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1. Update on Live stock mortality in \Warangal District A.P

The death bells are still ringing for buffaloes in Warangal. On 20t Feb 2008, three buffaloes succumbed to
death on feeding the Bt cotton stalks in Singaram village in Warangal district. Of the three, one was a mich
cattle while the remaining two were to calve in a month’s time.

Source: Community researcher of SSS from Warangal.

2. NBA Chief Asked to Quit Over GM Crops

Topic - Biodiversity & Biotechnology. How can you do that?
http:/ /www.ddsindia.com/www/default.asp



http://www.ddsindia.com/www/default.asp

SAGE demanded that the chairman of the National Biodiversity Authority of India, Prof. Kanniayan step down
immediately for his statement that genetically modified crops were the only answer to increase the
agricultural productivity and solve the problem of malnutrition.

SAGE convener, P.V.Satheesh said it was a great insult to the country that the chairman of the NBA was
speaking in favor of genetically modified crops rather than promoting the agricultural bio-diversity in the
country. Even FAO promotes organic agriculture.

SAGE letter to NBA Chief says:

Every citizen of this country, who has concerns and commitment for the conservation of
biodiversity, has received with shock and disbelief the statement you have made welcoming
genetically engineered crops to save this country. To put it most mildly, it is extremely unfortunate
that the chief of a national body meant to safeguard the biodiversity in the country should issue a
statement such as the following:

“...genetically modified crops were the only answer to increase the production and productivity and
to solve malnutrition problem in the country” as reported in several newspapers from Chennai.
Ostensibly you were participating in a National Seminar on Biodiversity, Bioresources and
Biotechnology for Sustainable Livelihood of the Rural Community. It is strange that of the four
aspects of the seminar viz., biodiversity, bioresources, biotechnology and sustainable livelihood,
you left out everything else and chose to become the messiah of biotechnology. Obviously your
past as the champion of biotechnology [as VC of TNAU] has refused to leave your soul.

Prof Kannaiyan, would you be willing to look at your job chart and see what your role as the
Chairman, NBA is? The Biodiversity Law came into being to give effect to the principles of the
Convention on Biological Diversity; the primary objective of it being CONSERVATION of biological
diversity. The National Biodiversity Authority ought to uphold these CBD principles apart from its
specifically stated functions in the Act & Rules. In any case may we remind you that the National
Biodiversity Authority came into being to represent the wishes and aspirations of millions of your
countrywomen and men who have safeguarded biodiversity on their farms, fields, forests, fishery
and livestock for millennia. When they saw an explosion of invasion of corporate biopirates on their
sacred lands, they wanted a mechanism to save their hard conserved biodiversity.

Simultaneously, globally there was an outcry about the fast diminishing biodiversity and the need
for a global effort to safeguard this global heritage of mankind. The result was the Convention on
Biological Diversity which was signed by all the countries except for a corporate-infested rogue
state called United States of America for whom their corporate interests come before the interests
of their people. Signing the CBD and not implementing its originally well-intended objectives is
worse than not ratifying it at all.

I hope you have read the C B D thoroughly Prof Kanniayan! If you have failed or forgotten to read it,
may | as a citizen of this country draw your attention to a relevant part of it?

Convention on Biological Diversity, Article 8(g)
"Article 8. In-situ Conservation

Each Contracting Party shall as far as possible and as appropriate:

(g) Establish or maintain means to regulate, manage or control the risks associated with the use
and release of living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology which are likely to have
adverse environmental impacts that could affect the conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity, taking also into account the risks to human health;..."

It is a bit sad that it takes citizens like us to remind you that the very CBD that created the National
Authority and your position, is being threatened by your statements that are inimical to both truth
and science.



Section 36.4 (ii) of the Biological Diversity Act 2002 states that:

"The Central Government shall undertake measures to regulate, manage or control the risks
associated with the use and release of living modified organisms resulting from biotechnology likely
to have adverse impact on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and human
health' .

As one of the key custodians of this law, the Chairman of the National Biodiversity Authority, you
ought to be advising the Central Government on prevention of GMOs as a precautionary measure
rather than risk the rich and mega-diverse biodiversity of India and with it the culture and livelihoods
of millions of people. Simply put GE (genetic engineering) is antithetical to diversity. It not only
perpetrates monocultures, but also unleashes non-tested unnatural products that could cause
genetic pollution.

Shouldn’t you be taking care of these issues as Chairman, NBA, Prof Kaniayan? In any case your
job is to safeguard the biodiversity of this country. That is your mandate. You and the NBA are
supposed to be the custodians of the biodiversity on the farms, fields, forests ponds, rivers and
seas of this country. If this is the case, who gave you the authority to make out of turn comments on
the need for genetic engineering to protect the nutrition and productivity of this country? Is that your
job?

Are you aware of the significant body of information on how Organic farming can feed the world?
The FAO, Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations, in a special report in
September 2007 titled Organic Agriculture and Food Security explicitly states that organic
agriculture can address local and global food security challenges Organic farming is no longer to be
considered a niche market within developed countries, but a vibrant commercial agricultural system
practised in 120 countries, covering 31 million hectares (ha) of cultivated land plus 62 million ha of
certified wild harvested areas. The organic market was worth US$40 billion in 2006, and expected
to reach US$70 billion by 2012. It defines organic agriculture as: “A holistic production management
system that avoids the use of synthetic fertilizers and pesticides, and genetically modified
organisms, minimizes pollution of air, soil and water, and optimises the health and productivity of
plant,animals and people.
Do you, Prof Kanniayan classify FAO under the category of people® who are ignorant about the
ground realities or that they have some ulterior motives " when you accuse NGOs in your infamous
address of last week?

