organic farming almost
anywhere on the island. The costs of monitoring and rigorously testing farmers’ harvests could
be prohibitive. Testing for GMOs requires technical knowhow and expensive tests which may
not always be possible in Cyprus, while the bureaucratic backlog of documentation created by
applications will require many man- hours.

Until there is real and concrete evidence to show that GM seed are safe and, indeed,
better and more beneficial than conventional varieties, then it is recommended that the
government places a moratorium, suspending imports of GM seeds and temporarily
banning their use.

At some point in the future this decision may be reversed. But now it is unreasonable to allow
GMOs when the potential risks seem to outweigh the benefits and when there is strong
opposition to their importation and use.

However, following the court case regarding the Austrian ban on GM maise, it seems that a
national ban on GM crops is not legally feasible unless backed with strict science as done by
Hungary. It also seems that bans can be imposed on a regional basis, preferably involving
institutions other than governments. Equally a ‘blanket ban’ covering all GMOs is not possible.
Each and every GM seed/product approved by the European Commission has to be examined on
its own merits (hence the success of Hungary in banning GM maise MON810). Therefore, using
the examples of Austria and Hungary, Cyprus needs to start its own studies to identify on a
scientific basis the specific risks that could apply and to follow a legal procedure for banning
that is defensible. The recent refusal (October 2007), to include a GM potato seed on our
national inventory of potato seed seems a good starting point, since there is every reason to
want to protect the early ‘cyprus potato’ and its market value.



10. Recommendations

As we have seen, there are three ways in which potential dangers from GMOs may affect us:
manufactured foods containing GMOs; fodder containing GMOs given to animals bred for
market use; and growing GM crops. In the light of the preceeding information and the lack of
certainty (and openness) that prevails, itis the recommendation of this report:

1.

On the question of crops/seeds, the Cyprus Government should not allow the
importation of GM seed or unprocessed GM crops, the cultivation of GM crops, the use
of GMOs by food processors or the use and/or testing of transgenic organism by local
laboratories until such a time as deemed appropriate, and that Terra Cypria and the
Laona Foundation should continue to advocate in favour of a GMO-free Cyprus.

On the question of food containing GMOs, Terra Cypria and Laona should advocate for
full and open choice for the consumer by demanding easy-to-read labelling and the
display of GM foods on separate shelves;

On the question of animal fodder, the two Foundations should ask Government to
follow closely the current debate in Europe and not to facilitate the lowering of
existing controls through artificially-inflated demand.

Additionally, the two Foundations should promote the following measures:

4.

The government should continue to oppose GMOs at the European level, and to argue for
independent assessment of GMOs over and above the information provided by the
manufacturers. On the domestic level it should liaise with the Consumer’s Association and
various relevant non-governmental bodies to decide GMO policy, including the
establishment of a Maltese-style Biosafety Coordinating Committee.

The Government should undertake a scientific study concerning the potential effects of
releasing approved GMOs on local species.

All official departments whose staff could be invited to GMO-related meetings in Brussels
should be advised in detail of our country’s standing so that they can hold their own at such
meetings.

Concerning the introduction of food stuffs (as opposed to seeds) containing GMOs, the
consumers’ rights (including that of choice) should be protected by insisting that such
products are placed on different shelves in addition to easy-to-read labelling. However,
labelling in itself is not enough. Busy, older or less educated consumers should not be
expected to have to read full details of every product, that is why separate display is
essential. If in the end this cannot be achieved by enactment of the Bill now going through
Parliament, ways and means should be sought by interested agencies to achieve this
through voluntary agreements with supermarkets. (See the example of Carrefour in
France).

The numbers of food allergy cases in Cyprus should be monitored. This study will, however,
stop short of suggesting that GM crop field trials be held or even that epidemiological trials
are carried out. In the case of field trials, this would involve the deliberate release of GMOs
in the environment, which is something that we need to avoid if the moratorium is instated.
In the case of epidemiological trials (on humans or lab animals) this would involve feeding
some subjects with foods containing GMOs. Without even looking into the ethics of this it is
enough to say that it is unnecessary- such trials are already being carried out elsewhere and
there is no reason for results to be different from country to country. It is, however,
important to consider whether results from, e.g. Hungary, can be used within a Cypriot
framework.



NOTE

After this report had been completed three issues arose which are worthy of note.

1. News was published in the mid 2007 of a development in the fight against cancer by giving

2.

patients genetically modified eggs containing proteins suitable for cancer patients.
Consultant Lucas Psillakis was asked to respond to this piece of information. His comments
are quoted below.

“The cancer charities have welcomed the development which seems to indicate that
not all genetic engineering is bad. These eggs are not for general consumption but
for treating patients. You or I would not consume them or their extracts. But for
patients, whatever the negative effects, these will likely be outweighed by their
positive impacts.

And for once, biotechnology has come up with something truly useful. While one can
argue that so many GM products have been produced to line the pockets of a few,
and that most of the experiments have had no real purpose, the GM eggs are a more
positive development that shows how biotech can do good. Now the biotech
industry and the pharmaceuticals industry need to work together to make the
treatment easily and cheaply available to all who need them.

