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the Austrian research may highlight unpublished (in peer reviewed journals)
but widely disseminated (ermakova, 2006a, 2006b; ermakova and Barskov,
2006) experimental results of russian neuroscientist Irina ermakova of the
russian Academy of Sciences, in which rats fed diets containing transgenic soy
had significant reproductive problems. the controversy over her purportedly
biased treatment by editors and authors of a critique in the journal Nature is
discussed in Part 2.

• Immune system disturbances (Malatesta et al., 2002; Finamore et al., 2008) and
hepatorenal toxicity (Seralini et al., 2007) have been reported in transgenic
grain-fed test animals in feeding studies.

• Proteomic analysis (Zolla et al., 2008) has shown that, compared with the
genetically identical corn line minus the transgene package, the transgenic line
showed that 43 proteins had been up- or down-regulated. the authors state
that this may be the basis for determining non-substantial equivalence.

Veteran transgenics researcher Arpad Puzstai summed up the body of research done
on the health effects of transgenic foods: ‘A consistent feature of all the studies done,
published or unpublished… indicates major problems with changes in the immune
status of animals fed on various GM crops/foods’ (Smith, 2007).

Commenting on the lack of safety data on transgenic foods in the Journal of Medic-
inal Food, David Schubert, head of the Cellular neurobiology Laboratory at the Salk
Institute in California, wrote in 2008:

there are, in fact, no data comparing the food safety profiles of GM versus
conventional breeding, and the ubiquitous argument that ‘since there is no
evidence that GM products make people sick, they are safe’ is both illogical
and false. there are, again, simply no data or even valid assays to support
this contention. Without proper epidemiological studies, most types of harm
will not be detected, and no such studies have been conducted (Schubert,
2008).

Conclusion

the hasty transition of the radically new technology of crop transgenics from the
research and development stage to commercialization, in which products of the
young industry have permeated global food markets, has resulted in what may turn
out to be the largest diet experiment in history. this problem is limited to transgenic
foods and should not affect bacterial and pharmaceutical crop transgenics, with the
proviso that pharmaceutical crops be grown in enclosures which prevent pollen
escape and be transported and stored in systems which do not transport or store food
grains at any time.

the lack of oversight that has led to the transgenic foods situation has been a major
failure of US’s science leadership. this paper has reviewed the major points in the
history of these failures, from allowing biotechnology industry domination of US fed-
eral regulatory bodies overseeing transgenic products, to a lack of response to ‘red
flag’ incidents and research findings on transgenic crops and foods, to failure to ade-
quately analyze and characterize the genetic and phenotypic integrity of transgenic
products. Part 2 of this paper reviews the major factors in the failure of science to
oversee transgenics, and discusses the agro-ecological alternative to transgenics as a
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foundation for building world food security, on top of which can rest non-transgenic
biotechnologies and tried-and-true Green revolution methods.
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Abstract. Factors in the failure of the scientific community to properly oversee agri-
cultural transgenics are presented. The large-scale restructuring of university
science programs in the past 25 years from a model based on non-proprietary sci-
ence for the ‘public good’ to the ‘academic capitalism’ model based on the
‘knowledge economy’ is discussed in the context of the failure of the science com-
munity to oversee the transition of transgenic crop technology from the research
stage to commercialization. Discussed are increasing science community and uni-
versity dependence on private industry funding and on development of
proprietary technologies; monopolization of the make-up of expert scientific bod-
ies on transgenics by pro-industry scientists with vested interests in transgenics;
deficient scientific protocols, bias, and possible fraud in industry-sponsored and
industry-conducted research; increasing politically and commercially driven
manipulation of science within federal regulatory bodies such as the FDA; and
bias in the peer-review process, tolerance by the scientific community of biotech-
nology industry manipulation of the information environment, and of biased
treatment and harassment of non-compliant scientists. Discussed are future food
production strategies for developing countries, recently framed in the 2008 UN-
sponsored International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science, and
Technology, an action plan that emphasizes non-proprietary, agroecology-based
approaches to food production and does not include crop transgenics as a central
strategy. The under-funding of non-proprietary agroecological approaches to food
production is discussed.
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Factors in the Failure of Science

the hasty transition of the radical technology of crop transgenics from the research
and development stage to commercialization, in which products of the young indus-
try have permeated global food, feed, and fiber markets, has resulted in what may
turn out to be the largest diet experiment in history. the lack of oversight that has
led to this situation has been a major failure of science leadership. Part 1 of this paper
reviewed the development and current picture of the transgenic crops industry, the
history of oversight failures, from allowing biotechnology industry domination of
US federal regulatory bodies overseeing transgenic products, to a lack of response to
‘red flag’ incidents and profoundly troublesome research findings on transgenic
crops and foods, to the failure to adequately analyze and characterize the genetic and
proteomic integrity of transgenic products.

At the core of this failure appears to be the restructuring of research university sci-
ence programs in the past 25 years from a non-proprietary ‘public goods’ approach
to one based on dependence on private industry. Additional ramifications of this shift
that have been factors in the transgenics issue are:

• tolerance by the scientific community of bias against and mistreatment of non-
compliant scientists whose work results in negative findings for transgenics,
including editorial decisions by peer-reviewed journals, as well as tolerance
of biotechnology industry manipulation of the information environment;

• monopolization of the make-up of expert scientific bodies on transgenics by
pro-industry scientists with vested interests in transgenics;

• deficient scientific protocols, bias, and possible fraud in industry-sponsored
and industry-conducted safety testing of transgenic foods; and

• increasing politically and commercially driven manipulation of science within
federal regulatory bodies such as the FDA.

The Shift to Academic Capitalism and the Knowledge Economy

the large-scale shift of university science program funding in recent years from pub-
lic (state and federal) monies to dependence on private industry sources has been
described in a number of publications (Press and Washburn, 2000; Kleinman, 2003;
Krimsky, 2003; etzkowitz, 2005; Welsh and Glenna, 2007). the term ‘academic capi-
talism’ (Slaughter and rhoades, 2004) has been used to describe the new orientation,
whose cornerstone, as described by Slaughter and Leslie (1997), is science ‘embedded
in commercial possibility’. In this model, university research is harnessed to promote
the emergence of the ‘knowledge economy’ in which ‘new circuits of knowledge’
linking university scientists with the ‘new economy’ are forged.

the academic capitalism model replaces or subsumes the model of the university
described during the 1940s and 1950s by Vannevar Bush and robert Merton. the
‘public good’ model as set out by Vannevar Bush (1945) maintained that university
researchers must focus on basic science, must have the freedom to pursue scientific
research wherever it leads, whether potentially profitable or not, and that there is to
be a separation of the university and the private sector (Welsh and Glenna, 2007).

the CUDoS model of robert Merton (communalism, universality, disinterested-
ness, and organized skepticism) (Schuster, 1995), otherwise known as the Mertonian
norms of science, have traditionally been pillars of university science. CUDoS
posited that scientific findings are common property, that scientists must remain
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detached from their research, and that the results must always be subject to healthy
skepticism. In the Mertonian model there was little room for commercialism. the
process and ramifications of the sea change from the Bush/Merton model of public
good and communal science to the ‘new economy’ model underlain by private intel-
lectual property has been extensively discussed in the work of Henry etzkowitz
(2005).

Central to the shift of universities to the new economy model has been the 1980
Bayh-Dole Act of the US Congress, which created closer ties between university
research programs and private industry by increasing the ability of universities to
retain intellectual property created with federal funding. one author offers no less
than 18 citations attesting to the fact that the Bayh-Dole Act was ‘extremely impor-
tant’ in the creation of this new university dynamic (Metlay, 2006). Biotechnology has
been the sector benefiting the most from the post-Bayh-Dole arrangement (Argyres
and Liebeskind, 1998).

Busch et al. (1991) write that the distinction between universities conferring ben-
efits to private interests vs. benefits to the public good is sometimes blurred. these
authors find that university administrators of technology-transfer offices, charged
with securing funding opportunities from private industry and with promoting uni-
versity–industry relations, see themselves as contributing to the public good by
justifying their budgets to state governments. Smith-Doerr (2005) posits that the aca-
demic capitalism model does not replace or delegitimize the Bush/Merton model,
as is common in other scientific revolutions, but coexists with it. Welsh and Glenna
(2007) maintain that the non-profit nature of universities charges them with different
roles and responsibilities in society than private enterprise and that these responsi-
bilities entail service to the public good via non-proprietary research.

Shortly after the implementation of the Bayh-Dole Act, US science as a body pre-
dicted its own failure with respect to universities’ handling of biotechnology industry
money and ties. A 1984 American Association for the Advancement of Science report
(the nelkin report) on the ramifications of the closer university–industry ties result-
ing from the Bayh-Dole Act, wrote:

If ties to industry encourage secrecy, divert faculty away from university-
centered research and education, bring external control of the direction of
research, and allow profit motives to enter discussions about hiring or pro-
motion, then such ties may indeed erode what is left of the image of the uni-
versity as a detached institution able to provide relatively impartial,
independent, and therefore credible expertise (nelkin, 1984).

Derek Bok, former president of Harvard University, warned of the insidiousness of
the slide toward loss of scientific integrity that comes with increased commercial ties:
‘[a]t the outset, profits to be made seem all too tangible, while the risks appear to be
manageable and slight.… the problems come so gradually and silently that their link
to commercialization may not even be perceived (Bok, 2003). He suggests pondering
the lesson of the gradual commercialization of university athletics. Bok attributes the
commercialization of academia to a loss of academic values and direction, in addition
to the loss of state and federal appropriations and the shift to the knowledge-based
economy.

Biotechnology industry influence over university research priorities can be seen
at the 10-campus University of California system. Despite the tens of millions of dol-
lars coming in to the university for research on transgenics, research on issues such



53 Don Lotter

as transgenic food safety, gene migration, and on ownership of the food chain are
‘very small’ (norman ellstrand, personal communication, 2007) or ‘lacking’ (Paul
Gepts, personal communication, 2007) according to knowledgeable faculty. this
imbalance is reflected at the USDA, which disburses research funding to universities.
In the period from 1992 to 2002, the USDA disbursed $1.8 billion for biotechnology
research. Approximately 1% ($18 million) of this went to risk-related research (Mellon
and rissler, 2003). Biotechnology industry influence and involvement at the Univer-
sity of California is growing. recently there has been controversy over the University
of California Berkeley’s proposed acceptance of $500 million from BP Corporation,
mostly for biotechnology research (Brenneman, 2006). 

Welsh and Glenna (2007) present evidence that investments in crop biotechnology
research have ‘overwhelmingly been targeted at plants and traits that are of interest
to the largest firms’. the authors present the case that research on non-proprietary
solutions which benefit the wider public has been lacking and that this arena should
be central to the mission of universities and other non-profit research institutions,
and that ‘an increasing number of authors argue that the mission of universities to
address public concerns has been altered’.

How have science faculty dealt with the change to profit-oriented science? Smith-
Doerr posits that an important factor in university scientist legitimization of more
commercially oriented biotechnology research is the shift to a network form of organ-
ization connecting scientists in university and industry, as distinct from the more
traditional dual hierarchical structure. this network dynamic blurs the boundaries
between the two environments; whereas in the hierarchical model the boundaries
between university and industry are clearly defined and the two are segregated.
Ambivalence and uncertainty are more easily dealt with by players in the networked
model, according to Smith-Doerr (2005).

Given the increasing dependence on industry funding and proprietary science, sci-
entists who have invested their careers in genetic engineering and who have second
thoughts about continuing may not easily be able to change to another field. Says one
veteran transgenics researcher: ‘As a scientist, once you narrow down into Ge, your
skills are very much in that area. You can’t just say, “I don't like this area any more,
I'll zip over to plant breeding instead”’ (Press, 2007). nor can scientists easily carry
out research or raise questions that put transgenics in a negative light. Such research
appears to be lacking at US universities. this may also be because as more pro-indus-
try scientists populate science faculties, they exert a pull on neutral faculty towards
industry-oriented research (Stuart and Ding, 2006).

The New York Times, in a 2009 article ‘Crop scientists say biotechnology seed com-
panies are thwarting research’ (Pollact, 2009) reported that 26 crop scientists
submitted a statement to the US environmental Protection Agency protesting the
agreements they are required to sign in order to acquire transgenic seed, which limit
their ability to do needed research on transgenic crops. the result, they write, is that
‘no truly independent research can be legally conducted on many critical questions
regarding the technology’. the scientists requested that their names not be used as
they feared repercussions that would affect their careers.

It is to the bewilderment of this author that, despite the august tradition of aca-
demic tenure and its protection, so few US scientists have taken on research that
examines the glaring questions which have clearly and persistently arisen on issues
of food safety and environmental and genetic integrity in crop and food transgenics
– questions that have persisted for some 15–20 years. If ever there was a raison d’être
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for the tradition of academic tenure, it is to protect scientists who carry out such
unpopular ‘against the tide’ academic work. needed are sociological studies which
go beyond examining the broad process of scientists shifting to the ‘knowledge econ-
omy’ and which examine how scientists have dealt with the ample evidence of
profound problems with transgenics. Were most scientists insulated from exposure
to such evidence? or, if exposed to evidence of problems in transgenics, how did sci-
entists make decisions to remain silent and go with status quo vs. becoming a
transgenics promoter vs. raising unpopular questions?

one issue that I, the author, have had to deal with in writing this paper is that its
publication and subsequent appearance on my resume will likely take me out of the
running for academic and teaching positions at the majority of agriculture programs
(my area of training) in the US, even those that prominently feature sustainable and
organic programs. there has clearly been an unwillingness in agriculture-related pro-
grams to openly debate the issue of transgenics. It is generally undergraduate groups,
who have much less at stake, who bring the transgenics debate to universities. A
number of faculty whom I have approached to give my talk on this issue, assuring
them that it is well-researched and not an ‘anti-technology’ rant, have simply told
me that it is too risky for them to sponsor, the issue is too controversial or unwanted.
Undergraduate groups have been much more receptive.

Bias against and Mistreatment of Dissenting Scientists

the issue of suppression of dissent in science has reared its head in the transgenics
issue. Sociologist Brian Martin, in a paper ‘Suppression of dissent in science’, writes
on the title topic: ‘there is no body of work in sociology on the topic and no standard
theoretical frameworks for dealing with it’ (Martin, 1999).