Or would you also consider as ignorant or people with an ulterior motive the team of researchers
from the University of Michigan which has compiled a 20-year research from 293 different
comparisons into a single study to assess the overall efficiency of the organic and chemical
agricultural systems to come to the conclusion that in developed countries, organic systems on
average produce 92% more than the yield produced by conventional agriculture. In developing
countries, however, organic systems produce 80% more than conventional farms.

Do you have access to such documents in the NBA library or are you surrounded by those spurious
studies by the biotech industries and donated to you by Monsantos and Syngentas in gratitude to
your promotion of their cause in your previous job as the VC of Tamil Nadu Agricultural University?

Instead of closely looking at such findings and promoting organic farming which has the real
potential to safeguard and enhance agro-biodiveristy in this country, it is amazing that you have
become the champion of GM crops. One wonders why?

The reasons are not too far to be invisible. Within a month or so, the Genetic Engineering Approval
Committee [GEAC], Government of India’'s apex regulatory body for GE crops has to decide
approval of a number of field trials of genetically modified crops that include more varieties of Bt
cotton, Bt Brinjal, Bt Mustard, Bt Okra etc. This is the reason why the biotech industry has gone on
? an overdrive in promoting their cause and a shrill advocacy has begun. They have the industrial
bodies on their side. Their paid scientists have started singing a new chorus for the crops. The pink
press, barring a few, are making it a purely FIl argument. The only support that the biotech industry
desperately needs now is from institutions that are respectable in the environment and ecological
circles such as the NBA. Have you fallen into their trap Prof Kanniayan or are you a willing



accomplice in the biotech industry’s conspiratorial plan to turn India into a GE state of poisoned
lands and thereby ensure that their coffers are full for ever? If this has indeed happened, you will be
charged with the crime of bringing down the total sanctity and credibility of the institution which you
are heading.

The only demand we can make under these circumstances is PLEASE STEP DOWN FROM YOUR
POSITION AS THE CHAIR, N B A.

In any case another statutory provision with the Act provides for the removal of NBA members if
they have so abused their position as to render their continuance in office detrimental to the public
interest;

-Section 11(d)

Then we can enter into an open debate on a forum of your choice to debate nationally and
internationally the issue of GE and food and nutritional security. We will place the global and
national evidences which expose the total hollowness of your claims on behalf of the industry.

In the meanwhile, we request you to stop polluting the sanctity of your position of Chair, NBA by
making irresponsible statements on GE.

[p v satheesh]

On behalf of

SOUTH AGAINST GENETIC ENGINEERING

a coalition of over 50 networks of farmers, scientists, academicians, consumer groups and civil
society organizations functioning in the south Indian states of AP, Tamil Nadu, Karnataka and
Maharashtra

Other related articles on this topic are-

2.A. NBA chairman in the eye of a storm

Can be downloaded from http:/ /www.merinews.com/ catFull.jsp?articlelD=129889

A two to three line summary of the story referred to and then the download link?

2.B.

The protest meeting organized by SAGE in Tamilnadu

Around 150 people representing SAGE TN partners, consumer organizations, NGOs, farmers’
movements and political party leaders staged a protest meeting to condemn Prof. Kannaiyan, NBA
(National Biodiversity Authority) in response to his irresponsible speech defending GM crops when
inaugurating a seminar on bio diversity, bio resources, bio technology and sustainable livelihood of
the rural communities organized by Loyola College, Chennai on 18" January 2008.

Dr. G. Nammalvar, President of Tamil Nadu Organic Agriculturalist Movement and the member of
SAGE TN Chapter questioned as to why the custodian of Biodiversity is defending a technology ,
which is totally unnatural, and unethical, and is a big threat to our biodiversity because of its
capability to induce genetic pollution.. He pointed out to the press that the statement by the NBA
chairman was in violation of the declared goals of the organization he was heading. He regretted
that at a time when several states were advocating the virtues of organic farming, the NBA
chairman should have gone out of his way to defend the corporate interests. Such a person should
step down from office, he insisted,so as to restore dignity to the name of the organization. . to our
existing bio diversity and inducing genetic pollution. He also showed evidences to the press.

Members from All India Muvendar Munnetra Kalagam, Tamil Manila Muslim League, Farmers wing
of Bharathiya Janatha Party, Ahila India Uzhavar Uzhaipalar Katchi, a farmer’'s party, Women’s
Collective of Chennai, Mr. Jayaraman, FEDCOT, Mr. M.P. Venkatakrishnan, Milk Producers
corporation, and a representative from Rajivi Congress led by Mr.Oswald Quintal (Joint Convenor
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of Tamil Nadu — SAGE-Chapter) have strongly condemned the speech of Prof. Kannaiyan, for his
irresponsible speech. They also demanded his resignation from the post.

2.C.  News from Punjab

http:/ /www.tribuneinda.com /2008 /20080202 / region.htm

Demanded Resignation of NBA Chief: The Kheti Virasat Mission, Jaitu, in a press
release, has demanded that the chairperson of the National Biodiversity Authority (NBA) should be
asked to resign following his pro-genetically modified crops stand and anti-conservation comments
at the national seminar on 'Biodiversity, bioresources and biotechnology for sustainable livelihood
of the rural community’ held in Chennai recently or concede to the farmers' demands that includes
tendering an apology to all activists struggling for an objective and independent assessment of
genetic engineering in agriculture.