The only concern, at the moment, is from an animal welfare point of view (although
there may be risks of contamination to consider as well) - a moral debate rather
than a scientific one. In the general euphoria created by this breakthrough, however,
we must all remain fully aware of the risks concerning other GMO products.”

In late 2007 the Cyprus Minister of Agriculture, Natural Resources and the Environment
announced that the Government will undertake a scientific study to support its position on
GMOs. It is hoped that the examples of other EU states will be taken into account vis-a-vis
the rigorous scientific evidence required as well as the need for input from various agencies.

Early in 2008 the European Commission issued its decision on the Polish Draft Law on
GMOs. Specific articles placing additional restrictions on the deliberate release of GMOs into
the environment were rejected. Two decisions published in the Official Journal of the
European Communities of 19/01/08 provide a clear statement (see articles 45 - 52) as to
when such derogations may be obtained. The conditions are cumulative and apply in the
case of new scientific evidence affecting the environment or the working environment,
where the problem is specific to the member state, and where it has arisen after adoption of
the harmonization measure. Some of the arguments used by Poland and rejected by the EU
(fragmentation of farms, societal fears, need to indemnify farmers) are similar to those
which have been raised in a general way by Cyprus. The message from this decision is that
the grounds for exceptions are strictly limited to those just mentioned. Thus there can be no
general ban on admission of GMOs; they can only be fought on a case by case basis.
Moreover it is up to the member-state to prove its case. This may be seen as disappointing
news for Cyprus, on the other hand we have been forewarned so as to make a better case
than we might have done otherwise.
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Appendix
PART I : Introducing genetic engineering
An introduction to GMOs: The parable of Thomas Midgley

In 1921, a bright young General Motors scientist called Thomas Midgley, realised that tetra-
ethyl lead or TEL, as it became also known, an organometallic compound produced from the
reaction of ethyl chloride and a sodium-lead alloy, could act as a very effective “antiknocking”
additive in motor fuel. TEL increased the octane rating, protected various engine parts against
wear and increased efficiency. In short, TEL was a godsend and Thomas Midgley was hailed as a
genius.

Thomas Midgley was a brilliant scientist. He also helped to develop chloroflurocarbons, or CFCs
which replaced the various toxic and explosive substances used in refrigerators. And, for many
years, his creations were considered harmless to both humans and the environment.

Today we know better. Lead has been faced out of automobile gasoline in America and Europe
(although it is still found in car fuel in some countries and in aircraft fuel. CFCs are atmospheric
pollutants which damage the ozone layer and can contribute to the greenhouse effect. Midgley’s
two most famous inventions seem to have done almost as much harm as they have done good.

Thomas Midgley was killed by one of his own inventions. An elaborate system of pulleys that he
designed to help him out of bed after he had contracted polio ended up strangling him. It was an
embarrassing end to a great scientist who will forever be remembered for all the wrong
reasons.

When CFCs and leaded petrol were introduced, they were obviously improvements on what was
around at the time. Lacking foresight, few wondered about the negative impacts of
developments like these. Whether Thomas Midgely knew or not has been debated many times.
Certainly people knew that lead was poisonous and many at the time suspected that TEL would
prove to be harmful. Whether Midgley, Kettering, the man he worked for, and their associates
and employers were trying to hide the true facts or not is unknown. What is known is that a lot
of money was made from TEL.

In a sense, the debate on GMOs, genetically modified organisms, and on the cultivation and use
in food products of genetically modified crops brings Thomas Midgley’s great inventions to
mind. Like CFCs and lead in petrol, GM crops may be a great thing theoretically- the companies
that produce certainly seem to think so- but, the uncertainties are great, certainly according to
the scientists, farmers and concerned citizens throughout the world who campaign against the
cultivation of GMOs and their use in food products.

In the last few years campaigners have a new weapon in their fight against GMOs. The European
Commission has adopted a Communication on the Precautionary Principle as “a basis for action
where science is unable to give a clear answer” according to a Commission press release. The
Communication itself was not as clear as the text within the European treaty a year later that
noted that “Union policy on the environment shall aim at a high level of protection taking into
account the diversity of situations in the various regions of the Union. It shall be based on the
precautionary principle and on the principles that preventive action should be taken, that
environmental damage should as a priority be rectified at source and that the polluter should
pay” but still did not actually define the Precautionary Principle.

Still, the principle has been defined by others and its relation to the GMO debate will be
discussed later in this document.



The US Food and Drug Administration (as well as the World Health Organisation) prefers a
principle called “substantial equivalence” which dictates that a new product that has the same
intended use as known product and the same intended characteristics then it is deemed to be
substantially equivalent and, therefore, as safe and effective as the original product. This
principle has many critics, most of whom argue that the method is unscientific. One paper
published in the esteemed periodical Nature in 1999 concluded that “substantial equivalence is
a pseudo-scientific concept because it is a commercial and political judgement masquerading as
if it were scientific. It is, moreover, inherently anti-scientific because it was created primarily to
provide an excuse for not requiring biochemical or toxicological tests”. The paper provoked a
number of replies, some of which criticised its conclusions.

