June 19, 2017
U.S. Department of Agricutlure
Regulatory Analysis and Development, PPD, APHIS
Station 3A–03.8
4700 River Road Unit 118,
Riverdale, MD 20737–1238
Re: Importation, Interstate Movement, and Environmental Release of Certain Genetically
Engineered Organisms Proposed Rule (Docket No. APHIS-2015-0057)
Dear Secretary Perdue:
The undersigned fifty-seven farmer, consumer, public health, environmental, public interest, and
otherwise affected organizations and businesses submit this letter on the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA)’s proposed new regulations for genetically engineered (GE) organisms.
USDA has proposed to overhaul its regulations for GE organisms, first established in 1987. USDA
first contemplated a regulatory update in 2004, and recognized in 2008 that new regulations were necessary
to effectively regulate GE organisms under its statutory authority. While reform is long overdue and
urgently needed, the new proposed rules do not address the substantial harms to farmers, the general
public, and the environment caused by GE crops.
First, the highly controversial nature of genetic engineering has spurred strong consumer demand
for non-GE foods. Thus, many international markets and domestic food companies actively source
non-GE crops, test their supplies for GE content, and reject shipments that test positive. Such GE
contamination episodes have cost U.S. agriculture literally billions of dollars in lost sales and markets.
Farmers seeking to grow non-GE crops sometimes find it difficult to access uncontaminated seed stocks.
Some GE contamination may also pose food safety risks (as with pharmaceutical crops) or reduce food
quality (as with biofuels corn).
Second, the vast majority of GE crops are engineered to withstand direct application of certain
weed-killing pesticides. These herbicide-resistant (HR) crops increase farmers’ dependence on and use of
herbicides. This in turn threatens the health of farmers and the general public; damages neighboring crops
due to herbicide drift; and harms the environment, including threatened and endangered species.
Third, massive herbicide use with HR crops also fosters rapid emergence of resistant weeds. This
spurs a toxic spiral of increasing herbicide use, introduction of new GE crops resistant to additional
herbicides, and further resistance.
In addition to these known and now well-established harms, new GE organisms that are now being
developed create significant new types of risks. These include GE trees and grasses, GE crops grown for
biofuels use, and cosmetically-modified GE apples and potatoes.

This rules revision process offers an ideal opportunity to address these harms and risks.
Unfortunately, the proposed rules do not implement USDA’s robust authority in needed ways, and are so
weak they would make a bad situation even worse:
Currently, most experimental GE crops can only be grown in field trials under USDA permits that
require measures to prevent escape and GE contamination of neighboring commercial crops. Under
USDA’s proposed rules, only some kinds of novel GE crops would be regulated. GE crops similar to
previously approved varieties would be entirely exempted. Developers could grow them with no oversight
or approval. This would dramatically increase the frequency, extent and costs of GE contamination
episodes.
We strongly urge USDA to reject this proposal and instead regulate all experimental GE crops, as
recommended by the National Academy of Sciences. USDA should also tighten contamination prevention
standards to reduce GE contamination to the greatest extent possible, as required by the 2008 Farm Bill
and USDA’s own Inspector General.
Currently, experimental GE crops are first grown for years in regulated field trials. To
commercialize a GE crop, a developer must petition USDA with considerable information, including data
gathered during field trials, and explain why it believes the crop should no longer be regulated. If USDA
agrees, the GE plant is granted “non-regulated status,” and can be grown commercially. Under the
proposed rules, this process would be eliminated. Instead, only some kinds of novel GE plants would
require USDA review, and this review process would be a superficial “upfront” assessment without the
benefit of years of field trial data.
We strongly urge USDA to reject “upfront” reviews and instead retain the current deregulation process,
which should be strengthened to address GE crops’ known and foreseeable future harms.
USDA has also proposed to end its current regulation of most GE crops engineered to produce
experimental pharmaceuticals or industrial compounds, despite acknowledging the threats they pose. This
is unacceptable. Regulation is particularly urgent for this class of crops because some may pose food safety
risks or degrade food quality if they contaminate food-grade crops, and no other federal agency is regulating
them.
We urge USDA to strictly regulate GE crops that produce experimental pharmaceutical or industrial
compounds, as USDA itself proposed to do over a decade ago.
USDA has proposed new definitional loopholes, exempting GE crops from regulation based on
the speculative supposition that something similar to them could have been developed using traditional or
other mutagenic breeding methods. These loopholes are not scientifically justified, and worse still, they are
deceptive, as they give the public the false impression that “GE organisms” are being regulated, when in fact
the majority will not be.
We urge USDA to eliminate these definition loophole provisions in the proposed rules.
In sum, USDA has ample authority from Congress to address the broad classes of agricultural and
environmental harms caused by GE crops and their cultivation, including GE contamination, the rapid
evolution of herbicide-resistant weeds, crop damage from herbicide drift, and broader harm from increased
herbicide use. The fact that USDA has not acted to mitigate these harms is not due to legal constraints, but
rather political considerations. That must change, to protect farmers, agricultural businesses, commodity

markets, the environment, and the American public. USDA must carefully assess the impacts of cultivating
GE crops, and use its authority to either reject commercialization petitions, or grant them only with
adequate safeguards in place to mitigate their harms, as the evidence warrants. We call on USDA to
formulate a new alternative that incorporates the recommendations made in this letter.
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