3. Bt Allergy in North India Crying Out for Attention

Dr. Sudhir Kumar Kaura’s impassioned plea
http:/ /www .i-sis.org.uk/BTAllergyNorthIndia.php

As follow up to your articles More llinesses Linked to Bt Crops, and Mass Deaths in Sheep Grazing on Bt
Cotton (SiS 30) describing health problems associated with genetically modified (GM) Bt cotton in India, |
draw your attention to further symptoms of allergy reported this year in Sadalpur Village near Hisar in
Haryana State, India. Farmers say skin itching is very common and even buffaloes and dogs are affected.

The itching started to appear during the Bt cotton season this year. The village Ayurvedic Hospital
Compounder says that on average, 10 cases of skin allergy/itching symptoms in humans come to the hospital
every day, and there is an increasing trend over the past three or so years. Even cotton factory workers in the
area are complaining of an itching problem. Itching is observed mainly on the skin and in reproductive
organs.

Animals are also affected. On average, 5-10 cases of skin allergy/itching in buffaloes are presented at the
village veterinary hospital daily.

Thousands of sheep have died in Andhra Pradesh in past years, but there is still no real action on the part of
Indian Government. Even the local and national media are not paying any attention to this problem. We have
asked the local and national TV channels and newspapers to investigate into the problem caused by Bt
cotton in humans and animals.

| am really afraid for the future of India and our farmers. Sooner or later, the effects of transgenic pollution will
be more pronounced and will affect people who do not live in cotton fields or villages next to cotton fields.

Why do we still allow Bt cotton to be grown in India? Isn’t the death of thousands of sheep enough for us to
wake up and speak and support the truth?

How can the scientific community be so dead to issue like deaths and health problems due to Bt cotton? | am
really ashamed at the silence of scientific community though | am one among them.

In India, we are really fed up with the insensitivity of our Government and other regulatory authorities. People
say that India is one of the largest democracies, but | feel we do not deserve this reputation if that means the
Government cannot protect its citizens against this poisonous crop.


http://www.tribuneinda.com/2008/20080202/region.htm
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Dr Sudhir Kumar Kaura is a geneticist and biotechnologist based in Hisar, Haryana State, India, and can be
contacted at Tel: 09354172987 in India and 00919354172987 from outside India.

E-mail: lokvaani@rediffmail.com

4. SC seeks basis for exemption of GM food from safety test

http:/ /economictimes.indiatimes.com/News/News_Byv_Industry/Cons Products/Food/SC_see
ks basis for exemption of GM food from safety test/articleshow/2736212.cms

The Supreme Court has sought an explanation from Centre [the Government of India] as to why its
notification exempting the genetically modified (GM) food substances from mandatory approval of the
Genetically Engineering Approval Committee (GEAC) should not be set aside.

A bench comprising chief justice KG Balakrishnan and justice RV Raveendran issued notices to the ministry
of health & family welfare and ministry of civil supplies in a public interest litigation filed by environmentalist
Vandana Shiva and a charitable trust alleging that such exemption will have serious health consequences. It
sought replies within four weeks.

Advocates Pinky Anand and DN Goburdhun, who appeared on behalf of the petitioners, said the only
regulatory mechanism for approval of GM foods in the form of GEAC was being diluted through the
government’s notification of August 23, 2007.

The notification is ultra vires of the Environment Protection Act, 1986 and the Prevention of Food Adulteration
Act & Rules, which has permitted the manufacture and import of GM foods in the country without the approval
of GEAC, said Ms Shiva in her petition.

While most countries are banning GM products after considering their serious health hazards, India is being
used as a dumping ground by vested MNCs, said Ms Shiva.

She argued the biotechnology industry, which had failed to enter the European and Japanese markets, was
now trying to enter into Indian food market by subverting its laws.

The government’s notification published on September 11, 2007, is contrary to the existing laws, said Ms
Shiva.

She cited worldwide scientific tests highlighting the damaging effects of GM foods on environment and
consumer health.

“The notification exempting foods containing GMOs (Genetically Modified Organisms) from the mandatory
approval without assessment of potential on human health, environment, biodiversity and socio-economic life
of the citizens of India is in clear violation of fundamental rights of the citizens to safe food.

The consumers in India will not know whether they are eating imported processed food that contains GMOs.

This is an attempt to subvert the existing law,” the petition stated.
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5. The Supreme Court’'s guidelines on GM Crops have been
overlooked with the government okaying field trials of
genetically modified crop varieties

MIHIR SRIVASTAVA

http:/ /www.tehelka.com/story _main37.asp?filename=Ne160208uneven.asp

FEARS OF genetically-modified crops finding their way out of field trials and into the average Indian's diet
may seem far-fetched to some. But for a few, they are valid and their realisation seems imminent as the
Genetic Engineering Approval Committee (GEAC) has approved new field trials of genetically modified crops
in violation of a ban imposed by the Supreme Court in 2005.

In the GEAC's 78th meeting on May 22, 2007, field trials of GMmustard, large scale (pre-commercial) trials of
Bt Brinjal and stacked genes of Bt Okra (bhindi) were approved. In another meeting on August 8, 2007, the
GEAC gave the go-ahead to field trials of truncated synthetic Cry IAC rice. These were not in the original list
of 24 items covering 91 field trials approved by the GEAC in the intervening period of May 2 to September 22,
2006. TEHELKA is in possession of the list of recent GEAC approvals and some of these approvals
are of field trials to be conducted by Maharashtra Hybrid Seed Company Ltd (Mahyco). In 1998,
Mahyco and GM major Monsanto India formed Mahyco-Monsanto Biotech (India) Ltd, a joint venture, after
Monsanto picked up a 26 percent stake in Mahyco.