Bias against dissenting scientists in transgenics has occurred in hiring and promo-
tion decisions, illustrated by the Chapela and Pusztai affairs. In the former,
University of California scientist Ignacio Chapela, whose research showed transgene
contamination of native corn in Mexico (reviewed below), was denied tenure by a
committee which, according to one science historian, was characterized by ‘conflict
of interest as naked as it gets’ (Abate, 2003). (Chapela appealed and was later granted
tenure.)

The Pusztai Affair

Arpad Pusztai of the rowett Institute was one of the top plant transgenics scientists
in europe. His team was selected to develop safety-testing protocols for genetically
engineered foods, and he developed a project to insert genes for a lectin, a natural
insecticide, into potato. Pusztai found that the process of genetic engineering intro-
duced fundamental changes to the genetics of the potato, to the extent that elements
other than the natural form of lectin caused test rats to develop a number of health
problems, briefly described in Part 1.

Pusztai knew that europe, being pushed aggressively by pro-transgenics scientists,
was rapidly moving towards approving transgenic crops and foods, and that it
would take 1–2 years for his results to be published through the peer-review process.
He therefore took his results public, a common practice in science (Woloshin and
Schwartz, 2002; Bressler et al., 2004), especially with respect to health and medical
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issues. Pusztai was subsequently dismissed from his post at the rowett Institute, his
large research team disbanded, he was gagged with lawsuit threats, and the research
project terminated. Despite formidable resistance and attacks from Britain’s main sci-
entific body, the royal Society (Smith, 2003), his work was published in the medical
journal The Lancet (ewen and Pusztai, 1999). According to one molecular biologist:
‘[t]he Pusztai study is the best designed and carefully controlled study of its kind.
Compared to industry studies, it is leagues apart’ (Antoniou in Smith, 2007). If Pusz-
tai’s results had been suppressed, as was attempted, the transgenic lectin potato
would very likely be on the market today.

the Pusztai and Chapela affairs are strong messages for young faculty who wish
to develop their careers and research areas – the message is: ‘don’t challenge the
transgenics paradigm if you want tenure’. As Ignacio Chapela is quoted saying, refer-
ring to his near denial of tenure experience: ‘they have made an example of me.
other scientists see this and decide that maybe they should go back to studying the
bristles on the back of a bug’ (ross, 2004).

editorial bias in peer-review journals against dissenting scientists on the transgen-
ics issue, combined with positive bias for transgenics promoters, is an issue. one
study showed that nearly eight out of 10 scholars surveyed perceived bias in the
peer-review publication process in favor of scholars who publish material which is
positive to the current paradigm and ‘normal science’ and against recognizing schol-
ars publishing on unorthodox subjects, and that the prestige of the submitter and
his/her institution is correlated with passing peer review (Sigelman and Whicker,
1987). three examples illustrate this pattern in transgenics.

The Chapela Affair: Pressure to Retract a Peer-reviewed Paper Unfavorable to Transgenics

Ignacio Chapela, professor at the University of California Berkeley, tested native corn
being grown in indigenous areas of oaxaca in Mexico and found genetic contamina-
tion by transgenes from exported US corn, a highly significant finding that has never
been disputed. A second finding in the paper, published in the journal Nature, that
transgenic DnA is unstable and that fragmentation occurs during the transformation
process, was the source of controversy.

on the day the Quist and Chapela (2001) paper was published, emails attacking
him and his research started showing up on AgBioWorld, an Internet forum popular
with biotechnology scientists. AgBioWorld was associated with the Competitive
enterprise Institute, an industry-funded body ‘notorious for its extreme pro-corpo-
rate agenda’ (GM Watch, 2002a; Matthews, 2003a). the emails accused Chapela of
being an ‘activist first’ and a ‘scientist second’, that he colluded in attacks on ‘biotech-
nology, free trade, intellectual property rights’, and participated in other ‘politically
motivated agenda items’. they insinuated that Chapela had actually designed his
research in collusion with ‘fear-mongering activists’ and asked how much money
Chapela was getting in expenses from the ‘anti-biotech industry’. Later, the vice-pres-
ident of BIo, the Biotechnology Industry organization, is quoted as saying that the
authors’ (Chapela and co-author Quist) ‘commitment was not to data and science but
to a religious commitment to an [anti-biotechnology] dogma’ (Matthews, 2003b).

there have been reports in the media that the attacks on Chapela on Internet
biotech forums were part of the ‘viral marketing strategy’ of a specific biotechnology
company (Quist and Chapela, 2001), and that these attacks came from ‘phantom sci-
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entists’ – phony personages created by the viral strategists – whose emails were
shown to have originated on the servers of the biotechnology company’s Pr group
in the US (Littek, n.d.; Monbiot, 2002a, 2002b; ross, 2004).

After the attacks were posted on AgBioWorld, negative articles began appearing
in the press with headlines such as ‘Doubts over Mexican GM maize report’ (Kirby,
2002). this, plus a massive email campaign to the editor of Nature, galvanized sup-
port for pressuring Nature to retract Chapela’s paper. Nature appointed a committee
to examine possible retraction. the paper’s main finding that transgenes were found
in native Mexican corn was upheld by the committee. However, the second conclu-
sion of the Chapela paper, that fragmentation and subsequent ‘jumping’ of transgenic
DnA occurs, was not accepted. nevertheless, despite two of three referees failing to
find sufficient reason to retract the paper, Nature published a statement that there was
‘insufficient evidence to justify the original publication’ (Dalton, 2008) (not a retrac-
tion). With this decision, ‘the biotechnology industry won a major public relations
victory’, according to one media source (Philipkoski, 2002). BBC news criticized
Nature’s editor for going against the majority decision of the committees (GM Watch,
2002b). A well-balanced journalistic review of the retraction controversy exists by
Salah (2002).

one major point stands out on the Chapela affair after five years: the fragmenta-
tion and subsequent movement of transgenic DnA in plants, as posited in the
Chapela paper, has become the focus of research, as described in works cited in Part
1 of this paper. the idea that DnA fragmentation and migration to other parts of the
genome is ‘unprecedented’, ‘revolutionary’, ‘totally ludicrous’, and ‘more mysticism
than science’ (Sallah, 2002), as described by Chapela’s detractors during the contro-
versy, is looking much less likely.

A november 2008 article in Nature reports that research to be published in the jour-
nal Molecular Ecology has replicated Chapela’s finding of transgene contamination of
native Mexican maize but does not mention DnA fragmentation and migration (Dal-
ton, 2008).

The Wormy Corn Affair: Refusal of a Peer-reviewed Journal to Retract a Discredited Pro-
transgenics Paper

In 2003, the British Food Journal (BFJ) published a paper by a Canadian research team
(Powell et al., 2003) which reported that consumers were 50% more likely to choose
transgenic sweet corn than non-transgenic from bins at a farmers market. the paper
won the journal’s 2004 award for excellence. However, a book (Laidlaw, 2003) on
food by a Toronto Star journalist showed photos of the corn bins in the study with a
sign on the non-transgenic corn saying ‘Would you eat wormy corn?’ and one on the
transgenic corn saying ‘Here’s what went in producing quality sweet corn’, with each
sign showing the number of times the corn was sprayed with pesticide (non-trans-
genic corn much higher). these signs were not reported in the BFJ paper.

A furor developed in which accusations of fraud from detractors and libel and
defamation from the one or more of the paper’s authors were exchanged. the editor
of the BFJ has refused to either retract the paper or the award for excellence or pub-
lish any more discussion on the issue. evidence supporting the contention that the
signs were posted during a substantial part, if not all, of the data collection period
(several months) has been reported in a letter to the BFJ (Cummings et al., 2008), call-
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ing for the paper’s retraction, signed by an international roster of 40 scientists. the
letter states that the BFJ paper ‘is highly misleading, if not a flagrant fraud’.

The Ermakova Affair: Allegations of Unfair Treatment of a Dissenting Scientist by the
Editors and Authors of nature Biotechnology

Irina ermakova, a physiologist with the russian Academy of Sciences, has reported
significant health problems in rats fed transgenic soy in several experiments, briefly
described in Part 1 of this paper. ermakova has reported her results at conferences
but has not published in the peer-reviewed literature (Marshall, 2007).

the widespread reporting of ermakova’s findings prompted a piece in Nature
Biotechnology (Marshall, 2007) critiquing her experimental protocols. the published
critique has elicited allegations of bias on the part of the journal Nature Biotechnology
and that ermakova’s critics in the article were ‘grossly unfair’. According to
ermakova (GeneWatch, 2007), she was invited by Nature Biotechnology to answer a
set of questions about her research methods and results. She was sent what turned
out to be a dummy copy of the article which listed her as author. She was never told
the names of the four British and American men, all well-known scientists in trans-
genics, who turned out to be authors of the critical piece, and she was never shown
their comments. Most of ermakova’s references were removed and replaced with
citations chosen by the four authors. According to ermakova, the authors criticized
her lack of data but never gave her an opportunity to provide the needed data. Nature
Biotechnology received a number of letters protesting the article and published some
of them in the December 2007 issue of Nature Biotechnology (2007), along with a piece
by the editor, which stated ‘a more thorough editorial effort should be undertaken to
ensure that authors whose work is being commented upon have sufficient opportu-
nity to respond to criticisms’.

A glaring fact overshadows and highlights the entire ermakova affair: that, as of
June 2008, virtually no research had been done other than hers which carries out
long-term animal feeding comparisons of transgenic vs. non-transgenic foods in
which critically important parameters such as reproductive health are closely exam-
ined (Domingo, 2007). this fact, in this author’s opinion, greatly reduces the ability
of the Nature Biotechnology critique to delegitimize ermakova’s research and high-
lights the issue itself and the need for properly funded, designed, and executed
research that replicates hers. Soy is the most common and voluminous of the trans-
genic foods in the human diet, in terms of proteins, which are the critical entity (as
distinct from fats or sugars).

Monopolization of Expert Scientific Bodies on Transgenics

the one-sided pro-transgenics view is endemic in elite scientific institutions like the
national Academy of Sciences (nAS). the nAS’s 2004 book Safety of Genetically Engi-
neered Foods: Approaches to Assessing Unintended Health Effects (national Academy of
Sciences, 2004) clearly shows a pro-transgenics bias. A central theme in the book is
the transgenics industry’s long-standing and oft-repeated claim, despite the over-
whelming evidence to the contrary as described in Part 1 of this paper, that ‘genetic
engineering is part of a continuum of manipulation of plant genetics that starts with
traditional cross[-pollination] and selection of plants and animals’. to attempt to
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overcome this gap, the authors of the nAS book have a chapter entitled (italics this
author’s) ‘the adverse impact of foods on human health’.

Another chapter in the book, ‘Unintended effects from breeding’, follows the same
argument of putting transgenics on a continuum with traditional plant breeding, dis-
cussing the relatively rare cases where traditional breeding gives rise to foods with
allergens or nutritional problems and not discussing the fact (Zolla et al., 2008) that
potential allergen-generating proteomic changes in transgenic foods are much more
common than in foods from traditional breeding methods.

the book does discuss the unintended effects of transgenics, but by putting these
effects in the same class as unintended effects of traditional plant breeding, it gives
the impression of neutralizing those negative effects. the press release from the
national Academies Press on the book states: ‘Genetic engineering… poses no
unique health risks that cannot also arise from conventional breeding and other
genetic alteration methods’. no mention is made in the press release that such health
risks occur rarely in conventional breeding and appear to be common in transgen-
ics.

A 2008 issue of the journal Science features a cover story on genetically engineered
crops and their worldwide spread. In the editorial for that issue, the editor states:
‘Genetically modified GM cotton and corn… have been adopted very rapidly in some
countries, particularly the United States and Canada, increasing yields and decreas-
ing the use of pesticides and herbicides’. the first assertion is patently false, as no
yield increases have been shown by transgenic over non-transgenic crops. A second
assertion, that herbicide use has decreased, is highly questionable. the fact that the
assertion of a major myth (higher yields), a myth which has been thoroughly
debunked in the past 10 years, can be published in the lead editorial of the top US
science journal is indicative of the state of affairs of scientific discourse on this issue.

A 2004 report from another expert body, the Pew Initiative on Food and Biotech-
nology repeats the argument that transgenics is an extension of traditional plant
breeding and makes the startlingly hubristic statement that, ‘In some ways, genetic
engineering is more precise than conventional breeding, because scientists know
what genetic material is being introduced and generally understand the functions of
the expressed proteins’ (Pew Initiative on Food and Biotechnology, 2004). this is in
stark contrast to the statement of Latham et al. (2006) in their paper on the mutational
consequences of plant transgenics: ‘it is clear that plant transformation is rarely, if
ever, precise’ and that this lack of precision poses a ‘significant biosafety risk’. the
argument that ‘genetic engineering is more precise’ is common amongst promoters
of transgenic crops, the most recent for this author coming in a conversation with a
University of California agricultural extension agent when discussing transgenic
corn.

A 2007 report from the same Pew Initiative on Food and Biotechnology (2007)
maintains the pro-transgenics view, indicating no change, despite much research
since 2004 giving evidence to the contrary. referring to the roster of pro-transgenics
authors of the 2007 report, a former biotechnology specialist for the US ePA, now
with the Union of Concerned Scientists states: ‘As well as the many industry repre-
sentatives behind this report, there are also long-familiar Ge-promoters… there is
no one I recognize who has been seriously critical of any aspects of Ge… [t]he report
reflects the one-sided input – sometimes to an almost bizarre degree’ (GM Watch,
2007c).
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Deficient Research Practices

Federal food safety regulatory protocols which allow transgenic food-producing
companies to carry out food-safety studies with virtually no oversight have allowed
a pattern of poor scientific protocols to become commonplace throughout the food-
related industry. the science community has had issues of lack of oversight of the
safety and nutrition testing of products by the producing companies, and questions
of scientific validity and rigor of industry-sponsored research have arisen repeatedly.
In one study of 206 articles reporting nutritional evaluations of industry products,
0% of the industry-sponsored articles reported negative results, while 37% of reports
from independently-funded studies showed negative results (Lesser et al., 2007).
Such startling findings have been confirmed in other studies (Bekelman et al., 2003),
and have completely changed this author’s reading and interpretation of scientific
reports.

this pattern of lack of rigor and of data manipulation appears to have become
endemic in the safety testing of transgenic foods by producing companies. Allega-
tions of fraud in the safety testing of transgenic crops on the part of a biotechnology
company have recently emerged in europe (Ho et al., 2007; Seralini et al., 2007). Mon-
santo’s Mon863 corn was approved for use in the eU in 2005 after a controversial
approval process. Groups opposing its release attempted to obtain Monsanto’s
safety-testing data, prompted by independent tests that showed problems with rats
fed Mon863. After a court injunction forced Monsanto to release the data, French
researchers analyzed it and found statistically significant problems with the test-ani-
mals’ health, which had not been reported by Monsanto.

