GM Foods
The precautionary principle states that if an action or policy has suspected risk of causing harm to the public or to the environment, in the absence of a scientific consensus that harm would not ensue, the burden of proof falls on those who would advocate taking the action. Effectively, this principle allows policy makers to make discretionary decisions in situations where there is evidence of potential harm in the absence of complete scientific proof. The principle implies that there is a responsibility to intervene and protect the public from exposure to harm where scientific investigation discovers a plausible risk in the course of having screened for other suspected causes.  The concept includes an implicit ethical responsibility towards maintaining the integrity of natural systems, and acknowledges the fallibility of human understanding.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Precautionary_principle

Scientific Facts http://www.organicnz.org/97/ge-free-future/

The global association of Physicians and Scientists for Responsible Application of Science and Technology (PSRAST), has issued the following facts. These are that: 

GENETIC ENGINEERING IS FUNDAMENTALLY DIFFERENT FROM BREEDING. The artificial insertion of foreign genes represents a traumatic disturbance of the close genetic control in normal cells. It is completely different in nature from the combination of maternal and paternal chromosomes brought about by natural mating and breeding mechanisms. 

GENETIC ENGINEERING OF TODAY IS TECHNICALLY PRIMITIVE as it is impossible to guide the insertion of a new gene. Therefore it is impossible to foresee the effects of an inserted gene. But even if the position of a gene can be localised afterwards, the knowledge of DNA is far too incomplete to make it possible to predict the result. The claim by scientists in the field that they can is both arrogant and untrue. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES MAY BE GENERATED UNPREDICTABLY because of the artificial insertion of a foreign gene. These may, in the worst case, be toxic, allergenic or otherwise damaging to health. The knowledge of these risks is quite incomplete. 

NO SAFETY ASSESSMENT METHODS ARE FULLY RELIABLE. Over ten percent of serious side effects have not been possible to detect in the case of new drugs in spite of rigorous safety assessment. The risk of not detecting a hazardous property of a new GE food is probably considerably greater than in the case of drugs. 

THE PRESENT RULES FOR SAFETY ASSESSMENT ARE SERIOUSLY INADEQUATE. They have been explicitly designed so as to simplify approval procedures. They accept very insensitive safety testing, therefore there is a considerable risk that foods harmful to health may pass undetected. 

THE GE FOODS SO FAR DEVELOPED ARE OF NO SIGNIFICANT VALUE FOR MANKIND. The products mainly satisfy purely commercial interests. 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF ECOLOGICAL EFFECTS IS VERY INCOMPLETE regarding the release of genetically engineered organisms. It has not been positively proven that GE organisms may not cause environmental harm. Various potential ecological complications have been anticipated by ecological experts. For example, there are many routes for uncontrolled spread of engineered and potentially hazardous genes, including gene transfer by bacteria and viruses. Environmental complications will probably mostly be impossible to repair as the released genes cannot be retrieved. 

NEW AND POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS VIRUSES MAY EMERGE. It has been experimentally demonstrated that inserted virus genes may unite with genes from infecting viruses (so-called recombination). Such new viruses may be more aggressive than the original virus. Viruses may also become less species-specific. For example, a plant virus might become harmful to valuable insects, animals and to man. 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE HEREDITARY SUBSTANCE, DNA, IS VERY LIMITED. It is risky to manipulate complicated systems that are incompletely known. Extensive experience from biology, ecology and medicine shows that this may cause serious unexpected problems and disturbances. 

GENETIC ENGINEERING WILL NOT HELP SOLVE THE WORLD HUNGER PROBLEM. The claim that genetic engineering may contribute importantly to reduced world hunger is a scientifically unsubstantiated myth. WHO, and other figures show that we are currently generating one and a half times the amount of food necessary to feed every man woman and child on Earth with a nutritious diet. The problem is distribution, not shortage. 

These are the facts as scientists, not usually involved in the industry, see them. 

The Myths & Reality of Genentically Engineered Foods

Don’t even be tempted to believe the good news stories being chanted religiously by the biotech PR machine. Nearly every supposed advantage of GE foods turns out to be non-existent. Dr Paul Butler exposes the realities behind the myths. 

MYTH: The new techniques give more control than conventional breeding allowing specific genes to be “cut out” and “pasted” into new organisms. 

REALITY: The process of transferring genes this way is highly experimental and uncertain. It can create new and unimagined toxins for which tests have yet to be found. 