Fearing the unregulated proliferaton of GM crops in the country, Aruna Rodrigues and other
environmentalists filed a public interest petition in the Supreme Court in May 2005, for a moratorium on the
release of GM crops/organisms into the Indian environment and the need for proper bio-safety testing before
their release, including in-field testing. The apex court took strong note of the matter and stopped further field
trials. It also put in precautions to be taken in "ongoing" field trials for 24 items including Bt cotton, Bt
cauliflower, Bt brinjal, Bt rice, Bt castor. In all, 91 field-tests were on. But the recent approvals do not have the
court’s clearance and hence are in violation.

DISASTER AHEAD?
MIHIR SRIVASTAVA

EVERY ACTION that releases untested genetically modified organisms (GMOs) takes us to the brink.
Contamination from GM field trials will be irreversible. Clearly, the regulator's approvals are perverse,
untenable for India and at variance with the precautionary principle,” asserts Aruna Rodriguez, who has taken
the matter to the SC. Consider this: in the last 18 months, independent scientists analysed Monsanto’s own
data on rat-feeding studies and found Bt corn varieties already approved by Europe’s regulator to be toxic.
Also, Dr Judy Carman of the Institute of Health and Environment Research Inc., Kingston Park, Australia,
submitted a report on GM crop safety in July last year. The report said: “Only nine abstract (out of 60) could
be considered to contain measurable application to the human health. The majority of these (6 abstracts)
found adverse effect from eating GM crops.” Another study published in the October 2007, Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences, USA, shows that crop litter from transgenic Bt corn washes into streams
and adversely affects the growth and survival of the caddis fly, important food for aquatic life. Prof. David R
Schubert, professor and head, Cellular Neurobiology Laboratories, the Salk Institute of Biological Studies, La
Jolla, is of the view that the procedure used in the production of GM crops causes enormous number of
mutations in the plant with completely unpredictable consequences. There are estimates that between 90,000
and 2,00,000 unique chemicals can be produced, with up to 5,000 in a single species. Many of these are
known as highly toxic, cause cancer, and diseases like Parkinson’s.
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6. Concerns on labeling GM Food Products

http:/ /www.hindu.com/seta/2008/02/07 / stories/2008020750931600.htm

An ultimate challenge exists in the sinuous corridors of policy making and implementation with respect to the
expansive, daunting and relatively nascent world of promoting Genetically Modified (GM) food products in
India.

It lies in the inability to find a balance between addressing palpable concerns regarding health and safety
concerns over GM food products, and our need to facilitate unfettered 'progress', both economically and with
respect to international diplomacy.

Approval Committee

Till recently, GM food clearances were under the purveyance of the Genetic Engineering Approval Committee
(GEAC).

However, in a drastic, paradigm shift last year, the Government of India issued a notification which came into
effect September, 2007, withdrawing all existing regulatory overseeing on the import of GE foods.

Processed GM foods will now be monitored and regulated by the Food Safety and Standards Authority of
India, which was established under the new Food Safety and Standards Act.

However, despite having been passed in the Lok Sabha as long ago as July 2006, the Government is yet to
take a concrete step forward towards the enforcement of the Act.

Regulatory agencies

As of now, the development in Fall 2007 allows the import of GE foods without the importing agencies having
to take permission from regulatory agencies, as has been the case so far.

Furthermore, the rule merely proposes that the imported GM food is indicative of having been cleared for
marketing and use in the country of origin; thus no verification test is mandatory for the importing country.

The new notification will, in effect, provide unrestricted entry to untested foods since imported GM food does
not have to be labelled. Finally, the proposed rules in India do not mention punitive action, (in contrast with
the EU rules on the subject, which are clear).

Legal deterrent

This makes labelling exercises almost a figurative gesture with no real legal deterrent. On the domestic front,
there are concerns regarding GM food products as well.

As of September 2007, the GEAC will now be looking only at living (modified) organisms. There are problems
here.

For instance, vegetable oil containing GM cotton would be considered free of toxic effects only if double
refining is carried out.

High costs
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However, local manufacturers are known to avoid refining due to the high costs involved. Testing issues and
the lack of facilities in India to do so currently, resurface as major stumbling blocks.

Also, currently in India, there is an absence of a legal regime for liability and redress on GM food issues as
India has still not introduced a law on liability for this sector, even though it is required to do so by the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

Human safety from GM foods has been a matter of grave concern. After GM soy was introduced in the UK.,
cases of allergies went up.

Also, with respect to the environment, GM and non-GM crops can combine through cross-pollination and
mixing of the seeds.

Import of products

Environmental groups suspect that the import of products that contain soy, corn, canola or cotton seed
ingredients could possibly be genetically modified to a great degree. These are all concrete concerns that
need to be addressed.

Since the US does not segregate GM products from non-GM ones, consumer advocacy groups and
environmental organisations such as the Delhi-based Gene Campaign and Voice, are of the opinion that the
U.S. has consistently blocked international legislation on labelling at various multilateral forums such as the
United Nations' Food Standards Committee and Codex Committee on Food Labelling and with the WTO,
driving a discriminatory agenda on food safety norms.