In a 2007 press conference, the researchers stated that ‘there are significant deficits
in the statistic[al] evaluation of the Monsanto report’, and that ‘these revelations are
profoundly disturbing from a health point of view. they are certainly sufficient to
require new and more carefully conducted feeding studies and an immediate ban
from human or animal consumption of GM corn Mon 863 and all its hybrids’ (Ser-
alini et al., 2007), Mon863 lines of corn are currently grown in the US, the eU,
Australia, Canada, China, Japan, Mexico, and the Philippines. France is currently
moving toward a freeze on transgenic crops (Jakubyszyn and Kempf, 2007) and the
eU is moving toward a ban on transgenic corn (Kanter, 2007).

Several questionable practices are reported to be common in industry-conducted
animal feeding tests of transgenic foods (Pryme and Lembcke, 2003; Bardocz and
Pusztai, 2006). Most feeding studies are done without using the whole transgenic
food – instead, isolations of the transgenic protein are fed to the animals. this would
exclude rogue proteins produced by mutations, a known problem in transgenics, dis-
cussed in Part 1 of this paper. A similar practice is to use surrogate proteins, produced
by transgenic bacteria, not by the transgenic plant. this practice gave rise to the dif-
ficult-to-detect glycosylation problem and subsequent allergenicity in the Australian
pea research discussed in Part 1, as bacteria do not glycosylate proteins as do plants.
other common practices are: shortening the duration that test animals are fed to the
minimum time possible, thus minimizing the chance of showing long-term effects;
the exclusive use of adult animals, which are significantly less prone to show prob-
lems in feeding trials than young or infant animals; the use of animals with wide
variation in weight, which reduces the significance of treatment effects; diluting the
transgenic food with other foods; and using irrelevant control groups that make com-
parisons to treatment groups difficult (Pryme and Lembcke, 2003; Smith, 2007).
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Political Manipulation of Government Science

Political manipulation of federal government science and scientists has become a seri-
ous problem (Vergano, 2007), and has been an important factor in the development
of the current dysfunctional transgenic foods situation. It is disturbing to this scien-
tist–author that US science’s leadership bodies, such as the national Academy of
Sciences or the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), have
not brought this issue to the forefront of mainstream media and college science cur-
ricula.

A 2006 survey of a thousand FDA scientists that was carried out by the Union of
Concerned Scientists (2006) on the state of scientific practice within the organization
showed that more than half of the scientists, 61%, knew of cases in which political
appointees ‘inappropriately interjected themselves into FDA determinations or
actions’. the same percentage knew of cases ‘where commercial interests have inap-
propriately induced or attempted to induce the reversal, withdrawal, or modification
of FDA determinations or actions’. to quote one scientist surveyed: ‘Scientific dis-
course is strongly discouraged when it may jeopardize an approval.… Whenever
safety or efficacy concerns are raised on scientific grounds… those concerns are not
taken seriously’. As related in Part 1 of this paper, FDA scientists’ warnings about
transgenic foods were systematically ignored by politically appointed administra-
tors.

The Information Environment and Transgenics

Media reporting on transgenics is often biased. It has been shown that agricultural
journalists tend to side overwhelmingly with pro-transgenics university scientists on
biotechnology issues and see them as ‘trustworthy, unbiased, and fair’, while dis-
senters are seen as ‘untrustworthy, completely biased, and unfair in communicating
agricultural biotechnology issues’ (Wingenbach and rutherford, 2005). Biotechnol-
ogy industry reports which are widely quoted in agricultural media often contain no
citations, while well-cited reports from anti-transgenics groups are routinely rejected
(Leahy, 2007). If mainstream US news media depend on agricultural media for their
occasional pieces on transgenic foods, this can be seen as a reason why Americans
have been shown to be ‘seemingly untroubled by a technology that causes europeans
so many difficulties’ (Gaskell et al., 1999).

Bias, sometimes subtle, exists in the dissemination of information on transgenics
to the public. A common theme in articles and information on transgenic foods is that
‘consumers just need to be educated about the benefits of GM foods’ (James, 2004;
Leonard, 2007; Wheeler, 2008). In this doctrine, laypeople are essentially given the
choice of being ignorant (anti-transgenics) or enlightened (pro-transgenics).

‘technological utopianism’ via biotechnology is a term used by european
observers to describe the tone of advisory documents submitted to the european
Union by consultants of the biotechnology industry during the approval process for
transgenic crops (Bioscience resource Project, 2007).

Another important component of the pro-transgenics sector’s manipulation of the
information environment is a not-so-subtle targeting of the general public’s predis-
position to guilt. the message that ‘biotechnology is needed to feed a hungry world’
has come to the forefront as a strategy in the promotion of transgenics, and associated
guilt is one of the tactics used by transgenics industry spokespeople: ‘the real issue
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in this world is not biotechnology, the real issue is starvation’, one university
spokesperson is quoted as saying (Knudson and Lee, 2004). (I have heard the same
spokesperson make the statement more than once.) the headline in an issue of Mon-
santo’s electronic newsletter The Biotech Advantage read ‘Academics Say Africans
Going Hungry Because of Activist Scare tactics’, while a Monsanto-India web page
for some time had a link to an article entitled ‘Green Killers and Pseudo-Science’,
referring to opponents of transgenic crops being killers because they would allegedly
allow people to die of hunger because of their opposition to transgenic crops (Lopez-
Villar et al., 2007). the poster-child project for this Pr strategy of the transgenics
industry has been the now-discredited ‘golden rice’, rice genetically engineered to
produce vitamin A (BIotHAI et al., 2001). the golden rice endeavor was labeled by
author Michael Pollan as ‘the Great Yellow Hype’ (2001).

the industry’s Pr strategy of ‘fighting hunger with biotechnology’ is encountering
problems. Former Un Secretary General Kofi Annan, heading a multilateral alliance
addressing Africa’s future food security, announced that the group has rejected trans-
genic crops as a solution in the African war on hunger (odhiambo, 2007). the same
view has appeared, albeit less visibly, in India (Sharma, 2007), where failure of trans-
genic crops has been common (Menon, 2007).

A study by South African scientists (African Centre for Biosafety, 2007) has called
into question the role of transgenics in the development of food security in the face
of aggressive promotion by pro-biotechnology forces, including the US’s rockefeller
Foundation. the study reports that, despite the extreme complexity and long-term
nature of developing drought tolerant crops via transgenics, and that drought toler-
ant crops are 8–10 years away from implementation, ‘GM drought tolerant crops are
being used as powerful Pr tools by the biotech machinery and strategic philanthropy
[organizations] such as the rockefeller Foundation to promote acceptance of GM
crops, expand existing markets and develop new markets’.

the promotion of transgenic crops and foods to farmers and consumers by uni-
versity extension programs, despite the tag of being ‘market driven’, goes against
market trends. Consumers have overwhelmingly rejected transgenic foods since
1994. the Center for Food Safety, referring to transgenic foods, writes, ‘the depth of
market rejection is arguably unparalleled by any other consumer product’ (Center
for Food Safety, 2006).

A Well-established Alternative to Transgenics for Future World Food Production

In April 2008, 57 nations signed a an action plan for future world food production in
developing countries, known as the International Assessment of Agricultural Knowl-
edge, Science and technology for Development (IAAStD). the United
nations-sponsored IAAStD was authored by over 400 agricultural scientists and
experts and stands to become the reference point around which future agricultural
development takes place.

At the heart of the final report (IAAStD, 2008) is the idea that local and regionally
derived sustainable and agro-ecological strategies which take into account social
impacts should be the basis of future food production; that the hitherto capital inten-
sive, high-environmental impact, technology- and yield-centered approach of Green
revolution agriculture needs changing in developing countries; and significantly,
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that transgenics and proprietary biotechnologies are not likely to be at the center of
this roster of strategies.

the IAAStD report emphasizes agroecological approaches:

‘[S]ystems are needed that enhance sustainability while maintaining pro-
ductivity in ways that protect the natural resource base and ecological pro-
visioning of agricultural systems. options include improving nutrient,
energy, water and land use efficiency; improving the understanding of soil-
plant-water dynamics; increasing farm diversification; supporting agroeco-
logical systems, and enhancing biodiversity conservation and use at both
field and landscape scales’ (IAAStD, 2008).

Interestingly, one of the two biotechnology-industry representatives, Syngenta, who
was part of the initial idea of convening a food production strategy agreement for
developing countries, exited the IAAStD proceedings in January 2008, when it was
clear that their agenda was not to be at the center. the United States, Canada, and
Australia did not sign the agreement.

Studies have shown that non-proprietary agro-ecological methods are an effective
strategy for future food production in the developing world (Pretty et al., 2006). A
recent study reported that organic agricultural methods could provide the basis for
world food security (Badgley et al., 2007), and the Un Food and Agriculture organ-
ization in a 2007 report states that, ‘organic agriculture can address local and global
food security challenges’, and it recommends that the United nations ‘consider pro-
moting organic supply systems as a food security strategy’ (FAo, 2007).

the author’s own work showed that organic crop systems can be more robust than
conventional systems under conditions of environmental stress (Lotter et al., 2003),
a scenario that is increasing as a result of global climate change. In the study we
showed that, in a 21-year farming systems comparison study in Pennsylvania, the
organic system out-yielded the conventionally managed crops by up to 100% during
drought years, as well as eroding less and capturing more water during torrential
rain events.

Such improvements in crop performance under drought stress, had they been
achieved by transgenics, would have been the subject of weeks of headlines and tV
coverage in mainstream press. nevertheless, tens of millions of dollars are being
invested in the transgenics route to crop drought resistance (ojanji, 2007).

this author does not believe that future food production should be limited to
organic methods as defined by current certification protocols. However, the agro-
ecological techniques which are the basis of organic crop production can provide the
foundation for world food production. Selected non-organic conventional methods
can be used to bolster the agro-ecologically engineered foundation of crop produc-
tion. For example, moderate amounts of synthetic nitrogen to bolster cover
crop-based fertility – carefully timed to reduce leaching into water systems – the use
of treated seed, and the selective use of herbicides are such technologies which would
enhance the yields and efficiency of agro-ecologically based methods. these meth-
ods, which combine organic and conventional techniques, are known as ‘integrated’,
have been well-researched in europe, and consistently show robust, sustainable
results (Holland et al., 1994).

the model proposed here is that agro-ecological engineering is the foundation
upon which crop systems should be based, on top of which can be put chemical and
biotechnological modalities. Both levels of the pyramid would be ‘high tech’. Agro-
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ecological techniques are often ‘hi-tech’. For example, these strategies may make
simultaneous use of automated biometeorological monitoring using computer mod-
els; careful arthropod pest monitoring; application of viral, bacterial, or fungal
biological control agents; management of soil organic matter dynamics to facilitate
optimum nutrient release and root environment; soil and plant nutrient status mon-
itoring; weed and non-crop plant community monitoring; and close monitoring of
other research-based agro-ecological parameters.

Uphoff (2007) discusses the problem of agro-ecological approaches in agricultural
development being overlooked because of the preoccupation with ‘genocentric’
strategies. He uses the example of the System of rice Intensification, put in place in
a number of developing countries, in which yields have been increased by 30–100%
via agro-ecological methods which require little investment and are available to local
farmers. Australian agronomists report in India, where debt problems have become
epidemic for farmers trying to transition to transgenic cotton, that with integrated
pest management and non-transgenic cotton varieties, overall pesticide use can be
reduced by 50% and profits increased by 75% (Bhandari, 2007). other authors have
discussed similar agroecology-based productivity increases (Bunch, 2002; Lotter,
2003).

A critical point, however, is that these agro-ecological engineering strategies are
predominantly non-proprietary and not patentable. Agro-ecological engineering
does not attract private investment, as these techniques do not lend themselves to
proprietary ownership and patents, and therefore must be funded by public monies,
i.e. federal and state programs. these modalities are also, in most cases, not transfer-
able en masse; they generally must be researched and developed for each crop and
each ecosystem, which necessitates a dedicated and widespread research and exten-
sion system.

the past 25 years have seen this sector of agricultural research receive a smaller
and smaller share of public research monies as university commercialization of
research progressed – indeed, only a tiny fraction of the total research monies allo-
cated – while biotechnology-related research at universities has long received the
‘lion’s share’ of federal monies for agriculture (Kaiser, 2000), despite the fact that
most of the biotechnologies are proprietary and also garner substantial private
investment. the integrated, non-proprietary, ecological engineering-based solutions
should form the first line of attack in future world food production strategies, and
most public-sourced investment in agricultural research should go here.

Without a robust research and extension base for non-proprietary, ecologically
based agricultural systems, US farmers may be increasingly unable to compete in the
global market in the future if competing farmers in other countries have efficacious,
low-cost, non-proprietary methods being developed by their public institutions.
Many of these ecologically and biologically based methods have low implementation
costs in addition to being royalty free.

Biotechnology will still have its place in the development of food production. For
example, an important biotechnology alternative to transgenics is marker-assisted
selection, in which non-invasive biotechnological methods are used to mark desirable
genes for efficient selection in traditional breeding programs. Cultivars of rice
(Sasaki, 2006) and wheat (BBC news, 2006) have been developed via marker-assisted
selection.
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Conclusion

the transgenic foods debacle is a classic case for the need to incorporate elements of
the precautionary principle (raffensberger and tickner, 1999) into science policy, as
well as to rescue elements of scientific independence and integrity from the damage
done by the restructuring of university science towards the academic capitalism
model of the past 25 years. Had either the precautionary principle or protocols for
true scientific independence and integrity been in place during the approval process
for transgenic crops, even minimally, the emerging conflict between pro-transgenic
foods forces and those opposing them would have taken place before the heavy
investment in the development of the industry.

the decision to oppose transgenic food in its current form should not automati-
cally imply opposition to all transgenics. Parsing transgenic foods from the larger
transgenics sector and accepting that it may be a failed enterprise gives the majority
of biotechnology-invested and transgenics-invested scientists an ‘out’ from the con-
flict, as most transgenics scientists, in this author’s view, work on non-food products
and species for industrial or pharmaceutical ends.