The important point to remember is that substantial equivalence should never be a substitute
for safety testing but a principle that can be a useful tool for regulatory scientists.

The above is a short introduction to the GM debate. The most salient facts and arguments put
forward so far will be outlined on the next pages and this report will aim to make suggestions
on whether (and how) GMOs should be allowed into our farmers’ fields and onto our
supermarket shelves.

Inevitably, some assumptions need to be made and perhaps it is wide to err on the side of
caution. Those who seek to understand the debate reach a conclusion need to rely on known
facts but also concepts, predictions, estimates and some intelligent guesswork. There is no
crystal ball in science.

Evolution and mutation: Darwin explained and expanded

Ever since Darwin, the mechanism by which organisms evolve became known and the way it
works has been studied. Before Charles Darwin’s groundbreaking theory, people were aware
that species evolved and realised that this evolution was effectively borne out of necessity but
did not know how. Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, who Darwin recognized as an inspiration, wrote of
acquired traits. One way of describing his theories would be to say that he believed that a
giraffe, in order to reach the leaves on a tall tree, struggled to lift itself and strained its neck to
reach until its legs and neck had, over several generations, grown so that it was best suited to its
surroundings and food source.

Darwin realised that physical traits could not be acquired over on, or even several, generations.
He believed that some members of a species’ population were better suited than others to
survive and that they passed on their traits to their offspring. Though Darwin drew his
conclusions by studying finches and not giraffes, one could say that his theory would suggest
that both short giraffes and taller ones existed once. The taller ones, being most capable of
survival (or “fittest”) because they could reach the leaves on trees in order to feed, were the
ones who lived on to pass their traits onto the next generation. The shorter giraffes simply died
out.

It was Gregor Mendel, an Austrian monk (he born in what today is actually a village in the Czech
Republic), who first realised how the traits considered by Lamarck and Darwin could be passed
on from one generation to the next. Working with pea plants, Mendel theorised the basic laws
that governed genetics and recognised the existence of genes and, in doing so, changed the
world. Some say that Mendel’s results were almost too perfect to have come about naturally and
that he “fiddled” with his results to prove his theories. But, regardless of whether he did alter his
findings or not, without the father of modern genetics, whose work was not fully recognised
until after his death, the world today would be a different place in many ways.

More than a hundred years after Mendel, modern genetics has also studied mutations, changes
in genes that occur rarely and randomly, often upon exposure to a mutagen such as radiation or
carcinogens. Most mutations are harmless and inconsequential (the kind that might produce an



extra toe or but some are harmful. Some of these happen when the foetus is still being formed
but others, such as developing cancer as a result of exposure to radiation, can happen later in
life. Very rarely, a mutation can be beneficial because it can lead to a characteristic that will help
that organism survive and produce more, or healthier, offspring.

It can be said that gene-splicing (more on which later) is an artificially induced mutation under
controlled conditions, in the same way that selective breeding is an artificial survival of the
fittest. And there have been success stories. Bacteria and other micro-organisms, for example,
have been genetically engineered to produce substances as varied as rennin (chymosin) used to
produce cheese (which once could only be extracted from calves’ stomachs), insulin (said to be
human-identical but suspected of causing pain, fatigue and even deaths in some individuals and
vaccines for diseases such as Hepatitis B.

Now biochemical multinationals and their scientists are suggesting that genetic engineering can
help to solve a whole host of problems and cure a number of diseases. Many remain
unconvinced, suggesting that it is dangerous to play God, and dubbing GM food crops
“Frankenfoods”. The following pages will point out some of the facts and try to debunk the
myths of the GM debate.

The discovery of the double helix and the opening of new worlds

To truly understand genetics, one must look more closely at the structure of genes. When
Friedrich Miescher first isolated something found in the nuclei of cells, he named the substance
“nuclein” and left it at that. Later, it was realised that nuclein, or what we call “nucleic acid”
today, was the compound genes were made of.

When James Watson and Francis Crick
published their findings on the double
helical structure of DNA (deoxyribo-nucleic
acid) they noted, with typical British
understatement that the structure had
“considerable scientific interest”.
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Every organism on earth carries with it
genetic material, consisting of DNA and/or
RNA (ribo-nucleic acid). In higher
organisms, the genes containing the DNA
are located with chromosomes (man has
23). The DNA itself is made of the
nucleotides guanine, cytosine, adenine and
thymine. The endless combinations of sets
of nucleotides make up the endless
variations in living organisms. In essence,
whether we are male or female or have
have brown eyes or blue is governed by the
frequency and order of certain chemicals in
the DNA found within each of our cells.
Some traits, however, like height or skin
colour, can also be affect, to a great extent
by outside factors.

The Structure of DNA (from:
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o090’ Hydrogen
Bond




Genetic engineering (GE) is the term that is usually used to refer to al the laboratory and
industrial techniques that are used to alter the genetic material of organisms. The term is used
interchangeably with genetic modification. The actual process behind GE involves a technique
called gene splicing, a cutting and pasting of genetic material from one piece of DNA to another
piece in a different organism.