Paradoxical laws

The threat ensuing from an unfettered, unmonitored system of importing GM food products, coupled with
paradoxical laws and the delayed implementation of stringent policies, could potentially lead to a dangerous
scenario.

GM foods infiltrate our markets as well as our agricultural fields in a juggernaut of uncontrolled possibilities
and mutations, threatening the collective health, environment and economy of our country.

7. How GM Crops Endanger Environment and Agriculture

by BHARAT DOGRA

http:/ /www.mainstreamweekly.net/article522.html

International conference on ‘Redefining the Life Sciences’ to study the implication and impacts of genetic
engineering was organised at Penang, Malaysia, by the Third World Network. These scientists and experts
issued a statement called the Penang Statement. This statement listed a wide range of potential adverse
effects of genetic engineering. Of particular concern is the difficulty or impossibility of recalling GEOs which
have been released into the environment, or which have escaped from containment and later found to have
adverse effects.

The potential ecological risks of applying genetic engineering to agriculture include the possibility that some
transgenic crops could become noxious weeds, and others could become a conduit through which new
genes may move to wild plants which themselves could then become weeds. The new weeds could
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adversely affect farm crops as well as wild ecosystems. Similarly, genetically engineered fish, shellfish and
insects could become pests under certain conditions.

The full detail can be downloaded from
http:/ /www.mainstreamweekly.net/article522.html

8. GM trials in India threaten trade ties

13 Feb 2008, 0221 hrs IST, Manoj Mitta, TNN

NEW DELHI: India finds itself increasingly on the defensive in agricultural trade for permitting field trials
across the country in a host of genetically modified (GM) food crops — rice, brinjal, okra, potato, tomato and
groundnuts — and thereby exposing conventional crops to the risk of transgenic contamination.

A case in point is a rather dodgy no-contamination certificate that the regulator, Genetic Engineering
Approval Committee (GEAC), was forced to give two months ago in response to a restriction imposed by
Russia on import of rice, groundnuts and sesame seeds from India.

Apprehending transgenic contamination, Russia had insisted on a written confirmation from the government
that "no GM crops in rice, groundnuts and sesame seeds exist in India".

This put GEAC in a fix since extensive GM field trials are admittedly going on in two of the three specified
items, namely, rice and groundnuts. So, GEAC qualified its reply by saying that no GM crops of those three
food items exist "in commercial production” in India.

It remains to be seen whether Russia would be taken in by GEAC's certificate, which is misleading as the
ongoing GM field trials in rice and groundnuts are meant to be a prelude to commercial production.

Even otherwise, field trials too are fraught with the risk of leading to GM contamination of the neighbouring
conventional crops because of notoriously lax safeguards. This is evident from a ban imposed by the
government on GM ftrials or research in basmati rice and in basmati-growing areas. The idea is to save
basmati rice from the stigma of GM contamination so that India retains its competitive edge in the trade of this
much valued food crop.

An advisory issued by the government takes pains to say: "No GM trials or research have been permitted by
Government of India in basmati and basmati growing areas. Therefore, rice grown in India is GM free and
there is no cause of concern with regard to any possible GM contamination of Indian rice."

In another major setback to the GM lobby, Nature Biotechnology, the most prestigious scientific journal in the
field, came out this month with the first documented case of pest resistance to Bt cotton, which happens to be
the only GM crop that has so far been cleared for commercial production in India.

According to the journal, a team of scientists from the University of Arizona in US has found the first
confirmation that insects have developed resistance to transgenic crops, reinforcing the worst-case scenario
portrayed by critics of GM crops.

The report comes in the run-up to a key hearing in the Supreme Court on Wednesday on a contempt petition
filed by activist Aruna Rodrigues against GEAC for clearing fresh field trials in brinjal and other food crops last
year despite a judicial stay.
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The petition singles out Bt brinjal as a "critical bio-safety hazard" since India is the "functional centre of origin"
for that vegetable.

(manoj.mitta@timesgroup.com)

Similar reports on:

1. EU cracks down on Chinese rice imports after GM traces found.

2. Australian farmers will lose their export markets if they go ahead with GM canola.
3. Japan urges Australia to continue GM crop bans

Can be downloaded from the following links respectively.

http:/ /www.earthtimes.org/ articles/show /185336,eu-cracks-down-on-chinese-rice-imports-
after-gm-traces.html

http:/ /www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2008/02/04 /2153647 .htm

http:/ /www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2007/10/15/2060182.htm

9. New Attack on GM Food Safety Testing Standards

Centre for Integrated Research in Biosafety

Bio-industrial Pollution of the Food Chain

A fundamental principle of food safety testing is under fire. The pressure comes from GM plant developers
that are bypassing a key safety test, despite the novelty of the products. Traditional food plants that have
been genetically modified to make industrial and pharmaceutical products, or animal feed, can very easily
contaminate the food supply. Developers are trying to get them approved as a legal food to avoid trade
disruptions. The baseline for assessing the safety of a GM food has always been to compare its genomic
changes and composition with its closest non-GM relative, usually the parental variety from which the GM
crop was made. This non-GM ‘comparator’1 is the standard baseline because it has a long history of safe use
as a food for people.

An audacious bid is now being made to abandon this baseline by having a GM crop assessed for
safety by comparing it to another GM variety that has no history of safe use.