It appears that the science community has two paths it can take on transgenic
foods. one is to continue its entrenchment and denial of the problem, the other is to
parse crop transgenics from the larger transgenics issue so that it can be the subject
of a market roll-back without jeopardizing the rest of the industry. the likely result
of denial of the problem will be that the consumer, and thus the market system, will
reject transgenic foods. Consumers, with sufficient market choice and with nagging
questions about the safety of transgenic foods (and all they need are doubts) will
likely exercise their power and simply move to the ever-growing organics sector, or
to known non-transgenic foods. In an economy that prides itself on market choices,
those non-transgenic products are very likely to become increasingly available at
competitive prices.

A widespread consumer movement to non-transgenics and organics would lead
to an unsustainable situation for investors in and developers, producers, and mar-
keters of transgenic foods, a scenario that already appears to be in its beginning
stages, as discussed earlier. the benefits of transgenic foods to the consumer have
never been clear to those consumers, and unless the biotechnology industry develops
a transgenic food that delivers some major benefit which traditional foods lack, con-
sumers are unlikely to be convinced to buy them. Such a breakthrough class of
products would likely fall into the single-compound (as discussed in Part 1) phar-
maceutical/nutraceutical category anyway, an area of potential growth for
transgenics.

Cost-cutting breakthroughs in food production via transgenics are unlikely to
mean very much to consumers in a country where only 7–8% of consumer income
goes to food. Conversely, high prices are paid for gourmet foods and wines, a market
sector which prides itself on food purity and tradition, and which was at the leading
edge of the first US opposition to transgenic foods, and remains steadfastly opposed
to them. After transgenic foods fail in the market, its disendorsement by the scientific
community will then likely follow, at the risk of the science community having lost
much credibility, however.

What appears to be a significant trend in the crop seed development industry
made itself clear to this author on a recent vegetable crops class field trip that I led
to the headquarters of the largest vegetable seed company in the world, which is
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owned by the largest agricultural biotechnology company in the world. When asked
by the students about the development of genetically engineered crops, a senior sci-
entist at the company stated that there is very little genetic engineering going on
currently, and that ‘90% of our biotechnology work is on biomarkers’ (otherwise
known as marker-assisted selection, a non-transgenic technology for rapid identifi-
cation and development of favorable crop traits). thus it appears that, while the
industry continues to defend transgenics in public, behind the scenes the investment
in transgenics is on the decline.

the entrenchment of the scientific community with respect to transgenic foods
could lead not only to consumer rejection of transgenic foods but also to the possi-
bility of the public rejecting all biotechnology and a good part of science as well –
tantamount to ‘throwing the baby out with the bath water’. this scenario risks the
development of widespread public mistrust of science, especially amongst the young.
on the other hand, the science community can cut its losses, open up to the idea that
food crop transgenics is deeply flawed and needs to be subject to a market roll-back
and comprehensive re-analysis, and then give the public some transgenic products
that it really needs and can trust – like effective pharmaceuticals produced in enough
quantity to be available to the average health-care consumer. this would restore pub-
lic trust in science and may re-invigorate science itself.

References

ABAte, t. (2003) Critic of biotech corn fears UC won't give him tenure, San Francisco Chronicle, 24 Mar.,
published online <http://www.sfgate.com>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

AFrICAn Centre For BIoSAFetY (2007) Monsanto’s Genetically Modified Drought Tolerant Maize in South Africa.
African Centre for Biosafety, 1 May, published online <http://www.biosafety-info.net>, accessed 2 Feb.
2008.

ArGYreS, n. and LIeBeSKInD, J.P. (1998) Privatizing the intellectual commons: universities and the commer-
cialization of biotechnology, Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 35, pp. 427–454

BADGLeY C., MoGHtADer, J., QUIntero, e., ZAKeM, e., CHAPPeLL, J., AVILéS-VáZQUeZ, K., SAMULon, A. and
PerFeCto, I. (2007) organic agriculture and the global food supply, Renewable Agriculture and Food Sys-
tems, 22(2), pp. 86–124.

BArDoCZ, S. and PUSZtAI, A. (2006) GMo in animal nutrition: potential benefits and risks, in: r. MoSentHIn,
J. ZenteK, and t. ZeBroWSKA (eds) Biology of Nutrition in Growing Animals. edinburgh: elsevier.

BBC neWS (2006) Wheat’s Lost Gene Helps Nutrition. BBC news, published online <http://www.news.bbc
.co.uk>, accessed 15 Dec. 2007.

BeKeLMAn, J.e., LI, Y. and GroSS, C.P. (2003) Scope and impact of financial conflicts of interest in biomedical
research, JAMA, 289, pp. 454–465.

BHAnDArI, n. (2007) Optimal Pesticide Use Can Save Cotton Farmers. Inter-Press news Service, 7 June, pub-
lished onlne <http://ipsnews.net>, accessed 31 Jan. 2008.

BIoSCIenCe reSoUrCe ProJeCt (2007) Does the Knowledge-based Bio-economy Add Up? Bioscience resource
Project Commentaries, 10 June 10, published online <http://www.bioscienceresource.org>, accessed 4
Feb. 2008.

BIotHAI, CeDAC, DrCSC, GrAIn, MASIPAG, PAn-InDoneSIA and UBInIG (2001) Grains of Delusion:
Golden Rice Seen from the Ground. GrAIn briefing, 25 Feb., published online <http://www.grain.org>,
accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

BoK, D. (2003) Universities in the Marketplace: The Commercialization of Higher Education. Princeton, nJ:
Princeton University Press.

BrenneMAn, r. (2006) GMo research dominates BP-UC partnership, The Berkeley Daily Planet, 6 Mar.
BreSSLer, n.M., LIeSeGAnG, t.J., SCHACHAt, A.P. and ALBert, D.M. (2004) Advantages and potential dangers

of presentation before publication, Archives of Ophthalmology, 122, pp. 1045–1048.
BUnCH, r. (2002). Increasing productivity through agroecological approaches in Central America: experi-

ences from hillside agriculture, in: n. UPHoFF (ed.) Agroecological Innovations: Increasing Food Production
with Farmer Participation. London: earthscan, pp. 162–72.



Genetic Engineering of Food and the Failure of Science – Part 2 66

BUSCH, L., LACY, W., BUrKHArDt, J. and LACY, L. (1991) Plants, Power, and Profit: Social, Economic, and Ethical
Consequences of the New Biotechnologies. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell Publishers.

BUSH, V. (1945) Science – The Endless Frontier: A Report to the President on a Program for Post-war Scientific
Research. Washington, DC: national Science Foundation.

Center For FooD SAFetY (2006) Market Rejection of Genetically Engineered Foods. Center for Food Safety
newsletter, nov., published online <http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

CUMMInS, J., Ho, M.-W., SAUnDerS, P. et al. (2008) Open Letter to British Food Journal Editor & Editorial Board:
Wormy Corn Paper Must be Retracted. Institute of Science in Society press release, 23 Jan., published online
<http://www.i-sis.org.uk>, accessed 3 Feb. 2008.

DALton, r. (2008) Modified genes spread to local maize: findings reignite debate over genetically modified
crops, Nature, 456(7219), p. 149.

DoMInGo, J.L. (2007) toxicity studies of genetically modified plants: a review of the published literature,
Critical Reviews in Food Science and Nutrition, 47(8), pp. 721–733.

etZKoWItZ, H. (2005) the rise of the entrepreneurial university, International Journal of Contemporary Soci-
ology, (42)1, pp. 28–43.

eWen, S.W.B. and PUSZtAI, A. (1999) effect of diets containing genetically modified potatoes expressing
Galanthus nivalis lectin on rat small intestine, The Lancet, 354, pp. 1353–1354.

FAo (FooD AnD AGrICULtUre orGAnIZAtIon) (2007) International Conference on Organic Agriculture and Food
Security. Un Food and Agriculture organization report, oFS/2007/reP. 3–5 May. rome: FAo.

GASKeLL, G., BAUer, M.W., DUrAnt, J. and ALLUM, n.C. (1999) Worlds apart? the reception of genetically
modified foods in europe and the U.S, Science, 285: pp. 384–387.

GeneWAtCH (2007) Editor admits to serious errors of judgement. Genewatch press release, 12 Aug., published
online <http://www.genewatch.org>, accessed 3 Feb. 2008.

GM WAtCH (2002a) Prakash Admits AgBioWorld Bastard Child of ‘Well-funded Front for Corporations’. GM
Watch press release, 3 June, published online <http://gmwatch.org>, accessed 2 Feb. 2008.

GM WAtCH (2002b) Row over GM Crops: Mexican Scientist Tells Newsnight He Was Threatened Because He
Wanted to Tell the Truth. GM Watch press release, 7 June, published online <http://gmwatch.org>,
accessed 3 Feb. 2008.

GM WAtCH (2007) Pew-USDA Report Intended to Weaken GM Regulation. GM Watch press release, 3 April,
published online <http://gmwatch.org>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

Ho, M.W., CUMMInS, J., and SAUnDerS, P.t. (2007) GM food nightmare unfolding in the regulatory sham,
Microbial Ecology in Health and Disease, 19(2), pp. 66–77.

HoLLAnD, J.M., FrAMPton, G.K., CILGI, t. and WrAtten, S.D. (1994) Arable acronyms analysed: a review
of integrated arable farming systems research in western europe, Annals of Applied Biology, 125(2), pp.
399–438.

IAAStD (International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science and technology for Development)
(2008) executive Summary of the Synthesis report. IAAStD, published online <http://www
.agassessment.org>.

JAKUBYSZYn, C. and KeMPF, H. (2007) La France s’oriente vers un gel des cultures d’oGM, Le Monde, 20
Sept.

JAMeS, J. (2004) Consumer knowledge and acceptance of agricultural biotechnology vary, California Agri-
culture, 58(2), pp. 99–105.

KAISer, J. (2000) Agricultural research: windfall breeds fresh but vulnerable crop of grants, Science, 287, p.
402.

KAnter, J. (2007) eU officials propose ban on genetically modified corn seeds, International Herald Tribune,
21 nov.

KIrBY, A. (2002) Doubts over Mexican GM maize report. BBC news, 14 April, published online <http://www
.news.bbc.co.uk>, accessed 2 Feb. 2008.

KLeInMAn, D.L. (2003) Impure Cultures: University Biology and the World of Commerce. Madison, WI: Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Press.

KnUDSon, t. and Lee, M. (2004) Biotech industry funds bumper crop of UC Davis research, Sacramento Bee,
8 June.

KrIMSKY, S. (2003) Science in the Private Interest: Has the Lure of Profits Corrupted Biomedical Research? Lanham,
MD: rowman and Littlefield.

LAIDLAW, S. (2003) Secret Ingredients: The Brave New World of Industrial Farming. toronto: McClelland & Stew-
art.

LAtHAM, J.r., WILSon, A.K. and SteInBreCHer, r.A. (2006) the mutational consequences of plant transfor-
mation, Journal of Biomedicine and Biotechnology, 2006, pp. 1–7.

LeAHY, S. (2007) GE Crops Slow to Gain Global Acceptance. Inter Press Service, 10 Jan, published online
<http://www.commondreams.org>, accessed 5 Feb. 2008.



67 Don Lotter

LeonArD, A. (2007) Transgenic public relations: Why is it so hard? Salon.com, 11 Sept., published online
<http://salon.com>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

LeSSer, L.I., eBBeLInG, C.B., GooZner, M., WYPIJ, D. and LUDWIG, D.S. (2007) relationship between funding
source and conclusion among nutrition-related scientific articles, PLoS Medicine, 4(1), e5.

LItteK, M. (n.d.) Marina Littek of Italy’s Green Planet interviews Jonathan Matthews of GM Watch. GM Watch,
published online <http://www.gmwatch.org>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

LoPeZ VILLAr, J., FreeSe, A., BeBB, A., BASSeY, n., AMénDoLA, C. and FerreIrA, M. (2007) An analysis of the
global performance of GM crops (1996–2006). Friends of the earth ‘Who benefits from GM crops?’ issue
111, Jan.

Lotter, D. (2003) Beyond GMO… the REAL answer to healthy, disease resistant crops. new Farm magazine,
published online <http://www.newfarm.org>, accessed 2 Feb. 2008.

Lotter, D.W., KoCH, r. and LIeBHArDt, W. (2003) the performance of organic and conventional cropping
systems in an extreme climate year, American Journal of Alternative Agriculture, 21(4), pp. 1–9.

MArSHALL, A. (2007) GM soybeans and health safety: a controversy reexamined, Nature Biotechnology, 25,
pp. 981–987.

MArtIn, B. (1999) Suppression of dissent in science, Research in Social Problems and Public Policy, 7, pp. 105–
135.

MAttHeWS, J. (2003a) Biotech’s hall of mirrors: a very dirty game, GeneWatch, 16(1).
MAttHeWS, J. (2003b) From Berkeley to Johannesburg, from India to Zambia, biotech’s deceivers are play-

ing a very dirty game, GeneWatch, 16(1).
MeLLon, M. and rISSLer, J. (2003) environmental effects of genetically modified food crops, recent experi-

ences, Paper presented at conference ‘Genetically Modified Foods – the American experience’, royal
Veterinary and Agricultural University, Copenhagen, Denmark, 12–13 June, published online
<http://www.ucsusa.org>, accessed 2 Feb. 2008.