First the gene responsible for the desired characteristic must be isolated and extracted. The
cutting is done using enzymes called restriction endonucleases which, to put it simply, are used
to chop up bits of DNA at specific points. Alternatively the DNA can be built up from RNA using
another enzyme, called reverse transcriptase.

The cut piece of DNA is then often pasted into a plasmid, one of the small circular DNA
molecules find in bacteria. The plasmid acts as a vector and is then used to insert the gene into
the DNA of another organism. Alternatively, a viral vector can be used to “inject” the gene into
the host organism’s DNA. But, virus being what they are, a
great deal of care needs to be taken to ensure that the
portions of the viral DNA which encode its virulence are
not inserted into the host. Opponents of this method have
cited the risks of effectively deliberately infecting an
organism with a virus.

There is a third, cruder, method, often used in food plant
GE, called the biolistic or gene gun method. This involves,
in simple terms, firing pellets of the desired genetic
material at plant cells. The technique has actually proved
surprisingly successful at producing new crop strains.

Gene splicing- A very simplified diagram



PART2: The risks and opportunities of genetic engineering
Getting the facts right: The pros and cons of genetic engineering

Those who support the idea of GMOs point out that it is a technique of great potential for
mankind. Crops can be engineered to be hardier and to produce higher yields, which can, they
say, help to put an end to world hunger. The vitamin, starch or protein content of food crops can
be increased to make them more healthful, more nourishing or more capable of being used for
their intended purpose. Vegetables can also be engineered to last longer on the shelves.

In addition, micro-organisms can be engineered to produce vital substances such as insulin and
vaccines and higher animals can be engineered to help medical science by isolating genes which
can code for illnesses or, and this may be possible one day soon, by being genetically modified
so that they can be used as organ donors in humans. The possibilities are limitless, the biochem
scientists say.

But some scientists, and most environmentalists and consumer watchdogs have highlighted the
problems so far, and noted the risks. GMO crops in particular, since they cannot be confined to a
laboratory, and the foodstuffs they are used to produce have been opposed by those who
criticise genetic engineering.

On the next few pages, there will be some attempt to look at both sides of each argument in the
hope that one can shed some light on the debate and allow people to make an informed decision
of their own.

Feeding the world

"(We object) strongly that the image of the poor and hungry from our countries is being used by
giant multinational corporations to push a technology that is neither safe, environmentally
friendly, nor economically beneficial to us. We do not believe that such companies or gene
technologies will help our farmers to produce the food that is needed in the 21st century. On the
contrary, we think it will destroy the diversity, the local knowledge and the sustainable
agricultural systems that our farmers have developed for millennia and that it will thus undermine
our capacity to feed ourselves."

Statement made to the United Nations by delegates from 24 African states backed by 30
development, farmer and environmental organisations

GM crops are often seen as a panacea by some scientists and many biotechnologists have
suggested that GM foods can help to end world hunger. Monsanto claim to see it as one of their
“global challenges” and their website claims that agriculture can help people “break the poverty
trap”. The text notes that Monsanto "are working to deliver the benefits of these tools to Africa,
a continent that faces many challenges but which has great potential to reduce poverty and
become self-sufficient in agriculture”. But many communities and farmers and a number of
charities and NGOs based in Africa remain unconvinced.

According to their own website, Monsanto also have “donated quality hybrid maize seed to
farmers in Malawi. The cost to grow a ton of maize was $40: $7.50 for quality seed and $32.50
for fertilizer.2 This comparison — spending $400 versus spending $40 — builds a compelling
case for investment in agricultural productivity” (the $400 refers to “purchase and deliver a ton
of maize to feed a family of six for one year).

Though this may seem like an act of charity, to others it may seem unethical because, by
donating seed, biotech companies can make farmers dependent on their products. Monsanto’s
policy brings to mind the Nestle milk controversy of the 1980s and 1990s. In the 1990s, people
all over the world boycotted Nestle due to the Swiss multinational’s policy of donating baby



milk to hospitals in developing countries. Once mothers stopped breastfeeding their babies it
was difficult to start again and they became dependent on expensive powdered milk. Baby milk
contains none of the antibodies found in a mother’s milk. It also needs to be mixed with water,
which in some countries is often polluted or contaminated.

Regardless of the ethics of Monsanto’s policy, it is worth noting that curing world hunger is not
merely a matter of increasing agriculture efficiency (if indeed, it will be increased- some believe
otherwise). The British Medical Association, in a statement also cited later in this report, noted
that “there should be an end to assumptions that GM crops are necessary to feed the starving,
given the complex food distribution, social and economic factors that lie behind such hunger”.

The moral argument

There are those who find the very idea of genetic manipulation repugnant because they believe
that playing around with genes is morally wrong, that biotechnologists are playing God. A
European study shown later in this report revealed that many people consider genetic
engineering fundamentally wrong and “unnatural”. Many people believe that, regardless of the
pros and cons of GE, regardless of whether GMOs are good or bad for you, GE is just plain wrong.