Further details can be had from http:/ / www.biosafety-info.net/article.php?aid=437

An update on this can be downloaded from :
LAURA CROWLEY

The European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) is working with member states to update risk
assessment guidance for genetically modified organisms (GMOs) to bring it in line with scientific
progress and provide more in-depth advice.

http:/ /www.checkbiotech.org/green_News Genetics.aspx?Name=genetics&infold=16831

10. Biotech Lobby Propaganda



http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/show/185336,eu-cracks-down-on-chinese-rice-imports-after-gm-traces.html
http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/show/185336,eu-cracks-down-on-chinese-rice-imports-after-gm-traces.html
http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2008/02/04/2153647.htm
http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2007/10/15/2060182.htm
http://www.biosafety-info.net/article.php?aid=437
http://www.checkbiotech.org/green_News_Genetics.aspx?Name=genetics&infoId=16831

http:/ /athens.indyvmedia.org/local / webcast/uploads/biotech propaganda-bionova-
europabio.pdf

The reference example of the 4t International Biotech Conference in Athens-February 2008 and
counter-action generated.

The story of a franchising-way-of-biotech-expansion including the main European lobby, its branch in Greece and all
their networking tools like international conferences with the a biotech-friendly State blessings to promote their agenda
to the public.

EuropaBio lobby. The name for propaganda

The main lobby of the biotech sector in the European continent is called EuropaBio, an institution promoting the
biotech agenda and nothing else but the instrument of the top 1800 biotech companies including Monsanto,
Bayer, Syngenta and BASF in order to press politicians, influence the media and support research and
business people to join the biotech boom. EuropaBio is considered the European branch of BIO
(Biotechnological Industry Organization) The BIO international annual conventions in US are the largest
gatherings of biotech proponents. Notably, since 1998, most of these conferences have been met with
resistance in the form of counter-conferences, marches and other large gatherings (See www.biodev.orgThe

org)

Manipulate opinions

EuropaBio became most famous ten years ago when some leaked documents revealed how its promoting
agenda had been organised in order to manipulate public opinion about Biotechnology and Genetically
Modified organisms (info following by the Corporate Europe Observatory). Back then a strategy proposal for
EuropaBio by a Public Relations company the Burson Marsteller had been leaked. This paper was outlining a
scheme aimed to soothe public fears and outrage over the new biotechnologies and to ensure general
acceptance.

BIO conference in US, 2004 guarded by Police squads

A storm of protest and concern has been raised amongst citizens both in the US and in EU and a the
fundamental problem that consumers won't accept biotech products due to feared health or environmental
risks was still hanging over their heads although their relations with both the EU Commission and Parliament
were pretty good. In their words, they are “actively engaged in dialogue with the European institutions and
contribute to the creation of a coherent legislation for bio-industries. Europa Bio ensures a Steady flow of
information about biotechnology to the European Parliament, the European Commission and the Council of
Ministers”

According to Burson Marsteller, EuropaBio has "firmly established [itself] as the primary representative of
European bio-industrial interests within the political and regulatory structures of Europe" and the organization
has an "indispensable direct role in the policy-making process.” However, "this role is no longer in itself
sufficient to ensure the supportive environment Europe's bio-industries need to achieve global
competitiveness through the new biotechnologies. A sustained communications strategy and programme
able to generate favourable perceptions and opinions beyond the policy world is now essential.”

The leaked paper was recommending four basic strategies: "stay off the killing fields", "create positive
perceptions", "fight fire with fire" and "create service-based media relations". The were talking about symbols
not logic, stories not issues, products not technologies, beneficiaries not benefits and other usual PR
methods to promote the favorable effect on Commission and EU citizens.

The Greek connection


http://athens.indymedia.org/local/webcast/uploads/biotech_propaganda-bionova-europabio.pdf
http://athens.indymedia.org/local/webcast/uploads/biotech_propaganda-bionova-europabio.pdf

In 2004 Bionova Ltd was appointed the Greek National Association representative of EuropaBio (EuropaBio
Hellas). Bionova was first founded in 2002 as a communications and consulting firm in the Bio-Industry
sector. The mission of Bionova is stated as to promote and actively support technology transfer and
investments in the biotechnology sector and to provide leading management and consulting services though
partnerships of excellence. They gradually built a network of leading external advisors and partners-like
university professors, biotech multinational executives and others, to assist development of selective
university spin-offs or other biotech start-up companies, out-license and commercialize intellectual property
(bio-patents) to the global bio-industry market. In other words, to take all necessary actions to promote an
alliance between research and business sector and make as much profit possible out of it.

Another related site is given below
http:/ /athens.indvmedia.org/front.php3?lang=el&article id=815435

11. Anyone who tells you otherwise either doesn't know what they're
talking about, or they're not being honest”

USDA Recommends That Food From Clones Stay Off the Market
RICK WEISS

Washington Post, January 16 2008

http:/ /www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2008/01/15/ AR2008011501555_2.html
USDA Recommends That Food From Clones Stay Off the Market

The Food and Drug Administration has concluded that milk and meat from cloned animals, such as these
cows, should be allowed on the market. That stance has raised a debate over whether food from clones that
are raised organically could still carry the organic label. (PRNewsFoto/ViaGen)

In recent weeks, as it became clear that the FDA was ready to release its positive safety report, officials there
began encountering resistance from other agencies that would have to deal with the consequences of food
from clones entering the U.S. food supply.

Some of them, including the USDA's Foreign Agricultural Service and the Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative, have been struggling for years to persuade countries in Europe and other parts of the world
to accept gene-altered crops from the United States. The last thing those agencies needed, insiders said,
was a new U.S. product that nobody wants.