Menon, S. (2007) ear to the ground, Business Standard, 22 July.
MetLAY, G. (2006) reconsidering renormalization: stability and change in 20th-century views on university

patents, Social Studies of Science, 36(4), pp. 565–597.
MonBIot, G. (2002a) the fake persuaders: corporations are inventing people to rubbish their opponents

on the internet, The Guardian, 14 May.
MonBIot, G. (2002b) Corporate phantoms, The Guardian, 29 May.
nAtIonAL ACADeMY oF SCIenCeS (2004) Safety of Genetically Engineered Foods: Approaches to Assessing Unin-

tended Health Effects. Washington, DC: national Academies Press.
NATURE BIOTECHNOLOGY (2007) opinion and Comment section, Nature Biotechnology, 25(12), pp. 1329–1492.
neLKIn, D. (1984) Science as Intellectual Property: Who Controls research? new York: MacMillan.
oDHIAMBo, A. (2007) Annan rules out use of GMos in the war on hunger in Africa, Business Daily, 17 July.
oJAnJI, W. (2007) Drought-resistant GM crops sought, East African Standard, 9 Sept.
PeW InItIAtIVe on FooD AnD BIoteCHnoLoGY (2004) Issues in the Regulation of Genetically Engineered Plants

and Animals. report, April, published online <http://www.pewagbiotech.org>, accessed 4 Feb. 2008.
PeW InItIAtIVe on FooD AnD BIoteCHnoLoGY (2007) Emerging Challenges for Biotech Specialty Crops. Work-

shop report, 18–19 January, published online <http://www.pewagbiotech.org>, accessed 15 Jan. 2008.
PHILIPKoSKI, K. (2002) A dust-up over GMo crops, Wired News, 12 June, publised online <http://www

.wired.com>, accessed 2 Feb. 2008.
PoLLACt, A. (2009) Crop scientists say biotechnology seed companies are thwarting research, The New York

Times, 20 February.
PoLLAn, M. (2001) the great yellow hype, The New York Times, 4 Mar.
PoWeLL, D.A., BLAIne, K., MorrIS, S., and WILSon, J. (2003) Agronomic and consumer considerations for

Bt and conventional sweet corn, British Food Journal, 105(10), pp. 700–713.
PRESS (2007) Scientist says Ge crops don’t live up to promise, The Press, 16 April.
PreSS, e. and WASHBUrn, J. (2000) the kept university, Atlantic Monthly, 285(3), pp. 39–54.
PrettY, J.n., noBLe, A.D., BoSSIo, D., DIxon, J., HIne, r.e., PennInG De VrIeS, F.W.t. and MorISon, J.I.L.

(2006) resource-conserving agriculture increases yields in developing countries, Environmental Science
and Technology, 40(4), pp. 1114–1119.

PrYMe, I.F. and LeMBCKe, r. (2003) In vivo studies on possible health consequences of genetically modified
food and feed: with particular regard to ingredients consisting of genetically modified plant materials,
Nutrition and Health, 17, pp. 1–8.

QUISt, D. and CHAPeLA, I. (2001) transgenic DnA introgressed into traditional maize landraces in oaxaca,
Mexico, Nature, 414(6863), pp. 541–543.

rAFFenSBerGer, C. and tICKner, J. (1999) Protecting Public Health and the Environment: Implementing the Pre-
cautionary Principle. Washington, DC: Island Press.

roSS, J. (2004) the sad saga of Ignacio Chapela, Anderson Valley Advertiser, 18 Feb.
SALLAH, A. (2002) Mexican Maize Madness. ABC Science, 7 Apr., published online <http://www.abc.net



Genetic Engineering of Food and the Failure of Science – Part 2 68

.au>, accessed 3 Feb. 2008.
SASAKI, t. (2006) Plant breeding: rice in deep water, Nature, 442(7103), pp. 635–636.
SCHUSter, J.A. (1995) The Scientific Revolution: An Introduction to the History and Philosophy of Science. Wol-

longong: University of Wollongong.
SerALInI, G. e., CeLLIer, D. and De VenDoMoIS, J.S. (2007) new analysis of a rat feeding study with a genet-

ically modified maize reveals signs of hepatorenal toxicity, Archives of Environmental Contamination and
Toxicology, 52(4), pp. 596–602.

SHArMA, A.B. (2007) Conventional seeds, hybrids to ensure food security, Financial Express, 22 July. 
SIGeLMAn, L. and WHICKer, M.L. (1987) Some implications of bias in peer review: a simulation-based analy-

sis, Social Science Quarterly, 68(3), pp. 494–509.
SLAUGHter, S. and rHoADeS, G. (2004) Academic Capitalism and the New Economy : Markets, State, and Higher

Education. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.
SLAUGHter, S. and LeSLIe, L.L. (1997) Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial University.

Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.
SMItH, J. (2003) Seeds of Deception. Fairfield, IA: Yes Books.
SMItH-Doerr, L. (2005) Institutionalizing the network form: how life scientists legitimatework in the

biotechnology industry, Sociological Forum, 20(2), pp. 271–299.
StUArt, t.e., and DInG, W. (2006) When do scientists become entrepreneurs? the social structural

antecedents of commercial activity in the academic life sciences, American Journal of Sociology, 112(1), pp.
97–144.

UnIon oF ConCerneD SCIentIStS (2006) Voices of Scientists at the FDA: Protecting Public Health Depends on
Independent Science. Union of Concerned Scientists report, published online <http://www.ucsusa.org>,
accessed 4 Feb. 2008.

UPHoFF, n. (2007) Agroecological alternatives: capitalising on existing genetic potentials, Journal of Devel-
opment Studies, 43(1), pp. 218–236.

VerGAno, D. (2007) Science vs. politics gets down and dirty, USA Today, 5 July.
WeLSH, r. and GLennA, L. (2007) Considering the role of the university in conducting research on agri-

biotechnologies, Social Studies of Science, 36(6), pp. 929–942.
WHeeLer, S.A. (2008) the barriers to further adoption of organic farming and genetic engineering in Aus-

tralia: views of agricultural professionals and their information sources, Renewable Agriculture and Food
Systems, 23(2), pp. 161–170.

WInGenBACH, G.J. and rUtHerForD t.A. (2005) trust, bias, and fairness of information sources for biotech-
nology issues, AgBioForum, 8(4), pp. 213–220.

WoLoSHIn, S. and SCHWArtZ, L.M. (2002) Press releases: translating research into news, JAMA, 287, pp.
2856–2858.

ZoLLA, L., rInALDUCCI, S., AntonIoLI, P. and rIGHettI, P.G. (2008) Proteomics as a complementary tool for
identifying unintended side effects occurring in transgenic maize seeds as a result of genetic modifica-
tions, Journal of Proteome Research, 7(5), pp. 1850–1861.



file:///G|/Director's%20Office%20Division%20Folder/Letters%20to%20Public/2009/Sugarbeet_Policy/July%2031%20and%20later/Guercio.txt

From: Pearlman, Ben
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 2:50 PM
To: Haverfield, Carrie
Subject: FW: Please Act Now: Boulder & GMO Policy-6-21-09 e-mail

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 

 

From: Shelly Rieks [mailto:srieks@thecariboucompanies.com] On Behalf Of Jim Guercio
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2009 3:58 PM
To: Pearlman, Ben; Toor, Will; Domenico, Cindy; steve.demos@gmail.com; markr@auroraorganic.com; shoffman@organiccenter.org
Subject: Please Act Now: Boulder & GMO Policy-6-21-09 e-mail

 

We (Boulder County) have a very special place and history—I agree with Steve and Mark.  The science is incomplete and inadequate.  We ­must regulate herbicides.  We know how dangerous they are, and that the long-term consequences of these chemicals on the food chain and health impacts would seem to require strict controls on their use, or their ban altogether (i.e. Boulder County).  It would be good for the people of Boulder County and the country as well.  Do not allow GMO sugar beets to be grown on open space land.  Thank you for your service.  It is deeply appreciated.  

 

James W. Guercio, Caribou Ranch  

 

Shelly Rieks

The Caribou Companies

1300 Walnut Street

Suite 200

Boulder, CO   80302

303.440.4644

303.440.5999 F

srieks@thecariboucompanies.com

 

 

This email message is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential, privileged and nondisclosable information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email immediately and destroy any and all copies of the message. 
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From: john gormley [razzathiker@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2009 1:08 PM
To: Nielsen, Tina
Subject: recent paper published on biotech industry
hello tina!

here attached, is a copy of the recent paper published by uc-davis trained scientist don lotter, in the peer reviewed international journal of society of agriculture and food.

thought you might find it interesting and helpful!

thanks, for your time!

John F. Gormley III
3295 euclid ave 
boulder, co. 80303
484-431-3377

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Get your vacation photos on your phone! Click here. 
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From: karen morgan [karenmorgan34@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 11:14 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: no gmo's on open space

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Where is Boulder County's reputation for health and a safe environment in this issue?  Obviously we need a policy for GMO's.  In my mind, NO GMO's on public land!    

Monsanto's practice of forcing their GMO products into our energy/food stream is creating a division among our people & as the old adage teaches, 'Divide & conquer".  History has shown us the negative results of not carefully thinking through an issue, of what happens when we only focus on our own self interest.

Sugar beets seeds cannot be saved here & Monsanto GMO sugar beet seeds (terminator seeds) cannot be saved.  Helping set up & subsize a seed coop would be another way to go.

They need a lot of water to grow (a scarce commodity).  Buying & using Roundup ready GMO crops requires the use of Monsanto Roundup for weed control which, (because we do not know in advance & cannot control the amount of rain we will get in any given season) has the potential of polluting the water that we drink & our unused water (polluted) then flows downstream from us (we live at a very high elevation).  

Changing the DNA in a food source doesn't insure that the new product will work harmoniously with our human bodies & the research currently available is pointing out that GMO's, like other products Monsanto has created, are turning out to be like a "trojan horse" disguised as a financial boone.

Monsanto's very questionable business practices must be considered for the future economic, physical, fiscal & vibrant health of everyone in Boulder County (not to mention the rest of the world), & implementing a policy that would allow any untested food product into our varied physical/energy stream could result in our having to expend much more time & energy to getting rid of them once the 'horse is out of the barn'.

How do we protect the organic farmers in Boulder County from the 'Monsanto Police'?  

Under the Freedom of Information Act, I thought we were entitled to know information that isn't classifed as 'national security', but if labeling food that contain GMO's is illegal & isn't classified under 'national security', how can we get the information to make intelligent choices about the untested & unlabelled foods that we could be putting into their bodies.  

There seems to be fewer & fewer pollinators, like bees & butterflies, with the advent of GMO's & there is research suggesting the truth in this.  

The increase in the number & type of damaging insects, the 'superweeds' & the history of farms being abandoned in the south & midwest after being over run with superweeds, suggest that we need to stop the direction of this train we are on & truly return to living in harmony with the earth.

WHERE IS THE BALANCE IN ALL OF THIS?  There seems to be more interest & focus on bringing & circulating money here in Boulder County, but if you look carefully at the money stream, i.e. the money leaves Boulder County to buy the GMO sugar beet seeds, our precious water that would be used to irrigate the beet fields, would be leaving Boulder County in the harvested sugar beet product (GMO or not), because we have a very small market for sugar beets here. The majority of large quanities of sugar beets have to be sent to other markets & though there is some financial return (to the farmers that grow the GMO sugar beets), we could expand the financial returns to 
Boulder & it would be healthier, environmentally safer & fiscally more profitable to grow other crops that would be more sustainable on EVERY level, to Boulder County. 

We could do a little historical research to find out & grow other non GMO crops, grains like quinoa, amaranth, or other crops like soybeans, potatoes, sweet potatoes, broccoli, carnations or other flowers, echincea, golden seal, borage, comfrey & other medicinal & culinary herbs, edible flowers, etc. that could be sold to restaurants, hospitals, Celestial Seasonings, White Wave & companies like them, schools, etc. for various projects, including healthier lunches & educating our children & our larger population about the benefits of eating truly local & much, much healthier contributing to a much better quality of life.  

We could help the farmers by finding a way to subsidize building greenhouses & using other methods of producing food when the weather turns colder. This would help companies, restaurants, schools to keep buying from our local farmers instead of seeking outer sources.

Since our food economics are tied in with other factors, for example the energy used to transport products in & out of Boulder County, (that is already changing because of peak oil, water & energy useage issues), please carefully consider some of the ideas presented at last night's meeting to use our given resources (land, farmers, water, energy, local food) to keep Boulder truly local thus contributing a wonderful model to others who are searching for a way out of this downward spiral. 

We need a policy that will require manufacturers of new food products to provide independent proof that their products are safe BEFORE they are brought here (like Europe does).  Included in this policy would be a way to protect the small farmers who adds so much to a better quality of life for Boulder, from the short-sightedness of those caught up in the headlights of just 'profit'.

Please keep in mind, the financial & physical toll this is taking on all of our farmers here in Boulder County (including you, our policy makes and those of us, aligned with organic farmers, who spend a lot of time volunteering), who are making real sacrifices to put this economic train on a much better track.  We are the pioneers of a new direction, something we feel driven to do & we are in the majority of Boulder County tax payers.
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From:   Linda Cornett [lcornett2@comcast.net]
Sent:   Thursday, July 30, 2009 11:35 AM
To:     Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject:        GMO

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:    Flagged

Please demonstrate the vision and leadership that Boulder County is known for and refuse 
Monsanto a further opportunity to expand it’s damaging practices at the expense of Boulder 
County taxpayers. Organic growing is the future; let’s get an early start on modeling how it can 
work on public lands. Thank you for listening.  
 
Linda Cornett 
620 Highland Ave. 
Boulder 80302 
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From: Mary Sweet [msweet@boulder.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 5:31 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: GMO sugar beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Commissioners,

Please, NO GMO in Boulder County!!!  The impact on traditional 
agriculture is too great, and the risk to human and animal health is 
as yet unknown. Please vote no!

-- 
Mary Sweet
Sweet Design
303-449-4308
1800 30th Street, suite 220K
Boulder, CO 80301
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From: mignon macias [mignonmacias@mindspring.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2009 9:33 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Fw: GMO crops-Commissioner Toor/Domenico

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Toor and Ms. Domenico, 

Please vote against allowing GMO crops to grow in Boulder County. The implications of such crops are not clear nor is their safety on humans.  As a regular patron of Boulder Farmer's Market I very much appreciate the high quality of Bouder's organic produce and trust that will be consistantly maintained. I do not want to eat GMO foods nor those potentially contaminated by them. 

Sincerely, 
Mignon Macias
5070 Euclid Ave.
Boulder, Co 80303  
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From: Jennifer [jennifertwin@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 11:12 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: No GM Sugar Beets, please!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

We don't want that 'food' or 'poison' in Boulder county.

Thank you
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Jannatpour, Vivienne

From: Lindsay Harris [aquaabundance@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 1:26 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: No GMO CROPS ON BOULDER PUBLIC LANDS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

County Commissioner, 
  
I think that growing GMO Sugar beets on Boulder Public Lands is a ludicrous idea.  I moved to Boulder to be in 
a place that supported local and organic farming.  A place that embraces health and vitality, a place where I can 
ensure that when I have children, they will be raised in a clean environment, protected from harsh chemicals 
and pesticides.  I love Boulder for the amazing and aah-inspiring place it is.  I would be ashamed and 
overwhelmingly disappointed to know that you would let something like this happen to the place we call home. 
It would forever compromise the integrity of our public lands and our homes in Boulder.  The financial gain is 
rendered insignificant by the long-term negative health effects and environmental degradation that GMO Sugar 
beets would contribute to.  Please do not let this happen! 
  