Genetics is a controversial science. Geneticists and biotechnologists have promised that they can
help humanity, but possible advancements in genetics which will lead to prenatal selection
based on genetic evidence or the use of genetics to choose a baby’s sex will not be welcomed by
all. The cloning of Dolly the sheep also signalled worrying times ahead for many. To scientists
the development signalled the possibility of stem cell research- cloning could be used in the
advancement of medical science. To some conservationists it suggested that species could be
saved from extinction using cloning. To religious groups, the event was like the beginning of
Armageddon- in the future it may be possible to clone humans, and the possibilities of this are
endlessly intriguing and deeply frightening.

Biotechnologists have claimed that selective breeding (such as the creation of new dog breeds
or new breeds of sheep) has been going on for millennia. They point out that clones already
exist in this world in the form of identical twins. And they also point to an Old Testament text,
making it difficult for the moralists and religious groups to answer back. Genesis, the first book
of the Old Testament, refers to how God created the world and all living things in seven days.
God says in Genesis “Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have
dominion over the fish of the sea and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all
the earth, and over every creeping thing”.

Perhaps the moral dilemma comes not when considering the technology but its uses. Perhaps
our morals will change somewhat over time or we will all become more accepting of the new
technology. It is very difficult to condemn GMOs based on morality and religious scripture alone.

The costs and benefits to agriculture and the environment

In March 2005, the final trial of a large scale four year British study confirmed that GM crops can
have environmental impacts. The study, which was the biggest of its kind ever undertaken,
found that growing GM crops affected the natural food chain resulting in fewer weeds, but also
fewer seeds, bees and butterflies.

According to the Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) the farm
scale evaluations were undertaken by independent researchers to study the effect that the
management practices associated with Genetically Modified herbicide tolerant crops might have
on farmland wildlife, when compared with weed control used with non-GM crops.



Elliot Morely, the Environment Minister, noted that the trials demonstrate “the government’s
precautionary approach on GM crops and our firm commitment to case-by-case decisions are
underpinned by sound scientific evidence”. A spokeswoman for Friends of the Earth called the
results “a major blow to the biotech industry” while a representative of the Soil Association, the
organization which oversees organic farming standards in the UK noted that the results were
“damning” because they showed that GM crops could seriously exacerbate the loss of wildlife.

But, in truth, the results were inconclusive: growing some GMOs may indirectly affect bee,
butterfly and other insect populations, but growing others, it seems, does not. And it also
depends on that farming practices are used and on what quantities of herbicides and pesticides
might be used.

Though the study did not point this out, it would be reasonable to assume that using herbicide
resistant strains “encourages” farmers to use herbicides and to use them in significant
quantities (this was also a conclusion of one technical paper by BioTechInfo). Take the case of
Monsanto (once again). The company has successfully created a double market for itself that
will lead to heftier profits. Monsanto produces both the broad spectrum herbicide known as
Roundup (which contains glyphosate) and also various seeds of crop plants that are resistant to
this pesticide. Thus Monsanto can practically guarantee farmers that their fields will be free of
weeds but that their crop will be unaffected so long as they use both the pesticide and the GM
seed.

The use of Roundup Ready canola, soy and other seeds goes hand in hand with the extensive use
of the pesticide. Farmers using transgenic seeds are encouraged to use increased amounts of
Roundup. But there are some transgenic crops that require smaller doses of pesticides. One
example is Bt Corn which contains the bacterial Bt protein, making it poisonous to pests such as
the Corn Borer. Bt corn has been controversial: one study has shown it is toxic to the monarch
butterfly (although critics of the study claim the experiment did not duplicate the natural
conditions under which it may come into contact with monarch caterpillars. And, in 2000, one
variety of Bt corn- Starlink, which was produced by Avensis- was found in Kraft’s Taco Bell taco
shells even though it had been approved for use in animal feed and not for human consumption.
The EPA had concluded that Starlink did pose a mild allergen risk, and Avensis had reassured
them that precautions would be taken to ensure that Starlink would not end up in food
products. Somewhere along the chain, probably after harvesting, these precautions proved
inadequate and, even though Avensis’ variety represented just 1% of the total corn harvest, it
may have contaminated as much as 50% of that harvest.

And a somewhat similar thing happened again. Most recently, an experimental and, as yet,
unapproved variety of rice was found to have contaminated American rice supplies. The
producer BayerCropHarvest responded to the class action lawsuit brought forward by hundreds
of farmers from Arkansas and Missouri by producing a 30 page report that called the
contamination an “act of God” and blamed “own negligence, carelessness and/or comparative
fault.”

The events pushed two of the world’s biggest rice producing nations, Thailand and Vietnam, to
reiterate their commitment to GM-free rice and led to Russia banning US rice imports.

GM rice has also been found in packets of rice in Cyprus, sold under the name Riceland. The
company publicly came out and announced that Riceland Parboiled contained unauthorized GM
rice and also suggested that consumers do not use the rice.