MYTH: Fields containing weed-killer resistant crops can now be sprayed, killing weeds with no crop damage, resulting in less chemical spraying. 

REALITY: Plants engineered to survive spraying will absorb some of these chemicals. Food Authorities are allowing a 200 times increase in residues of Roundup weed-killer in our food. 

MYTH: Plants genetically engineered to produce their own insecticide (e.g. “Bt” Bacillus thuringiensis) will reduce the use of chemical insecticides needed to control pests, and will not affect beneficial insects. 

REALITY: Pests are already becoming resistant to this insecticide. Bt is the only allowed insecticide in organic farming as it is safe for humans used in this way, so insect resistance to Bt threatens organic methods. Studies have shown detrimental effects can be experienced by bees and ladybirds eating Bt crops. Recent laboratory tests on Monarch butterflies showed that 40 per cent of caterpillars died having eaten pollen from Bt plants. 

MYTH: Feeding the world’s growing population will only be possible with crops engineered for higher yields. 

REALITY: The causes of hunger are linked to economics and distribution, rather than food shortages. This is made clear by a recent “Christian Aid” report. Control of the world’s seeds and agri-chemicals by a few huge companies will reduce diversity and may increase the risk of crops failing. The sale of seeds with “Terminator” genes that make them infertile after the first crop, will end the age-old tradition of poorer farmers saving seeds to replant next season. Organic production methods have been shown to be capable of feeding the world’s growing population sustainably – non organic methods such as GE have not. 

MYTH: Antibiotic “marker-genes” are a safe way to identify if the gene transfer process has worked. 

REALITY: These genes risk the increase of the serious problem of antibiotic resistance which makes some diseases potentially untreatable. 

MYTH: GE foods have been thoroughly tested before being sold as foods. 

REALITY: GE foods are not thoroughly tested on humans before being sold as foods or even thoroughly tested on animals. The reason for this is that the GE food manufacturers and the regulatory agencies have deemed them to be substantially equivalent to non GE foods and non GE foods require minimal testing. 

MYTH: GE foods are essentially the same as non GE foods and as such do not need to be labelled or, if labelling occurs, it can safely exclude foods which contain no DNA (genetic material). 

REALITY: The process of genetically engineering organisms leads to altered chemicals in the cells, not all of which are predictable. There is always a real possibility of unexpected toxin formation, of allergies and of damaging effects on the immune system. These effects can occur even with minute amounts of genetically engineered, DNA-free, derivatives e.g. sugars and oils. Despite GE proponents’ claims to the contrary, this risk is not just hypothetical, it has been dramatically demonstrated in the past by a toxin in a genetically engineered supplement called Tryptophan, leading to over 30 dead and hundreds disabled from a novel immune system disease. (see p.56) 

MYTH: The fact that health and even birth defects can result from non GE food toxins justifies the additional and novel health risks that GE foods convey. 

REALITY: Two wrongs do not make a right. The health risks from eating non GE foods are not accepted as unavoidable and there are health regulations which seek to minimise such risks. Forcing further risks onto the public for reasons that solely benefit the biotech industry is unjustifiable. 

MYTH: Advances since the toxic GE tryptophan catastrophe mean that a similar disaster could not happen again, in the same way that advances since thalidomide have led to safe drugs in pregnancy. 

REALITY: Even now the current testing of GE foods would not detect a similar toxin to that found in tryptophan. Furthermore if a health effect did occur, we would not be able to link it to the cause, as unlike tryptophan and thalidomide, GE foods are unlabelled. Thalidomide taught scientists that there was no safe way of testing for drug side effects in early pregnancy. As a result no drugs are considered to be absolutely safe during this period. How ethical is it to force the unavoidable consumption of untested GE foods on pregnant women? Scientists have no way of knowing if birth defects are being caused by this practice. 

MYTH: If there was a health problem with GE foods it would have shown up by now. 

REALITY: Firstly, we the public are the only humans that this food has been used on and so any adverse effects have to be looked for in public health. However, the mixing of non GE and GE foods and the lack of labelling of GE foods means that it is impossible to separate exposed and non-exposed groups. This makes it impossible to trace any rise in public cancer rates, birth defects, immune system diseases, allergies or other health effects back to GE food. 

MYTH: Lack of scientific proof of detrimental health effects of GE food means that it is safe. 