Sincerely, 
Lindsay E. Harris  
 



1

Jannatpour, Vivienne

From: s ferguson [sharonsoars@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 11:39 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: NO GMO IN BOULDER COUNTY

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

We have lived in Boulder County for 33 years, are homeowners and vote;  We request that you serve us in 
rescinding your (in our eyes) ignorant and very poor decision to allow GMO crops on OUR open space 
land.  Allowing science on the side of the farmers requesting GMO and not giving equal time for the science of 
opposing view seems unfair, to say the least.  This issue seems a perfect opportunity to go one of two ways: 
towards more industrial agriculture, or a chance to create an integrated agriculture serving the community. 
 These choices are both clearly articulated in Michael Pollan's THE OMNIVORE'S DILEMMA.  It would seem 
a 'no-brainer' which path Boulder County should take. 

 

As our elected officials to you, we direct you to:  RESCIND YOUR DECISION! 
 
Sharon Ferguson 
Burt Rashbaum 
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 From: Todd Mead [tmead@civitasinc.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 4:08 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: No GMO please.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Will, Ben and Cindy,

 

I voted for each of you and your work has been tremendous.  But on the issue of GMO beets I truly expect higher standards from you than what I have read in the paper thus far.  Genetically Modified Foods are a far greater health and safety concern than this local minor economic issue for the county.  There are other ways that we can solve the county land maintenance issue. GMO foods have far reaching patent concerns that actually harm farmers by disallowing seed saving and forcing the purchase of seed each from corporate agriculture organizations.  GMO plants have cross-pollinated with naturally developed plants, effectively becoming the property of the GMO seed developer (typically Monsanto).  GMO’s further have a long term impact of creating stronger insects, thus requiring the creation of stronger poisons. 

 

Please research this issue in depth.  Much already exists in the popular press- Omnivores Dilemma by Michael Pollan, Animal, Vegetable Miracle by Barbara Kingsolver, and others.  Please also watch the movies Future of Food and Food Inc.  This is a serious issue about which little is being done in this country.  GMO food is being restricted throughout the world, and in this country the power of industrial agriculture is literally forcing it down our throats.  GMO food is difficult to avoid already due to limited labeling. 

 

Please do not allow further encroachment of GMO plants in our community.  I do not want round-up ready beets cross-pollinating with the beets in my garden!  Please be wise.  Please no GMO.  Please think of our future.

 

As for alternatives, how about working with NREL, ConocoPhillips or others to grow switchgrass for biofuel study?

 

 

todd mead

principal

CIVITAS

303.571.0053 t

720.272.2267 c

www.civitasinc.com 

 

 

PPlease print this e-mail only if necessary. Thanks!
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From: Barr Hogen [chefbarr@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2009 3:22 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: No GMO Sugar Beets on Public Land!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
As a member of Naturally Boulder I feel strongly that if anything is to be grown on open space land, it should be organic. Is there any reason why the farmers can't grow it organically? I am sure there are genetically modified crops grown in Boulder County, and certainly a farmer who owns his/her own land should be able to make that decision, however, on public land I feel we owe it to the local organic farmers (to protect their crops from cross contamination) to encourage organic farming.
Thanks

Barr Hogen
Barr-None Consulting
Delivering Delicious Functionality
1902 Poplar Ave.
Boulder, CO 80304
Ph: 720-470-3645
Fax: 515-474-7988 
www.barr-none.net -website
www.flavorista.com - food blog
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 From: David W. Mayer [david@dwmayer.com]
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 9:20 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: NO GMOs on Open Space!

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

NO GMOs on Open Space!

 

David Mayer

589 West Street

Louisville, CO 80027
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From: karen morgan [karenmorgan34@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 11:14 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: no gmo's on open space

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Where is Boulder County's reputation for health and a safe environment in this issue?  Obviously we need a policy for GMO's.  In my mind, NO GMO's on public land!    

Monsanto's practice of forcing their GMO products into our energy/food stream is creating a division among our people & as the old adage teaches, 'Divide & conquer".  History has shown us the negative results of not carefully thinking through an issue, of what happens when we only focus on our own self interest.

Sugar beets seeds cannot be saved here & Monsanto GMO sugar beet seeds (terminator seeds) cannot be saved.  Helping set up & subsize a seed coop would be another way to go.

They need a lot of water to grow (a scarce commodity).  Buying & using Roundup ready GMO crops requires the use of Monsanto Roundup for weed control which, (because we do not know in advance & cannot control the amount of rain we will get in any given season) has the potential of polluting the water that we drink & our unused water (polluted) then flows downstream from us (we live at a very high elevation).  

Changing the DNA in a food source doesn't insure that the new product will work harmoniously with our human bodies & the research currently available is pointing out that GMO's, like other products Monsanto has created, are turning out to be like a "trojan horse" disguised as a financial boone.

Monsanto's very questionable business practices must be considered for the future economic, physical, fiscal & vibrant health of everyone in Boulder County (not to mention the rest of the world), & implementing a policy that would allow any untested food product into our varied physical/energy stream could result in our having to expend much more time & energy to getting rid of them once the 'horse is out of the barn'.

How do we protect the organic farmers in Boulder County from the 'Monsanto Police'?  

Under the Freedom of Information Act, I thought we were entitled to know information that isn't classifed as 'national security', but if labeling food that contain GMO's is illegal & isn't classified under 'national security', how can we get the information to make intelligent choices about the untested & unlabelled foods that we could be putting into their bodies.  

There seems to be fewer & fewer pollinators, like bees & butterflies, with the advent of GMO's & there is research suggesting the truth in this.  

The increase in the number & type of damaging insects, the 'superweeds' & the history of farms being abandoned in the south & midwest after being over run with superweeds, suggest that we need to stop the direction of this train we are on & truly return to living in harmony with the earth.

WHERE IS THE BALANCE IN ALL OF THIS?  There seems to be more interest & focus on bringing & circulating money here in Boulder County, but if you look carefully at the money stream, i.e. the money leaves Boulder County to buy the GMO sugar beet seeds, our precious water that would be used to irrigate the beet fields, would be leaving Boulder County in the harvested sugar beet product (GMO or not), because we have a very small market for sugar beets here. The majority of large quanities of sugar beets have to be sent to other markets & though there is some financial return (to the farmers that grow the GMO sugar beets), we could expand the financial returns to 
Boulder & it would be healthier, environmentally safer & fiscally more profitable to grow other crops that would be more sustainable on EVERY level, to Boulder County. 

We could do a little historical research to find out & grow other non GMO crops, grains like quinoa, amaranth, or other crops like soybeans, potatoes, sweet potatoes, broccoli, carnations or other flowers, echincea, golden seal, borage, comfrey & other medicinal & culinary herbs, edible flowers, etc. that could be sold to restaurants, hospitals, Celestial Seasonings, White Wave & companies like them, schools, etc. for various projects, including healthier lunches & educating our children & our larger population about the benefits of eating truly local & much, much healthier contributing to a much better quality of life.  

We could help the farmers by finding a way to subsidize building greenhouses & using other methods of producing food when the weather turns colder. This would help companies, restaurants, schools to keep buying from our local farmers instead of seeking outer sources.

Since our food economics are tied in with other factors, for example the energy used to transport products in & out of Boulder County, (that is already changing because of peak oil, water & energy useage issues), please carefully consider some of the ideas presented at last night's meeting to use our given resources (land, farmers, water, energy, local food) to keep Boulder truly local thus contributing a wonderful model to others who are searching for a way out of this downward spiral. 

We need a policy that will require manufacturers of new food products to provide independent proof that their products are safe BEFORE they are brought here (like Europe does).  Included in this policy would be a way to protect the small farmers who adds so much to a better quality of life for Boulder, from the short-sightedness of those caught up in the headlights of just 'profit'.

Please keep in mind, the financial & physical toll this is taking on all of our farmers here in Boulder County (including you, our policy makes and those of us, aligned with organic farmers, who spend a lot of time volunteering), who are making real sacrifices to put this economic train on a much better track.  We are the pioneers of a new direction, something we feel driven to do & we are in the majority of Boulder County tax payers.
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From: JSverdlove@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 12:26 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: NO to GM crops

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

August 13, 2009

Dear Commissioners:

Please do not permit genetically modified (GM) foods of any kind to be
grown on agricultural land under County control. There are many
troubling short- and long-term public health issues coming to light
about this material that need to be considered and fully and openly
answered.

One example is the call that has been issued by the American Academy
of Environmental Medicine (AAEM) urging "Physicians to educate their
patients, the medical community, and the public to avoid using
genetically modified foods whenever possible. The AAEM is a
nationwide professional organization of physicians who specialize in
the neural injury illnesses such as multiple chemical sensitivity and
electromagnetic hypersensitivity and report seeing problems in this
area.

The AAEM concludes their statement with - "There is more than a casual
association between genetically modified foods and adverse health
effects. There is causation."

American Academy of Environmental Medicine; http://www.aaem.com/

Especially troubling is a human feeding study that reports the gene
inserted into the soy plant to cause it to internally manufacture the
Bt insecticide within the soy plant has been observed to transfer into
the DNA of intestinal bacteria where it continues to continuously
manufacture the Bt insecticide within the human body, possibly for the
rest of the human life.

Netherwood, et al,  "Assessing the survival of transgenic plant DNA
in the human gastrointestinal tract," Nature Biotechnology 22
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[2004]: 2

The Alliance for Bio-Integrity has a detailed paper that goes into
much detail about the appalling lack of science proving GM food is
safe (except for information from or influenced by manufacturers),
"Why Concerns about Health Risks of Genetically Modified Food are
Scientifically Justified;"

http://www.biointegrity.org/health-risks/health-risks-ge-foods.htm

You have seen the Boulder Daily Camera carried a guest commentary on
July 26, 2009, "GMO beets threaten native pollinators.", by Miki
Hayden. The article considered the proposed GM beet crop to be a
serious threat to native pollinators, especially the bees and
butterflies that so much of our agriculture depends upon. Since the
Forest Service is dousing the forests with the Carbaryl pesticide
which is death to most pollinators, GM plants amount to a needless
additional stress.

The calls for using GM crops claim to justify it on immediate cost
benefits - but those justifications seem to be available only from the
manufacturers or sources controlled by them.

The AAEM page has numerous citations from global research that
question GM foods of any kind and conclude that the Precautionary
Principle must be invoked here since there are still many open
questions, some of which can never be fully answered short of human
medical experimentation. Which the current push to spread GM crops
amounts to doing with our entire population without their permission.

Do not allow GM crops on public land in Boulder County.

Encl: AAEM statement, BioIntegrity study.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Jill Iwaskow
Boulder, CO
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From: Chris Cook [cookchris123@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 4:38 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: NO to GMO beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
      I would like to voice my opinion that I do NOT approve of GMO sugar beets being grown on county farmland.
      Chris Cook 
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From: Greg 16251 [greg16251@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 5:52 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: No to GMO Sugar Beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Commissioners:

As a resident of Boulder County, I oppose the introduction of GMO
crops (Monsanto Sugar Beets, or other) to Boulder County's land. 
GMO's are a threat to the genetic diversity of the area, and in this
case, a product of a predatory corporation with a record of harassing
farmers in the process of agressively marketing their product. 

They are an invasive corporation pushing invasive products. The 
genetic risks are not worth the touted advantages. 

Please vote against the introduction of Monsanto Sugar Beets 
in Boulder County.

Thank you,

Greg Varhola
3250 O'Neal Circle
Boulder, CO 80301

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Bing™ brings you maps, menus, and reviews organized in one place. Try it now. 
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From: Jen Shannon Law [honupie@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 8:58 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: NO TO GMO's on open space

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
      Dear commissioners,
       
      Please support me and your many constituents who are saying no to GMOs.

      Thank you! 

      Jennifer Law
      Resident Farmer
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 From: kathycoyne [kathycoyne@seqnet.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 10:29 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Open Space/GMO issue

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
 
Dear Commissioners,

I cannot attend the meeting tonight so I’m sending this note urge that you not approve the planting of GMO crops on our open space.  I believe we need much more, and better information about these crops before going into the agreement with the farmers who want to plant GMO beets at this time.  Thanks for considering this.

 

 

Kathy Coyne

3735 Armer Ave

Boulder, CO 80305
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Jannatpour, Vivienne

From: lauren callaway [dorothea.lauren@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 11:48 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: opposed to roundup ready sugar beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi there,  
I am extremely opposed to the City of Boulder allowing Roundup Ready Sugarbeets to be grown on public 
lands. It is offensive to me that the city is allowing itself to be paid off and bullied by a large corporation that 
has done nothing but raise money at the cost of local habitats and economies (both nationally and globally). My 
personal information is listed below. I am a City of Boulder resident.  
Thanks for your time. 
--  
Lauren Callaway* 
(720) 345-7390 
2564 Pampas Ct. 
Boulder, CO 80304 
state-forest@blogspot.com 
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From: hermes176@aol.com
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2009 10:58 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: GMO sugar beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Will,
It's Phil Gordon again. Just got done with a small group showing of The World According to Monsanto at my house. As someone with a science background you simply must see this well-done documentary. Many scientists and politicians around the world have spoken out against Monsanto and paid dearly for it--with the loss of their careers. Simply put this is the quickest way for you, Cindy, and Ben to get up to speed on the issue of Monsanto, its products and its destructive activities. Each of you owes it to yourself and the citizens of Boulder County to watch this documentary before you vote on this issue. I have one more showing scheduled at my house Sat. night and then I can lend you my only copy to watch at your leisure. I have three more copies on the way and will be distributing them late next week hopefully. My hope is that you will view this first copy soon and then pass it along to your fellow commissioners. If you are not comfortable doing this I can probably manage it myself through my own network.
Hope to hear from you soon, so that we can diseminate this information ASAP, as the time for your vote is quickly approaching.

Thanks Will,
Yes We Can get the truth out,
Phil Gordon
hermes176@aol.com
303-442-6023
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 From: Catherine Dawson-Laframboise [catherine@radiantchi.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 5:06 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Please do not sell us out to Monsanto

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Not only are genetically-modified crops a concern, the use of Round-up resistant crops is also a problem.  Monsanto has lied to us for years about the relative “safety” of Round-up**.  We do not need to add more to Monsanto’s coffers to the detriment to our organic farmers.  Please find another way to fund our open spaces other than this short-term fix with long term environmental problems.  We are suffering as a planet for these very types of decisions.