In the case of Strarlink, the corn was also found in Central and Latin America, not as a result of
contamination through cross-pollination but because the US had sent food as aid to some of
these countries (although GM corn has found its way to Mexican farmers’ fields through cross
pollination, despite a moratorium on GM crops). Sales of Starlink have since been discontinued.

Starlink was withdrawn despite no evidence showing it was harmful to human health (although
there were suspicions) but the case is difficult as it is know without testing which foods are GM
free and which are not. Roundup Ready, on the other hand, may well be hazardous to human



health, partly because of the glyphosate, but perhaps also because of the other ingredients used
in the preparation of the pesticide. No significant cancer link has yet been found, despite the fact
that many campaigners have pointed out to tenuous links revealed by studies, but there are
certainly other toxic effects.

Roundup may be toxic to fish and has been found to be lethal to tadpoles if it finds its way to
water courses. It irritates the eyes on contact but not the skin. In higher doses, ingestion may
cause diarrhea. And, significantly, one study found that Roundup can inhibit steroidogenesis by
disrupting the expression of a protein which controls testosterone production in males.

Because it is a powerful, broad spectrum herbicide, glyphosate is also lethal to wildflowers and
other plants. And its use encourages the development of resistant strains of “superweeds” in the
same way that antibiotics have been found to encourage the evolution of new strains of
resistant bacteria or “superbugs”.

Of course, the environmental and health impacts detailed above are not a direct result of
growing one type of GM crop. But they do demonstrate that use of Roundup Ready and other
pesticide resistant transgenic seeds can have an environmental impact (albeit an indirect one).

And there are more direct impacts of GM crops. The case of Percy Schmeiser, the Canadian
farmer whose canola crop was contaminated by Roundup Ready seeds is documented
elsewhere in this report. Contamination by GM seed can lead to serious problems and financial
losses for farmers. In Schmeiser’s case, this contamination came about as a result of spilt seed
rather than cross-pollination, however.

But cross-pollination has been known to happen. We cannot stop bees from going from flower
to flower. And bees do visit the flowers of GM crops (which has also led some conservationists
to consider the effects of transgenes on bees and, by extension, on honey that may be used for
human consumption).

A fear for farmers is that gene flow, the transfer of genetic material between populations (in this
case fields of crops), can lead to traditional varieties being adulterated and lost. Farmers tend to
save their seed for only a few years, usually planting the seed harvested in the previous year,
and as a result varieties that they may have produced through selective breeding over a period
of years may be lost.

There are also small risks of gene flow between species (this kind of horizontal gene transfer is
discussed in the study on gene transfer in the human gut that has already been mentioned) and
some scientists believe that this can lead to a mutation which can result in cancer. There is no
evidence that eating GM foods can cause cancer (and no suggestion that growing them can do
so) but it may pay to be wary.

The risks of contamination

There have been many verified cases of farmers’ crops being contaminated with GM seeds and
there have probably been many times more such incidents that were not recognized. Due to
such contamination, it may be possible that much of the soy and canola being sold as GM-free or
left unlabelled contains GMOs - only laboratory analysis can confirm this for certain.

The most widely documented case of such contamination is a case in Canada involving a farmer
called Percy Schmeiser whose canola crop was contaminated by Monsanto’s Roundup Ready
canola, possibly from seeds flying off passing trucks. Monsanto a huge multinational that
recently announced an annual revenue of $6 billion, took Schmeiser to court for patent
infringement. The case begun in 1998 and shaped up in the media as a classic David-and-Goliath
confrontation. The trial ended as a pyrrhic victory for Monsanto when the Supreme Court issued
their decision in May.



The Court decided that Monsanto's patent was valid, but Schmeiser was not forced to pay
Monsanto anything (Monsanto were demanding a $15/acre technology fee, amongst other
things- their total demand was $400,000) as he did not profit from the presence of Roundup
Ready canola in his fields. The court did not impose punitive damages on Schmeiser, as may
have been expected in a patent infringement case, and the decision did not absolve Monsanto of
responsibility for genetic contamination, or even consider that aspect. Though there are those
who believe Schmeiser knowingly plant Roundup Ready seeds, the trial swung popular opinion
in Canada against the multinational, whose aggressive methods have reportedly resulted in it
launching hundreds of infringement cases against North American farmers (most of which had
been settled out of court), and against GMOs.

Schmeiser still feels aggrieved. His legal bills are in the hundred of thousands of dollars and he
has lost the right to use his strain of canola, which he says took him decades to develop, because
he can not prove they do not include the Roundup Ready gene Monsanto patented.

And he wants to pursue the matter further. "If I would go to St. Louis and contaminate their
plots--destroy what they have worked on for 40 years--I think I would be put in jail and the key
thrown away," he has noted.

For organic farmers in the US, the issue of contamination is a key concern. Below is a list of
suggestions (based on a similar list by James Riddle, an American organic farmer and policy
analyst from Minnesota) on how organic farmers can minimize the risks of GMO contamination:

1. Know your seeds: Verify that only non-GMO seeds will be used by obtain statements from
seed companies concerning the non-GMO status of the varieties to be planted. Make sure not to
use genetically engineered legume inoculants.