REALITY: If you do not look you will not find and “scientific proof” of harm requires scientific research looking for harm. There are virtually no animal or human research studies involving GE food reported in scientific literature despite claims that these foods have been thoroughly tested. Where is the evidence of safety? Adverse health effects can take decades to become evident. Tobacco smoking, which is now acknowledged to be directly responsible for up to a third of all cancer deaths in New Zealand, was claimed up until recently by its manufacturers, to have no scientific evidence of harm. 

FROM GE FREE NZ http://www.gefree.org.nz/press/20100114.htm

“The New Zealand public are paying a high price for this misguided push for GE animals as bioreactors. The whole process of hearings, evaluations and assessments will cost the Environmental Risk Management Authority over $110,000, with a small portion carried by AgResearch which also sucks funds from the public purse. This is an exorbitant price to pay on a speculative GE wish-list that has produced no gain to New Zealand, and actualy threatens our economic wellbeing," says Claire Bleakley from GE-Free NZ in food and environment.

“Around $300 million has gone into GE experiments over ten years and produced little more than a mausoleum containing hundreds of animals who have died after suffering chronic disease and extreme congenital deformities. This is nothing to be proud of and puts government-funded AgResearch in direct conflict with the New Zealand public, primary producers, exporters, and the wider scientific community who are competing for Research and Development funding for projects that actually serve the national interest," Claire Bleakley says.  http://www.dcbleakley.com/

ENDS

Claire Bleakley 06-3089842/ 0273486731

FROM BUSINESS.SCOOP 

http://business.scoop.co.nz/2010/03/01/time-to-stop-the-clock-on-gmo-application/

GE-Free NZ (in Food and Environment) today [March 1st 2010] called for an immediate halt to ERMA proceedings set to give indefinite approval for a range of unknown genetically engineered organisms based on New Zealand’s major food-production animals: sheep and cows, as well as goats.

“The vague generalities and open-ended nature of this application is not what the public expect from a responsible regulatory authority.“ Claire Bleakley says. "It runs in the face of clear guidelines for a distinct GM organism to be provided for the public, independent scientists and ERMA itself to be able to consider. We believe that this is a fair expectation that is provided in the law. How can New Zealanders make an informed comment that helps to support our community and children’s future when we are not given the most basic information?”

Without this information it is impossible to assess the potential for diseases to spread into the environment through air, soil and water.

WHANGAREI DISTRICT COUNCIL GE SURVEY RESULTS 

http://www.wdc.govt.nz/resources/13726/GE-Poll-Results-WDC.pdf

Summary of Results for Whangarei District Council:

• 76% of residents favour Whangarei District Council having a role in regulating the use of GM plants and animals, either by setting local rules or when ERMA is processing GMO applications.

•  49% of residents aged 18+ believe that Whangarei District Council should set rules for the local use of GM plants and animals. This compares with 37% who do not believe the Council should set rules.

• Amongst those residents who believe the Whangarei District Council should set rules, 57% would prefer that the Council prohibit the use of all types of GM plants and animals, whilst 25% believe that GM plants and animals should be allowed, but that the user should be made legally responsible for any economic or environmental harm caused.

• 72% of Whangarei District Council residents favour regulation of GM plants and animals of at least a strength that would make GMO users legally responsible for any environmental or economic harm –either by local regulation or through changes to national legislation.

• 55% of residents believe the Whangarei District Council should have the right to prohibit GM plants and animals from the district, either by setting local rules or when ERMA is processing GMO applications.

FROM ORGANIC NZ 28 JUNE 2009

MAF dodging Plant & Food's $10million GE liability Jun 28, 2009

http://www.organicnz.org/soil-and-health-press/1167/maf-dodging-plant-and-foods-10million-ge-liability/

The final response of MAF’s biosecurity and enforcement teams following major breaches of consent by Plant & Food Research (P&F) at its GE brassica (broccoli, cauliflower, cabbages etc.) field trial during 2008, is a massive insult to the more than 930 submitters who opposed the field trial, and shows the corruption of government, according to the Soil & Health Association of NZ. 

Soil & Health spokesperson Steffan Browning first alerted Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry – Biosecurity New Zealand (MAF-BNZ) last December to his discovery of the breach. Plant & Food Research had left GE brassica plants to flower in the field, something that was not permitted under the field trial’s consent conditions. 