 

Thank you for your time and efforts on our behalf.

 

Catherine

 

**Of even more importance is the link to the video "The world according to Monsanto".  (Found on the web newspaper “Organic Bites”).  If you watch for a bit, you will learn why Roundup is quite toxic and causes cellular dysfunction that is known to lead to cancer years later – among other problems.  There are too many who still think Roundup is safe.  It is certainly NOT biodegradable. 

 

 

 

Catherine Dawson-Laframboise

Radiant Chi Feng Shui

215 31st Street

Boulder, CO 80305

www.radiantchi.com

303-499-6702

303-543-1543 fax
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From: Porsche Young [porsche@learningpower.us]
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2009 10:30 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Re: GMO crops

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Dear County Commissioners,
Please listen to all the concern about genetically modified crops.

Please realize that you may be attempting to solve a short term situation by creating a huge long term nightmare!
Sincerely,
Porsche Young
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From: integratedann@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 2:31 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Re: GMO Sugar Beets ~ please do not pass!

I'll be there tonight and on the 25th.  Thank you!

In peace and light,
Ann Gibson, Nutrition Expert & Eco-Coach
Exquisite Living

"Exquisite Living provides lasting solutions to living well. . . Healing lives & healing the planet by living lightly on your plate AND the planet ~ one bite at a time!"

Exquisite Living
Simple * Sustainable * Blissful
p: 303.993.4359
www.ExquisiteWellness.com/www.TeamNorthrup.com/www.anngibson.usana.com
* Both Phone & In-person Consultations Available

-----Original Message-----
From: Boulder County Board of Commissioners <commissioners@bouldercounty.org>
To: integratedann@aol.com
Sent: Thu, Jul 30, 2009 2:22 pm
Subject: RE: GMO Sugar Beets ~ please do not pass!

Thank you for your comments on genetically modified organisms (GMO) and agriculture on Boulder County Parks and Open Space land. As you may be aware, last December, a group of six Boulder County agricultural tenants submitted a letter to the County Commissioners requesting permission to use Roundup-Ready Technology for sugarbeets, a genetically modified organism, in 2009 and future years. The County’s GMO Protocols, adopted in 2003, apply exclusively to selected corn products, and state that no other genetically modified organism can be planted without permission from the County Commissioners. The Food and Agriculture Policy Council citizen advisory board will hold a public hearing to formulate their recommendation which will be given to the Board of County Commissioners for their final decision on this matter in August.

You can find more information about this issue at: http://www.bouldercounty.org/openspace/Sugarbeets.htm

Your email will become part of public comment , but you are also welcome to attend and give your comments in person at the upcoming public hearings on this matter. All public hearings will take place in the County Courthouse in the 3rd floor hearing room, located on the Pearl Street Mall in Boulder.  

July 30th - Food and Agriculture Policy Council (FAPC)
Hearing begins at 5:30 p.m.
Action Requested: Recommendation to BOCC

August 25th - Board of County Commissioners (BOCC)
Hearing begins at 5:00 p.m.
Action Requested: Decision 

Thank you for taking the time to contact Boulder County with your comments.

Sincerely,

Board of County Commissioners 
Cindy Domenico
Ben Pearlman
Will Toor

From: integratedann@aol.com [mailto:integratedann@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 1:23 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: GMO Sugar Beets ~ please do not pass!

Dear Commissioners ~

I know we are all inundated with emails these days, but this is so VERY important, I hope you'll take a moment to both read, and act.

I'm shocked that Boulder County is the seat of this issue, for health, a clean environment, high quality of living, and great community are so highly valued here.

And yet, there's a proposal on the table that could threaten all of that: whether "GMO beets" should be allowed to be farmed on Boulder County's public lands.
I HAVE PROPOSED BOTH THE PROBLEM AND A SOLUTION, SO PLEASE READ THOROUGHLY, AND TO THE END.  THANK YOU!

Why is it important that this NOT be passed?  ;  There are many more reasons than I can list here, but I will give you a summary of the most important concerns:
  a.. GMO = Genetically Modified Organism (i.e., not how it naturally occurs in an ecosystem nor how it is naturally recognized by our bodies) 
  b.. GMO foods are a product of the "chemical company who started making food" ~ Monsanto, the makers of Agent Orange and rBGH (recombinant ~ for recombined genes ~ Bovine Growth Hormone), PCBs (which they personally dumped in Anniston, Alabama causes severe cancer and premature death rates in that community), and RoundUp (the highly toxic chemical that kills on contact ~ whether it's plants or animals that eat the plants or drink the water that leaches from the soil around the plants ~ including pets, fish, frogs, etc. 
  c.. These beets are considered "Roundup Ready" because they are resistant to RoundUP ~ which means RoundUp will be sprayed all over them, to kill all the weeds that could sprout up around them, but leave the beets in tact.  Yet, the "in tact" beets will be smothered in RoundUp ~ a chemical that kills anything "not Round Up Ready" on contact ~ the critters that keep soil healthy, the fish in the streams near the sprayed crops, the birds, pets in the area, migrating geese and ducks that stop for a bite to eat or drink of water in the stream ~ every living thing!  And our water supply gets further contaminated. 
  d.. There is no research to support the safety of GMO foods.  The FDA admittedly has "looked the other way" because they can't see a reason why the foods that look like non-GMO foods may affect human health any differently ~ they don' see how, but they also have no research proving safety. 
  e.. The wind easily transports pollen from crops to other fields.  In fact, Mexican farmers in Oaxaca, Mexico are already finding rather odd and disfigured corn in their fields ~ and upon further research, finding that the DNA has been altered from GMO crops whose pollen has migrated thousands of miles from the United States!  What about right here in Boulder County where we pride ourselves in sustainable agriculture and "Organic" farming?  All of our organic farms, and even the produce in your own back-year garden, can be altered within a few y ears, never to be completely GMO-free again.  Our farmers who are trying to feed us the most nutritious food possible, and that nutritious food, are all at risk.  In fact, if the seed infiltrates their crops, Monsanto's patent on the GMOs gives them the right to take over that farm and/or demand payment. 
  f.. The effects are NON-reversible ~ not to our health, our children's health, the land, and food security for people around the world, where Monsanto is already planting many of its crops and threatening the health and livelihood of some of the world's poorest people. 
  g.. Monsanto owns the seeds of all GMO crops, and charges farmers both here and in places as remote from us as India, Paraguay and Mexico ~ among many others, not only for using the seeds, but for accidentally being contaminated with pollen (and of course these people can't control the wind), so that their traditional crops are forever mutated, and no longer grow properly in their native land. 
  h.. $$$ ~ The argument is that the GMO crops will bring greater profit and lessen costs for labor ~ hello!!!! ~ what about people over profit?  what about jobs for the many folks in our homes and neighborhoods who have already lost their income? 20are we intentionally seeking to reduce even more jobs? 
*** INSTEAD ~ how about offering education, assistance, and incentives to these very farmers/farms who are in fear of not making it ~ so that they are supported in transitioning to "organic" sustainable practices that their entire community can stand behind?!

Even if you don't like beets, chances are you occasionally eat products that contain sugar, which comes from either beets or cane.  If you know people who buy ANYTHING in a package that is not explicitly labeled "organic", I guarantee you they're purchasing and consuming GMO foods.

We owe it to ourselves, our health, the land that feeds us, the ecosystems that we still have here in Boulder County, and to the rest of the world by being the example of wisdom, progress, and compassion that we're heralded to be.

BETTER YET, let's work for ALL public lands to be certified organic, since this is the land we'll be eating from for years to come.  There is already GMO corn being grown in the county!  Let's push to educate and convert these farms (with assistance and incentives) to become "organic" so that the threat of GMO cross-pollination is eliminated before it's too late.

Lack of action could result in an irreversible turn for the worse in our personal health, economy, environment al health, and food security for the future.  

The time is now.

In peace and good health,

Ann Gibson, Nutrition Expert & Eco-Coach
Exquisite Living

"Exquisite Living provides lasting solutions to living well. . . Healing lives & healing the planet by living lightly on your plate AND the planet ~ one bite at a time!"

Exquisite Living
Simple * Sustainable * Blissful
p: 303.993.4359
www.ExquisiteWellness.com/www.TeamNorthrup.com/www.anngibson.usana.com
* Both Phone & In-person Consultations Available
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From: Nisa B. Hallesy [nisahal@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 6:19 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Regarding GMO beets in Boulder County

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Cindy, 
   I wished to attend the hearing today. Had I been able to go and speak, I would have said the following:

    I have been following the subject of the six farmers wishing to plant GMO beets on public land for many weeks now, and wish to share my opinions about this. My observation is that most earth/land stewardship in this country has revolved around profit. Should a technology (process, chemical, seed) be developed that will turn a profit for somebody who has some control over it and if that person (company, industry) has access to land on which to use it, the result has been a maximal use of the land for the purpose of profit collection. Any negative consequences can take decades to be fully realized in the ecosystems involved and with respect to real health consequences to people. Unfortunately the burden of proof of harm falls to the victims, who generally lack the resources to pursue those who profited from what eventually became suspected or acknowledged misuse of the land. 

   I speak to you as a person with a rare autoimmune disease, and as the mother of three children with special needs. Every one of my In-laws five grandchildren has a developmental disability of some sort. Incidence of health, mental health and behavioral problems in children in this country is increasing, and what is perhaps less frequently discussed, the severity of these problems is increasing. This is a very complex issue, but I feel germane to the issue of GMO crops, because we clearly have human consequences to our technologically driven industrial complex that we are only just beginning to be aware of. The performance of GMO crops (and large, repeated spraying of the herbicide “Roundup”) will likely require decades to fully play out in our environment and be given adequate scientific evaluation. Meanwhile those who made a profit will not be required to pay for the real consequences of their actions even if they could. 

    At this point in history, with one ecological crisis following another, I submit that we should give consideration to the idea that we are all stewards of the land and that conservative measures and slower adoption of new technologies is a vastly more prudent approach. There are ways to turn a profit that do not carry such potential risks as the raising of GMO beets on public lands. 

Thank you for your time and attention,

Nisa B. Hallesy

5696 College Place,

Boulder, CO   80303

(303)494-2554
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From: allen gordon [allen@la-gordon.org]
Sent: Sunday, August 02, 2009 9:24 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners; allen@la-gordon.org;
lavonne@la-gordon.org
Subject: regarding Roundup ready beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To the Commissioners:

As a long time resident of Boulder and Boulder County, I would like to 
weigh in on the issue of permitting round-up ready sugar beets on 
Boulder Open Space.

On the plus side of this issue, I can see only one or two benefits.  
That is, the commercial benefit to 6 farmers and revenue to the county 
for the lease of the public land.  It was stated also that the county 
cannot manage the weed control on these lands and that the farmers would 
do this for the county by raising the crops.

There are many reasons, in my opinion, to reject this proposal.

1.   Monsanto has the only patents on round-up ready crops AND the 
herbicide roundup.  I am sure that that county or any reputable business 
or government entity does not engage in sole source bidding.  While this 
is not a bidding process, it seems to me that it is simply bad business 
for obvious reasons to permit one company to completely control a market.

2.   With regard to weed control, there are probably plenty of grazing 
animals like sheep, goats, horses etc that can keep the weeds and 
grasses under control.

3.   GMO crops have only been tested for safety by the industry itself.  
There have been no studies by independent investigators of long term 
effects of GMO crops on the environment and on people.  Are we to trust 
the very people who are marketing these products to tell us that they 
are safe?  If we do, shame on us and we deserve what we get.

4.   Sugar beets are biennial and since they produce seed and pollen 
every other year, there is supposedly no danger of cross pollination.  
Of course this assumes that 100% of the beets are harvested every year 
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and that absolutely none are left in the ground and go to see 
unnoticed.  Monsanto has been absolutely vicious in attacking farmers 
who had their crops inadvertantly cross pollinated by GMO crops in 
neighboring fields, taking these farmers to court for illegally growing 
the patented Monsanto crops.

5.   Boulder County has had experience with invasive plants which were 
initially planted for the best of reasons which turned out to be very 
problematic.  Could GMO sugar beets be another plant on that list?

6.   Monsanto does not permit farmers who grow their GMO crops to save 
the seed.  These farmers are required to purchase the seed every year 
from Monsanto.  This policy goes against every good farming practice for 
centuries.  (It IS a very good business for Monsanto however).  Do the 
commissioners own Monsanto stock?

7.   There have been reports of round-up resistant weeds developing from 
the use of roundup ready crops, which contrary to the Monsanto publicity 
require MORE not LESS herbicides for weed control.

8.   6 farmers want to plant a crop that a great many people do not want 
to seen planted.  This is public land, owned by the people of Boulder 
County.  While it is up to you to manage it, it seems to me that perhaps 
there should be a referendum posed to the people about how we want our 
public land to be used.

Thank you for your consideration

Allen Gordon, Ph.D
LaVonne E.S. Gordon BS, RN, MS
319 Pine Glade Rd
Nederland, CO 80466 
(303) 258 0646
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From: Roland Evans [roland@bountea.com]
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2009 10:06 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: GMO's on Open Space

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Dear Commissioners,
As a local business manufacturing and marketing organic growing products, I would like to add my voice and vote to the opposition to growing GMO beets (as well as the existing corn) on Boulder County open space.  The economic future of Bounder city and county is clearly linked to the growth of alternative energy and organic agricultural practices.  Why would you detract from that future by short-sighted decisions that profit Monsanto rather than local organic businesses?    

Your job is to create a future for all the children and grandchildren of Boulder county, one they will enjoy and be proud of.  