2. Know your farm: Know your fields and determine which have the lowest risk of GMO
contamination. Select isolated fields for wind and/or insect pollinated crops (corn, canola).
Establish physical buffers, such as windbreaks and hedgerows.

3. Know your neighbours: Establish good lines of communication with neighbours, especially
those who directly adjoin organic fields. Notify them that you are an organic farmer, and where
your organic fields are located. Get to know farmers who farm adjoining fields, even if they rent
the land.

4. Know your neighbours’ crops: Gather information from neighbors, on the types of crops being
grown in the vicinity. Know which GMO events are being planted

5. Know your equipment: Know what your equipment, including the rented, borrowed and
second-hand equipment is used for and clean the equipment prior to use if necessary.

6. Know your harvest: Submit samples prior to harvest for GMO testing

7. Know your crop storage: Carefully inspect storage units prior to use. Dust from GMO crops
can contaminate organic crops.

8. Know your truckers: Carefully inspect and clean trucks and trailers prior to loading with
organic grain.

9. Know your records: Document your efforts to minimize GMO contamination. With good
records, you will have a better chance of limiting losses, identifying causes of problems, and
determining liability. Valid records of organic yields and sales may help establish claims for
losses, should contamination occur.



10. Know your buyers: Know the contract specifications under which the organic crop is being
grown. Communicate with buyers and organic certifying agents concerning GMO contamination
issues.

The risks of using bacteria and viruses

This study has already looked at the use of plasmids in genetic engineering. Genetic material
from viruses is also used and can be used to act as a promoter- switching on the transgene. The
sequence (an expression cassette, as it can be known) begins with the promoter, is followed by
the gene coding for the required characteristic and is ended by a terminator (not to be confused
with so called “terminator genes” which may be engineered into GM crops in the future to
ensure that farmers need to buy new seed each- a controversial notion).

Often, the three parts of the sequence will come from three different and unrelated species and
will be engineered into the DNA of a fourth species. Sets of sequences may be used together, and
one sequence usually codes for antibiotic resistance to enable organisms that have taken up the
sequences to be selected through the use of antibiotics.

The use of viruses as promoters, in particular has been criticised. After all, the most commonly
used promoters come from viruses that are associated with serious diseases or with plant
diseases. The vectors will have their disease-causing capabilities disabled, but some researchers
have suggested that this viral DNA can recombine with other DNA in the host genome, including
other, dormant, viral DNA, with unpredictable results.

If horizontal gene transfer is indeed possible, then there could certainly be a risk in using
bacterial plasmids and viral promoters in genetic engineering. Some say the promoters could
act as carcinogens, even though the biotech industry says they are safe.

The science is a little cloudy but it may be an area where the precautionary principle needs to be
considered.



PART 3

GMO PRODUCTS APPROVED UNDER DIRECTIVE 90/220/EEC

As of March 2001
. Date of Commission Decision
Product Notifier Member State Consent
1. Vaccine against Aujeszky's | Vemie  Veterindr = Chemie | 18.12.92
disease GmbH
2. Vaccine against rabies Rhone-Mérieux 19.10.93
C/B/92/B28 & C/F/93/03-02
3. Tobacco tolerant to | SEITA 08.06.94
bromoxynil C/F/93/08-02
4. Vaccine against Aujeszky's | Vemie  Veterinidr = Chemie | 18.07.94
disease (further uses) GmbH
C/D/92/1-1
5. Male sterile swede rape | Plant Genetic Systems | 06.02.96
resistant to  glufosinate | C/UK/94/M1/1
ammonium  (MS1, RF1)
Uses : breeding activities
6. Soybeans tolerant to | Monsanto 03.04.96
glyphosate C/UK/94/M3/1
Uses : import and processing
7. Male sterile | Bejo-Zaden BV [ 20.05.96
chicory tolerant to | C/NL/94/25
glufosinate ammonium
Uses : breeding activities
8. Bt-maize tolerant to | Ciba-Geigy 23.01.97
glufosinate ammonium | C/F/94/11-03
(Bt-176)
9. Male sterile swede rape | Plant Genetic Systems | 06.06.97
tolerant to glufosinate | C/F/95/05/01/A (not finally approved by F)
ammonium (MS1, RF1)
Uses : import and processing
10. Male sterile swede rape | Plant Genetic Systems | 06.06.97
tolerant to glufosinate | C/F/95/05/01/B (not finally approved by F)
ammonium (MS1, RF2)
11. Test kit to detect antibiotic | Valio Oy | 14.07.97
residues in milk C/F1/96-1NA
12. Carnation lines with | Florigene 01.12.97 (MS consent)
modified flower colour C/NL/96/14
13. Swede rape tolerant to | AgrEvo 22.04.98
glufosinate ammonium | C/UK/95/M5/1
(Topas 19/2)
Uses : import and processing
14. Maize tolerant to | AgrEvo 22.04.98
glufosinate ammonium (T25) | C/F/95/12/07
15. Maize expressing the Bt | Monsanto 22 04.98

crylA(b) gene (MON 810)