Last Monday a MAF Investigator from MAF Infrastructure and Compliance Enforcement notified Mr Browning that MAF had finalised the matter by way of a formal warning to the Plant and Food Research Field Test Manager, the scientist who had resigned her position as approved containment facility operator following publicity of the breach. 

“MAF was in a position to send the strongest possible message to the science community for its sloppy approach to GE field trials. Instead it has just passed them the most lenient next-to-nothing approach possible,” said Soil & Health Spokesperson Steffan Browning. 

“Soil & Health has yet to receive the ‘comprehensive information summary’, the investigation report, completed by the MAF Investigator. There is also further information relating to the decision-making process that resulted in the warning decision.” However, Soil & Health believes that MAF, who have informally suggested that they were unable to penalise Plant and Food, have conveniently failed to interpret the law. Plant and Food could have been fined at least $10 million, and the scientist $500,000 (1).” 

“The ‘slap over the wrist with a wet seed packet’ of a formal warning to the GE field trial’s key scientist, dodges the responsibility of her employer, Plant and Food Research, who continues to experiment with many other GE vegetables and flowers indoors and is holding an approval for a substantial and more risky GE allium (onion family) field trial that has not yet been planted. These GE crops will be allowed to go to flower and set seed in the field” 

“With significant cost to those that submitted against the GE brassica and onion applications and who were vindicated in their concerns about pollen release when Soil & Health and GE Free NZ exposed the GE breaches, how is it that P& F are not fined substantially as the HSNO Act allows? All those submitters get it right, Soil & Health and GE Free NZ do the work, and Plant & Food gets a business as usual pass.” 

“This smacks of collusion from the top down and begs the question of why MAF-BNZ is the agency responsible for monitoring GE experiments in New Zealand. When they fail that role along with the scientists involved, they are the sole agency responsible for checking the degree of GE contamination resulting from the breach. Deciding the penalty for this breach is also their task and they failed that. Another MAF division is the judge and jury deciding the legal penalty for those responsible and yet did not penalise P&F at all” 

“ Who is responsible? The Minister? The CEO? Someone has allowed the three separate arms of MAF to blend a pro-GE business as usual solution, to a blatant example of why New Zealand science should not be proceeding down the GE path.” 

“Is it because P&F is a Crown Research Institute (CRI)? Is it because sneaky behind the scenes GE exports from our science institutions are benefiting New Zealand big business in its environmentally unsustainable and blinkered approach to business? Fletcher Challenge’s manifestation Rubicon’s attempt to grow 260,000 GE eucalypt trees, exported after developmental assistance by the laboratories of Arborgen and CRI Scion in New Zealand, through to flowering and seeding in several US states and Brazil, is one of the more reckless examples of GE development yet,” said Mr Browning. 

Just a few days ago Prime Minister Key gave $1million dollars to the Queenstown tourisms 100% Pure branded winter festival. 

“How about Plant & Food’s $10 million penalty going to clean green 100% Pure organic research and development?” 

“Risky and sloppy GE science does not fit with tourism’s 100% Pure brand or the Clean Green brand that sells so much of our primary production and worse still, it lacks a conscience about long term environmental and health effects.” 

Every GE field trial approved by the Environmental Risk Management Authority (ERMA) has been in breach of its consent conditions, with two closed down since Soil & Health and GE Free NZ have disclosed serious non-compliances at them. Both Scion and Plant and Food risked pollen release. 

MAF-BNZ also failed to monitor the Scion GE pine tree field trial correctly, and then joined with ERMA and Scion into damage control, ignoring evidence supplied by Soil & Health, back dating illegal consent changes, misleading the public about the breaches, with the Minister of the day also joining in. 

Photographs and the scientist’s own log have shown how the GE brassica field trial was breaching its ERMA consent conditions with flowering plants, even as GE Free NZ and the organic sector were in the High Court appealing ERMA’s decision allowing the trial. If the decision was made under the RMA, the scientist would not have dared plant until the appeal decision was final. 

“Plant and Food not only planted but breached its consent conditions ahead of a final decision.” 

“Such gross negligence and arrogance gets the wet seed packet approach and business as usual by MAF. What is ERMA’s report, due out shortly, going to say about the many consents given to P&F? Probably not a lot, when two of ERMA’s own team granted the decision to Crop & Food (now P&F ).” 