Roland Evans
Organic Bountea 
www.bountea.com
948 North St. #5
Boulder, CO 80304
303-998-1090
roland@bountea.com
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From: rebecca wasserman [rebeccastix@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 12:04 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Roundup Ready Sugar Beets on BPL

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Dear County Commissioners,

I am a Massachusetts native who moved to Colorado six years ago to initially attend the University of Colorado. In the end, I graduated from Naropa University's Environmental Studies Department in 2008, with a focus in Horticulture; I also studied Education extensively. Through several years of college and the last year since graduating, I have worked with many young children, elementary schoolers, middle schoolers, and teens from Boulder County. The majority of this work has been with Growing Gardens, a local non-profit which manages seven Community Gardens in Boulder and one in Louisville, runs the ¡Cultiva! Youth Project-- an organic youth-run market garden, the Children's Peace Garden-- garden based education/programs for preschool to elementary school-aged children, and the Horticultural Therapy Project-- garden based classes for senior citizens and adults and children with developmental disabilities. Working with this organization has been an inspiring experience which has supported me in so many ways over the years, and from this I have found a deep appreciation for the "green" mentality of Boulder County. The encouragement and ease of traveling via foot, bike, and bus, neighborhood composting and single-stream recycling, numerous Community Gardens, abundant local natural and organic farms, an amazing farmer's market, local farms and restaurants in partnership, alternative energy options, biodiesel at local pumps, EcoCycle, Resource 2000, organizations growing gardens with children in public schools, a community that recognizes the value and importance of buying local, a Whole Foods grocery store that has fliers informing me on local environmental issues. . . Such as growing Roundup Ready Sugar Beets on Boulder Public Lands?. . . I could go on, but between my education from college and my education from simply living in Boulder, I have changed from someone who didn't really care about or pay attention to the environment, environmental issues, or the local community, to someone who cares passionately and is paying close attention. I think about the ways in which I grew up, and how my friends still in Massachusetts live, and can see such strong contrast that it really makes me appreciate the strength of this community here even more. Although it's not perfect by any means, in many ways Boulder can serve as a model for other communities striving for greater sustainability and less environmental impact.

Because of this relationship with the environment and the community that I've deveoped throughout my time living here, I'm shocked and saddened that even the question of growing Roundup Ready Sugar Beets on Boulder County Public Lands has arisen. Shocked because how could growing GMO crops on Boulder Public Lands even be considered!? And saddened because I'm seeing that, yet again, in the end the whole issue is coming down to the Dollar. At this point, with films like The Future of Food, King Corn, and Roundup Ready Nation and popular writers such as Michael Pollan and Barbara Kingsolver writing on the issue of food and agriculture, it's relatively common-knowledge-- at least in Boulder, which is admittedly a unique population-- that Agribussiness giant, Monsanto, is not an ethical or environmentally friendly company (and don't let their website fool you). It's a relatively common sentiment that Agriculture should be moving back to agri-culture and away from agri-business. Most people know that pesticides and herbicides are unhealthy for lands, plants, animals, and people. And at this point it's pretty clear that economically the way to go is local as opposed to global; it's stronger, safer, and supports the needs of real people and the local community. Growing GMO Roundup Ready Sugar Beets does not align with any of these somewhat strong, local values. We need to find ways to support our local community that will help it become a model for other communities, not find ways that will damage lands, beneficial insect populations, organic farms and gardens, and then eventually settle as the dirty little GMO secret to idyllic, ultra-green, enviro-friendly Boulder, Colorado. 

I really hope the Boulder community rallies around this one. . . 

Thanks for your time,

Rebecca Wasserman, Boulder, Co
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Round-up Ready Sugar BeetsFrom: Fred Williams [cmiscorp@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 10, 2009 11:04 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Round-up Ready Sugar Beets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
I am in favor of allowing round-up ready sugar beets to be planted on Boulder County public land.

Fred Williams

file:///G|/Director's%20Office%20Division%20Folder/Lett...2031%20and%20later/Round-up%20Ready%20Sugar%20Beets.txt [8/18/2009 2:18:45 PM]



file:///G|/Director's%20Office%20Division%20Folder/Letters%20to%20P...eet_Policy/July%2031%20and%20later/Roundup%20Ready%20Sugarbeets.txt

From: Muir Amber [Muir_Amber@stvrain.k12.co.us]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2009 9:43 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Roundup Ready Sugarbeets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

I support the GMO technology and the farmers of Boulder County!

 

Amber Muir

Data Quality Coordinator

St. Vrain Valley School District

(303) 682-7322 Phone

(303) 682-7227 Fax
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From: Sandra L. Niemiec [SandySaves@insightbb.com]
Sent: Friday, August 07, 2009 7:20 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Cc: kathyyogart@aol.com; RonKayaks@aol.com; 'Ernie Stiltner'
Subject: GMO beets on county land

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Boulder County Commissioners:

I would like to encourage you NOT to ALLOW the growing of any GMO foods on government land (which of course really means the people’s land).  The government (of the people, by the people and for the people) should do all it can to protect the health of the people.  GMO foods promote the profits for Monsanto while causing injury to the people and the environment.  The main purpose for planting GMO foods is because they can be doused with toxic Round Up herbicide from Monsanto without killing the crop.  However, this subjects the farmers, farm workers, neighbors, wildlife and water sources to exposure to this toxic substance which is a known carcinogen, endocrine disrupter, and neurotoxin.  Also, the pollen of GMO plants is more irritating and allergenic to people and cross pollinates with the local non GMO crops.

 

To educate yourself about the extreme health dangers of GMO foods go to www.seedsofdeception.org 

Listen to a speech by Jeffrey Smith author of a book by the same name by clicking on GMO trilogy in the red bar at the top of the website or click here http://www.seedsofdeception.com/utility/showArticle/?objectID=90 

Easy to listen to and VERY  informative.

 

GMO crops, foods or products are banned in Europe because of the know health hazards of GMO and of the Round UP that goes with them.  As public servants and protectors of the public health I strongly urge you to do all in your power to restrict the spread of GMO foods for people and animals.  Start by making illegal to grow them on public land.

 

Sincerely,

Sandy Niemiec
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From: Shirley Jin [shirleyjin1430@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 04, 2009 10:05 AM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Parks and Open Space

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Recently, I became aware of a problem in Boulder that the County Commissioners need to be aware of.  

On May 28 I attended the Parks and Open Space Study Session to consider Growers' Request to Allow Use of Roundup Ready Sugarbeets that was presented to the Parks and Open Space Advisory Committee and the Food and Agriculture Policy Council.  I was shocked that the presentation might as well have been made by Monsanto.  It was totally unbalanced and presented only Monsanto's point of view.  A ten minute Monsanto propaganda video was shown.  The power point presentation continued Monsanto's talking points.  Experts were brought in who supported only one view point -- Monsanto's.  It is as if Parks and Open Space works for Monsanto rather the people of Boulder County.

Shirley Jin
1430 Ithaca Dr
Boulder, CO 80305
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From: Marlene Beaner BRADY [w.y.o.fans@msn.com]
Sent: Friday, August 14, 2009 7:47 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: SIX Farmers

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Formerly from Boulder county, I am sending this correspondence to notify you that I am in favor of SIX Farmers growing sugar beets on open space farms.  As a small girl raised in northern Colorado, sugar beets were a common crop; and it should be no different today.  Please address this issue with great consideration as the small farmer has enough challenges to make a decent living while providing a much-needed commodity; restricting crop growth such as sugar beets only exacerbates the challenge.  Please respond.

Thank you, Marlene Lubovich Brady, Green River, Wyoming
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From: michelefishman Fishman [michelefishman@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, August 09, 2009 8:12 PM 
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners 
Subject: Spam: NO GMO beets grown on Boulder Public Lands 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
Please do not allow any GMO products to be grown on Boulder Public Lands. 
Thank you, Michele Fishman 
 
 

Express your personality in color! Preview and select themes for Hotmail®. Try it now. 
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From: farmqueen@comcast.net
Sent: Saturday, August 01, 2009 12:59 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Cc: BCG@frontrangeliving.com
Subject: Spam: Spam: RE: the evil of GMO

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

I am shocked that you would even consider allowing more GMO agriculture on Boulder County lands. When I  moved here in 1989, I was under the impression that folks in this area were intellingent, conscious and health-oriented. I have been severely disappointed to discover the truth - way too many people are stuck in cycles of ignorance, greed, and the status-quo. 

I implore you as an intelligent womyn/mother, organic farmer, naturoapthic doctor, master herbalist, bee mother and well-informed constituent --- DO NOT ALLOW GMO BEETS TO BE GROWN ON MY (tax purchased) LAND !!!  The nightmares that follow such activity will NEVER be worth the money this mis-guided adventure may create. When bees acquire sterile pollen GMO plants, they abandon their hives and die. When children inhale GMO pollens and eat GMO foods, they acquire many more allergies and immune system weaknesses. If you research many of the people who are dying from Swine Flu, they are people who eat a diet high in GMO foods.

STOP THIS NOW !!!  Do not open another Pandora's Box on our open space lands. We deserve better representation that I have seen on this subject so far. Listen to your constituents, to the experts who live in communion with the Earth; research the nightmares that other countries have caused by opening their doors to GMO agriculture. Boulder County deserves to be protected from GMO dangers.

Very Seriously,

Kayla Moonwatcher, ND, CHom.
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From: Bill Rineer [b.rineer@drivethebest.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:56 PM 
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners 
Subject: sugar beets 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

I support the sugar beet growers of Boulder county

 

 
Bill
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From: Bill Rineer [b.rineer@drivethebest.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 1:27 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: SUGAR BEETS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Sending notice that I support the 6  Boulder County  Beet growers

 

  Thank you  Brad Kerr
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From: Lourdes Sanchez [ziaberry06@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2009 1:00 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Sugarbeets

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
      I'm all for farming of sugarbeets on boulder public lands as long as it's done organically, otherwise I do not support the growing of any GMO crops.
      Thank you for the opportunity to voice my thoughts.
      Lourdes Sanchez
      City of Boulder resident

      "Living consciously involves being genuine; it involves listening and responding to others honestly and openly; it involves being in the moment." Sidney Poitier
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From: Beverly Jones [akbeverlyjones@photographer.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:14 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Support conventional farmers of Boulder County

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

August 13, 2009

Commissioner Ben Pearlman, Chair
     I support the conventional GMO farmers of Boulder County on county-owned land known as "open space land".  I hope you will approve their request.
Thank you for your consideration.

Beverly M. Jones
Haines, Alaska
e-mail: akbeverlyjones@photographer.net

-- 
Be Yourself @ mail.com 
Choose From 200+ Email Addresses
Get a Free Account at www.mail.com!

file:///G|/Director's%20Office%20Division%20Folder/Letters%20to%20Public/2009...31%20and%20later/Support%20conventional%20farmers%20of%20Boulder%20County.txt [8/18/2009 2:18:49 PM]



file:///G|/Director's%20Office%20Division%20Folder/Letters%20to%20Pu...Sugarbeet_Policy/July%2031%20and%20later/support%20for%20farmers.txt

From: Patty Campbell [pcampbell99827@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:41 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Cc: pcampbell99827@yahoo.com
Subject: support for farmers

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Commissioner Pearlman, Commissioner Domenico, Commissioner, Toor,

I support the conventional GMO farmers of Boulder County on 
county-owned land known as "open space land".  I hope
that you would approve their requests.  Thank you for your 
consideration.

Sincerely,

Patty A. Campbell
Haines, Alaska 99827
 
grew up in Missouri on a farm and believe that everyone
should grow up on one.  
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From: David Canipe [golfalaska@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 3:57 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: support the GMO farmers of Boulder County

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
August 13, 2009

Commissioner Ben Pearlman, Chair:
      I support the conventional GMO farmers of Boulder County on county-owned land known as
"open space land".  I hope you will approve their request.  
      Thank you for your consideration.

David E. Canipe
Haines, Alaska
e-mail: golfalaska@hotmail.com

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Get back to school stuff for them and cashback for you. Try Bing now. 
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From: lgtrogge [lgtrogge@iowatelecom.net]
Sent: Saturday, August 15, 2009 9:24 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: support

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Commissioners Ben Pearlman, Chairman; Cindy Domenico, Vice Chair and Will
Toor

WE support the conventional GMO farmers of Boulder County on county-owned
land known as "open space land".  I hope you will approve thei request.
Thank you for your consideration.

Lloyd and Geri Oltrogge
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From: Thomas Galvan [tmlxgal@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 5:30 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners
Subject: Supporting Sugar Beet Growers

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

                      I support the 6 Boulder county Sugar-beet growers. They are an essential part of the agricultural community and have as much right to make a living as anyone else in the community.

                      They should be allowed to grow their products and profit from their hard work. In this economy there is no reason why we should be taking money out of the pockets of dedicated workers who are trying to make a living. It is upsetting to say the least!

                      Thomas Galvan 
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From: Suzanne Giles [suzanne@hutchinslaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 12:43 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Ben Pearlman
Boulder County Commissioner

Dear Commissioner Pearlman:

I am a resident of northern Jefferson County and a consumer at the
Boulder County Farmers' Market which is one of my favorite sources of
locally grown and locally made food products.

It is with some alarm that I read in the July 28, 2009 Denver Post that
you are continuing to approve the expansion of growing GMO farm produce
in Boulder County. I was not aware that in 2003 you had already approved
the growing of GMO corn.

As you must be aware if you have researched the topic, such an approach
to farming makes it virtually certain that surrounding non-GMO farm
operations will have pollen and biological contamination from the
proximate GMO farm operations.  This denies the public and the organic
farm producers the choice to continue to farm in a healthy way that does
not impact other growers or the public consumers of their organic
products.  The organic, non-GMO grower in this way abides by an ethic of
"do no harm."

GMO seed and growing methods have been promoted worldwide, often with
disastrous economic effects on small farmers, by the largest
agricultural and agribusiness corporations in order to gain huge profits
for themselves with no real understanding or care of what their chemical
alterations do to genetics today or can do to global genetic diversity
in the future and concurrently to the legal rights of the individual
citizens.

I have always expected that the City of Boulder and the County of
Boulder would be much more astute about environmental science and the
health of its citizens.  I even believed that you might have ethical
concerns about how your current choices will lastingly impact the
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well-being of present and future generations of citizens across the
Front Range and all of Colorado.

Please take a stand against GMO seed and other forms of genetic modified
food.

Please contact me if you want at slh.giles@juno.com

Sincerely,

Suzanne Giles 
8710 Carr Loop
Arvada, CO 80005
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Jannatpour, Vivienne

From: Paul & Nancy Ottenstein [po767@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2009 2:29 PM
To: Boulder County Board of Commissioners

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Commissioners,                                                                                                           7/30/09 
  
    We can't believe that you are considering allowing the planting of genetically modified crops in Boulder County. You 
must know that the majority of your constituents (if they knew about this) would be against this proposal. 
  
   If you are trying to raise funds to reduce a present or future budget deficit, we suggest you find another way. 
  
              Thank you for your consideration,     
  
               Nancy and Paul Ottenstein residents of Boulder County 