C/F/95/12-02



http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/authorised_prod_1.htm#_ftn1
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/authorised_prod_1.htm#_ftn2
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/authorised_prod_1.htm#_ftn3
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/bt176_1997.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/authorised_prod_1.htm#_ftn4
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/authorised_prod_1.htm#_ftn7

16. Maize tolerant to

Novartis

22.04.98
glufosinate ammonium and | (formerly Northrup King)
expressing the Bt crylA(b) | C/UK/96/M4/1
gene (Bt-11)
Uses : import and processing
17. Carnation lines with | Florigene 20.10.98
improved vase life C/NL/97/12

(MS consent)
18. ”Carnation lines with | Florigene 20.10.98
modified flower colour C/NL/97/13

(MS consent)




GMO PRODUCTS AUTHORISED UNDER DIRECTIVE 2001/18/EC

As of 31 January 2006

Product Notifier

Maize Roundup Ready NK603,
tolerant to glyphosate

herbicide
Monsanto

Uses : import and use in feed C/ES/00/01

and industrial processing, not
for cultivation

Maize - Zea mays L., line MON
863 - resistant to corn

rootworm
Monsanto

Uses : for import and use ofC/DE/OZ/9

grain and grain products, not
for cultivation

herbicide
GT73
Monsanto
Uses : for import and uses in/C/NL/98/11
feed and industrial processing,
not for cultivation

Oil seed rape -
resistant

Maize herbicide and insect
resistant (line 1507 -- CRY1F) Pioneer/

Mycogen Seeds

Uses: import and processing,C/NL/00/10
not for cultivation

Maize MON 863 X MON 810

(protection against certain

insect pests) Monsanto

Uses: for import and use of grain C/DE/02/9

and grain products, not for
cultivation.

Date of Commission Decision

Member State Consent

Commission Decision 2004/643/EC of 19.07.04
notified under document number C(2004)2761

Commission Decision 2005/608/EC of 08.08.05
notified under document number C(2005)2950

Commission Decision 2005/635/EC of 31.08.05
notified under document number C(2005)3110

Commission Recommendation (2005/637/EC) of
16.08.05

notified under document number C(2005) 3073)
(concerning the measures to be taken by the consent
holder to prevent any damage to health and the
environment in the event of the accidental spillage of
an oilseed rape (Brassica napus L., GT73 line —
MON-00073-7) genetically modified for tolerance to
the herbicide glyphosate)

Commission Decision 2005/772/EC of 03.11.05
notified under document number C(2005)4192

Commission Decision 2006/47/EC of 16.01.06
notified under document number C(2005)5980 Hew


http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2004_643_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2005_608_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2005_608_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2005_635_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2005_635_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/recom_2005_637.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2005_772_ec_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/biotechnology/pdf/dec_2006_47.pdf

THE SAFEGUARD CLAUSE

Below is article 23, also known as the safeguard clause, as found in 2001/18/EC. This clause
was initially found as Article 16 in the older Directive 90/22/EEC. It is the clause that has been
invoked (more than once in some cases) by Austria, Greece and other nations. The United
Kingdom also invoked the clause, initially, but then withdrew its ban:

“Article 23
Safeguard clause

1. Where a Member State, as a result of new or additional information made available since the
date of the consent and affecting the environmental risk assessment or reassessment of existing
information on the basis of new or additional scientific knowledge, has detailed grounds for
considering that a GMO as or in a product which has been properly notified and has received
written consent under this Directive constitutes a risk to human health or the environment, that
Member State may provisionally restrict or prohibit the use and/or sale of that GMO as or in a
product on its territory.

The Member State shall ensure that in the event of a severe risk, emergency measures, such as
suspension or termination of the placing on the market, shall be applied, including information
to the public.

The Member State shall immediately inform the Commission and the other Member States of
actions taken under this Article and give reasons for its decision, supplying its review of the
environmental risk assessment, indicating whether and how the conditions of the consent
should be amended or the consent should be terminated, and, where appropriate, the new or
additional information on which its decision is based.

2. A decision shall be taken on the matter within 60 days in accordance with the procedure laid
down in Article 30(2). For the purpose of calculating the 60-day period, any period of time
during which the Commission is awaiting further information which it may have requested from
the notifier or is seeking the opinion of the Scientific Committee(s) which has/have been
consulted shall not be taken into account. The period of time during which the Commission is
awaiting the opinion of the Scientific Committee(s) consulted shall not exceed 60 days.

Likewise, the period of time the Council takes to act in accordance with the procedure laid
down in Article 30(2) shall not be taken into account.”

PESTICIDE USE

Below is a chart showing the change in pesticide use over a period of eight years since GE were
first grown in the US. In the first three years, fewer pounds of pesticide were applied per acre on
GE crops than on conventional crops, but this has now markedly changed. The chart below is
from BioTech InfoNet’s report
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Chart 2. Change in Pesticide Use in the First Three Years of
Commercialization (1996-1998) Compared to the Last Three Years
(2001-2003): Pounds Applied on GE Acres Compared to Conventional
Acres
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