Please find another such important detailed article regarding Prohibiting Use of rBST-Free Labelingn in the
link provided below:

http:/ /www .thedailygreen.com/healthy-eating/ eat-safe / ben-jerrys-hormone-label-44020508

12. Debate over GMOs rages on in Europe

Date:; 2008-01-18
http:/ /cordis.europa.eu/fetch?CALLER=EN NEWS&ACTION=D&SESSION=&RCN=29016

Over 300 scientists and green lobby groups in Spain have signed a petition calling on their government to
ban the cultivation of genetically modified organisms (GMOs).


http://athens.indymedia.org/front.php3?lang=el&article_id=815435
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/01/15/AR2008011501555_2.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/01/15/AR2008011501555_2.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Foreign+Agricultural+Service?tid=informline
http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/related/topic/Europe?tid=informline
http://www.thedailygreen.com/healthy-eating/eat-safe/ben-jerrys-hormone-label-44020508
http://cordis.europa.eu/fetch?CALLER=EN_NEWS&ACTION=D&SESSION=&RCN=29016

The signatories, made up of scientists from Spanish universities and research centres, including the Spanish
National Research Council (CSIC), and green groups, denounced the 'dangers and impacts of the
introduction [of GM crops] into the environment and on our plates' and demanded that the Spanish
government adopt measures to eradicate the cultures on its territory.

'This is a technology that is destroying biodiversity and was a by-product of the military industry. It is
lamentable that Spain is acting as a vector for introducing these cultures into Europe when it is a country rich
in biodiversity,' Eugenio Reyes, a researcher at the Botanical Garden of Las Palmas in Gran Canaria, told El
Mundo newspaper.

Spain currently grows 75,000 hectares of genetically modified organisms (GMOs), making it Europe's largest
grower in Europe, followed by France with 22,000 hectares.

The petition comes only days after France decided to invoke an EU safeguard clause to bar a strain of GM
maize after a watchdog said it had doubts about the product.

The crop in question, MON 810, is a variety of maize developed by US biotech giant Monsanto. The strain
has had its genome modified to contain a gene that produces a toxin allowing it to defend itself against the
corn borer, which regularly destroys maize harvests around Europe.

The decision came after France's provisional High Authority on GMOs presented the conclusions of its study
on the effect of the MON 810 crop on health and the environment. The committee, composed of 15 scientific
experts, announced that it had 'serious doubts' about GM crops following its discovery of 'new scientific facts
relating to a negative impact on flora and fauna'.

These 'new scientific facts' included cross-pollination of GM and non-GM fields at local level and negative
effects on insects, a species of earthworm and micro-organisms.

However, the next day saw 12 of the High Authority's 15 scientists disagree with the Authority's conclusions,
saying they never found evidence for serious doubts or negative consequences concerning GM crops and
thus criticised the way the conclusions were worded.

Under EU law, the Commission has 60 days to decide on the validity of the new scientific evidence
discovered by the French committee on GMOs. If the Commission does not consider the evidence produced
to be valid, it can force the country to lift its ban, unless a qualified majority against such a decision is
reached in the Council of Ministers.

Austria, Germany and Poland have previously invoked the safeguard clause without success, as the
Commission has never substantiated their applications. Moreover, EU environment ministers have repeatedly
failed to reach a qualified majority for or against the Commission's proposals to lift the national bans.

In October 2007, Portuguese Environment Minister Francisco Nunes Correia said that a majority of Member
States oppose the Commission forcing them to lift such bans. He added that 'the Commission proposal still
prevails against the explicit will of one Member State and that is something that has to give us a pause for
thought.'

The next step will be for all the Commissioners to debate GMOs in early February 2008 to clarify the EU's
policy position on the issue.

For further information, please visit:



http:/ /ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology /strategy/index_en.htm
http:/ /www.ogm.gouv.fr/

Find the further reaction of U.S

12. A. US Seeks to Retaliate against GMO case

By JONATHAN LYNN

GENEVA - The United States underlined on Wednesday its right to retaliate against the European Union in a
row over an EU ban on biotech crops.

http: / /www.checkbiotech.org/ green. News_Genetics.aspx?infold=16817

12. B. But EU people say....

EU "must listen to national advice on GM crops" ENDS Europe Daily, 5 February 2008

http:/ /www.emfreeireland.org/news/index.php

12. C. Consumers in France Reject Genetically Modified Crops ahead of French Parliament
vote

Web in France, February 5 2008

http:/ /www.webinfrance.com/ consumers-in-france-reject-genetically-modified-crops-ahead-of-
french-parliament-vote-205.html

12. D. France to Formally request GMO ban at EU level

February 8, 2008

For details go through this link :
http:/ /www.checkbiotech.org/green News Genetics.aspx?Name=genetics&infold=16903

13. Canadian Farmer Forces GM giant back to Court

http:/ /pameladrew.newsvine.com/ news/2008/01/22/1247758-canadian-farmer-forces-gm-
giant-back-to-court
News Type: Event — Seeded on Tue Jan 22, 2008 11:42 PM EST

He was portrayed as an environmental David who stood up to the corporate Goliath, and became a
figurehead of the battle against the introduction of genetically modified crops everywhere. When Canadian
farmer Percy Schmeiser was sued by Monsanto for growing the firm's GM crops, which he claimed blew on to
his land, the company's eventual victory in the Canadian supreme court was overshadowed by accusations
of aggressive tactics and corporate bullying.