P&F was formed during the time of the GE brassica field trial by a merger of Crop & Food Research (C&F) and HortResearch, who employed two scientists involved in the ERMA decision to allow the GE brassica field trial. The C&F GE brassica applicants and some decision makers were based at the Lincoln CRI research centre. At the time HortResearch employed some ERMA decision makers and assured the many submitters and public that GE pollen release would not be a problem, because of “the controls that have been designed to ensure that GM brassicas do not produce open flowers in the field test site.” 

“Blind faith in the colleagues next door or just fobbing the public off?” 

“Science funders need to look at their priorities as well, and Foundation of Research Science and Technology (FORST) should be focused on genuine sustainability as their funding target, but with GE contamination well through that organisation, and now also including then acting Crop & Food CEO at the time of the GE brassica breach, it will be a difficult challenge for funding to focus on genuine sustainability and organic research, unless government shows direction.” 

“With such incestuous connection between the regulatory and science fraternities, no wonder the community loses faith. The community may have to look beyond the regulations if they are not seen to genuinely work, or GE pollen can be expected as a routine contamination. Science regulation in New Zealand means little this week.” said Mr Browning. 

Currently there are no GE field trials in operation in New Zealand, with Plant and Food being coy about their intentions with the GE onion family field trial approval they hold, and AgResearch’s wide ranging GE animal applications have been stopped following GE Free NZ’s successful appeal to the High Court against ERMA. AgResearch GE experimental cattle are grazing at Ruakura, but are not allowed to be experimented with, due to their relevant consents having expired. Technically with the High Court decision they should now be euthanased within a year (2). However, AgResearch intends reapplying, despite the significant animal welfare concerns by the public and admissions of “a less than 9 percent live birth rate, aborted deformed foetuses, deformed calves, gangrenous udders and ‘animals suffering from respiratory conditions’”. 

“There is a very good opportunity for government to say NO TO GE FIELD TRIALS. All have failed in some respects, all are contrary to 100% Pure, Clean Green brand NZ, there ***is none in operation and the public are mostly opposed to them.” 

Soil & Health has a vision of an Organic 2020 with a motto of Healthy Soil, Healthy Food, Healthy People, and is active in seeking genuinely sustainable solutions for New Zealand production and environment. Plant and Food’s $10 million plus penalty could be a good investment for sustainable value added organic production. 

------ 

NOTES: 

(1) Who will carry out enforcement for new organisms? 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) is the primary agency undertaking new organism enforcement activities. 

What do enforcement officers do? 

Enforcement officers will visit premises from time to time to check that controls on new organisms are being complied with. The frequency of inspections should reflect the risks involved. High risk situations should be checked often, while low risk situations may be visited on a less frequent basis. The Act gives enforcement officers the power to enter premises to collect information and evidence. An enforcement officer can also issue a compliance order requiring a person: 

* to cease doing anything that contravenes the Act or is significantly dangerous; or 

* to do something to ensure compliance, or to remedy the effects of a breach. 

(2) What are the penalties for serious offences (non-compliance) under the HSNO Act? 

The penalties for breaching the HSNO Act are fines of up to $500,000 in the case of an individual; and, in the case of a body corporate, the greater of $10 million, or three times the value of any commercial gain from the contravention, or 10 per cent of the turnover of the body corporate and all its interconnected bodies corporate, if the commercial gain cannot be ascertained. In addition, a person could be found to have civil liability for acts or omissions in breach of the Act. 

(3) 45A Controls required for certain developments and for all field tests 

· (1) This section applies to an approval under section 45— 

o (a) to develop a new organism in containment that is a genetically modified organism, to the extent that the development does not take place in a containment structure; or 

o (b) to field test a new organism in containment if the new organism is a genetically modified organism. 

(2) An approval— 

o (a) must include controls to ensure that, after the end of the development or field test, the organism and any heritable material from the organism is removed or destroyed; and 

o (b) may include controls to ensure that, after the end of the development or field test and after heritable material is removed or destroyed, some or all of the genetic elements remaining from the organism are removed or destroyed. 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR GE CLEAN UPS

Responsiblity for GE Clean Ups Would Land on Local Government and Local Land Owners

http://www.wdc.govt.nz/xml/ps.aspx?fn=/resources/10574/GE.html

24 July 2007

Central Government has recently confirmed that responsibility and costs fall onto local government and local land owners if genetically engineered crops contaminate natural crops or the environment and have to be cleaned up. 