http://ec.europa.eu/food/food/biotechnology/strategy/index_en.htm
http://www.ogm.gouv.fr/
http://www.checkbiotech.org/green_News_Genetics.aspx?infoId=16817
http://www.gmfreeireland.org/news/index.php
http://www.webinfrance.com/consumers-in-france-reject-genetically-modified-crops-ahead-of-french-parliament-vote-205.html
http://www.webinfrance.com/consumers-in-france-reject-genetically-modified-crops-ahead-of-french-parliament-vote-205.html
http://www.checkbiotech.org/green_News_Genetics.aspx?Name=genetics&infoId=16903
http://pameladrew.newsvine.com/_news/2008/01/22/1247758-canadian-farmer-forces-gm-giant-back-to-court
http://pameladrew.newsvine.com/_news/2008/01/22/1247758-canadian-farmer-forces-gm-giant-back-to-court

Now, Schmeiser, of Bruno, Saskatchewan, is back to launch another slingshot at Monsanto, and this time he
is suing the billion dollar business for £300 in his local small claims court. At stake, he says, is millions of
pounds of compensation for those who have seen their land contaminated with GM material, and the
rights of organic farmers and others to produce GM-free crops. Monsanto calls the case "specific and
local".

Schmeiser and his wife, Louise, are suing for the C$600 (£300) it cost to hire contractors to dig up several of
Monsanto's GM oilseed rape plants he found growing in a field he was preparing for a mustard crop in 2005.
Schmeiser argues the stray plants are pollution, and the polluter should pay. The company refused
unless he agreed not to talk about it.

Schmeiser said: "No corporation should have the right to introduce GM seeds or plants into the
environment and not be responsible for it. It doesn't matter if it was $600, or $600,000. It has now
become a very important case, even though it is small, because if we win then it could cost Monsanto
millions and millions of dollars across the world."

14. Foodland Rejects Genetically Modified Crop Foods

Date: 24t January, 2008

http:/ /www .foodlandsa.com.au/foodland /FoodlandInternetLive.nsf /newsdisplay / CA25721E0
05D6F1FCA2573DA001B6EDD?OpenDocument

Independent supermarket chain Foodland SA has rejected the use of genetically modified (GM) food in its
Foodland range of products. And it has called for better labelling of branded and fresh products to ensure
consumers can choose whether or not to buy other goods containing GM foods.

Foodland SA’s Chief Executive Officer, Mr Russell Markham, said the decision was made after feedback from
customers. “Our customers have overwhelmingly indicated that they do not want GM ingredients in our
Foodland products,” he said. “None of our Foodland range currently contains GM ingredients and we feel it is
important to assure our customers that all our foods will remain GM free in the future.

Mr Markham said Foodland currently had 160 Foodland branded products, ranging from Dairy to Frozen and
Grocery items. More than half of these are manufactured in South Australia. Foodland’s stance follows
decisions by Australia’s largest food company, Goodman Fielder and Australia’s largest lamb exporter,
Tatiara Meats to exclude GM products. Foodland has 109 stores in South Australia, the Northern Territory
and New South Wales.

15. EU lawyers say no to Poland’s biotech ban &

http:/ /www.checkbiotech.org/ egreen_News_Genetics.aspx?infold=16730

EU lawyers take action against Poland over GMO ban

REUTERS, Jan 31 2008
http:/ /uk.reuters.com/ article / environmentNews/idUKL3191435020080131



http://www.foodlandsa.com.au/foodland/FoodlandInternetLive.nsf/newsdisplay/CA25721E005D6F1FCA2573DA001B6EDD?OpenDocument
http://www.foodlandsa.com.au/foodland/FoodlandInternetLive.nsf/newsdisplay/CA25721E005D6F1FCA2573DA001B6EDD?OpenDocument
http://www.checkbiotech.org/green_News_Genetics.aspx?infoId=16730
http://uk.reuters.com/article/environmentNews/idUKL3191435020080131

BRUSSELS (Reuters) - European Union regulators launched legal action against Poland at Europe's highest
court on Thursday for the country's move to ban the trade in and planting of genetically modified seeds, the
EU executive said.

Poland's plans for what amounts to a national GMO ban, announced last year, quickly drew criticism from
European Commission lawyers who routinely scrutinise any such proposals.

Earlier this month, they said it had no scientific justification. But Poland's insistence in proceeding with the
ban, despite several warning letters sent from Brussels, meant the Commission now had to resort to legal
action, it said.

"On the basis of the information provided by the Polish authorities in their replies to these letters, the
Commission has no alternative but to refer Poland to the ECJ," it said, referring to the Luxembourg-based
European Court of Justice.

"In their reply, the Polish authorities confirm their intention to maintain the ban Polish authorities believe that
the use of GM seeds encroaches on the sphere of public morality, an encroachment that would justify a total
ban on GM seeds."

As tested on several previous occasions, the Commission takes the view that if a region wants to ban GMO
crops or products, such restrictions must be scientifically justified and crop-specific to comply with EU law.

It also believes that a proposed ban must not be politically motivated, or a blanket GMO restriction that might
distort the EU's single trading market.

Poland's law on seeds and plant protection, adopted in April 2006, introduced a total ban of trade in GMO
seeds varieties on Polish territory.

Since the use and trade of GMO seeds was harmonized across EU member countries,
the Commission had told Poland -- in a first letter sent in October 2006 and then in
another sent in June 2007 -- that its GMO ban broke EU law, the statement said.
(Reporting by Jeremy Smith; editing by Chris Johnson)