A letter from the Minister for the Environment indicates that when or if contamination occurs it will be the person affected by the pollution not the polluter who will pay. 

These concerns have been raised by a group of councils worried about their vulnerability on behalf of ratepayers generally, as a result of the way Hazardous Substances and New Oganisms (HSNO) Act has been written. 

Until now Government had not clarified that we would be the ones carrying the can, even though that is clearly the way the act is written, said working party member, retiring Whangarei District Councillor Robin Lieffering.

Finally they have agreed that local councils do have a duty of care under their Resource Management Act responsibilities. 

Councillor Lieffering was reporting back to Whangarei District Council on the outcome of a letter to the Minister from the Inter-council Working Party on GMO Risk Evaluation and Management Options (comprising the Whangarei, Far North, Kaipara and Rodney District Councils, the Waitakere and Auckland City Councils, along with the Northland Regional Council). 

The group met recently to discuss the Minister for the Environment, the Hon David Benson-Pope, response to a letter sent to the Government by the Working Party late last year. The letter outlined a number of concerns held by councils on the Working Party regarding possible future land uses involving genetically modified organisms (GMOs) in the Northland/Auckland regions. 

The Working Party resolved at its meeting to invite both the Auckland Regional Council and North Shore City Council to join the Working Party and to seek support from Local Government New Zealand, before lobbying Central Government at a higher political level within the Working Party. Auckland Regional Council has accepted the invitation and is now a full member. 

It was felt within the Working party that by demonstrating to Central Government the growing dissatisfaction within local government throughout New Zealand to the present legislation regulating GMOs, particularly in relation to liability, Central Government could be persuaded to work with local government to accommodate their concerns.

These concerns include questions over liability for possible harm caused to the environment and potential costs arising from GMO land uses to both existing land users and local authorities. Under the liability provisions in the HSNO Act, existing land users face potential financial loss from contamination (or perceived contamination) of non-genetically modified produce, whilst councils face possible clean up costs for harm or threatened harm to the environment. 

The response by the Minister for the Environment was extremely disappointing, according to Dr Kerry Grundy, chairperson and coordinator of the Inter-council Working Party. The response did not alleviate the concerns raised by the Working Party. Indeed, the Ministers letter made it clear that Central Government has no intention at this time to amend the HSNO Act to incorporate local government concerns. 

In particular, and of most concern to those councils on the Working Party, no changes are to be made to improve the liability provisions of the legislation. This means that if a GMO release is in accord with an approval from the national regulator ERMA, and subsequent damage arises to either existing land users or to the environment, the costs will lie with the adversely affected parties, and in regard to the environment, with local councils. 

The Bio-tech companies, who develop the technology and the parties releasing the GMOs, will not be liable for costs arising from harm caused to other land users or to the environment. This, according to Dr Grundy, is patently unfair and not in accord with the concept of natural justice nor with the polluter pays principle. 

A proposed community consultation programme, including a telephone poll of residents, to gauge community support for local and/or regional regulation of GMO land uses under the Resource Management Act has been re-scheduled until after the October local body elections to allow time for further lobbying of Central Government.

For further information and/or copies of the letters involved, contact: 

GE Working Group member 

Whangarei District Councillor 

Robin Lieffering 

434 0751 

Dr Kerry Grundy 

Whangarei District Council 

Phone: (09) 430 4200 

Email: kerryg@wdc.govt.govt 

FROM SOUTHERN SUSTAINABLE FORSETS http://www.southernsustainableforests.org/images/GE%20Liability%20Brochure%20Print%20recy.pdf

GE CROPS IN THE US

The production of GE crops has become

widespread in the US, covering 28% of

US cropland in 2005. GE trees are

expected to be approved for

commercialization soon.

GE CONTAMINATION

GE contamination is the spread of GE

traits through natural reproduction,

resulting in the spread of GE varieties

across the landscape. GE plants can

readily interbreed with related non-GE

plants. GE contamination in farm crops

has occurred very rapidly, and

contamination from GE trees is expected

to occur even more rapidly. A study by the

Union of Concerned Scientists concluded

that seeds of non-GE varieties of corn,

soybeans, and canola are pervasively

contaminated by GE varieties. GE

contamination was detected in 50 percent

of the corn, 50 percent of the soybean,

and 83 percent of the canola varieties

tested. These crops have only been in

production since 1996.

