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I am grateful for the opportunity to speak to you again.  My concerns arise out of the fact 
that EFSA's GMO Panel routinely makes recommendations and decisions affecting the 
health of millions of EU citizens, in spite of the fact that it is mistrusted by NGOs and the 
public, and heavily influenced by the GM industry  (1).  I am also disillusioned because the 
Commission has pressed ahead with GMO consents in spite of abundant evidence of 
direct and indirect harm to the health of mammals and to the environment (2).  In addition, 
both EFSA and the Commission have ignored public animosity towards GM foods and 
crops, as shown in the Avaaz Citizen's Petition with more than 1.2 million signatures (2).

Last year I listed six points at issue (3), including the defective and biased scientific 
methods used by EFSA in recommending approvals for GM varieties;  the  dependence on 
industry-generated advocacy science and on non-replicable experiments, in defiance of 
good practice and scientific ethics;  and the pro-industry bias within the GMO Panel.  
EFSA and the Commission have done nothing to address my concerns, although some 
small moves have been made to address the issue of "revolving doors" and GM industry 
influence in the areas of policy and regulation. (4)

Recently Prof GE Seralini et al published the first long-term feeding and toxicity study (5) 
to show that both Roundup herbicide and GM maize NK603 were toxic to rats when 
included in small quantities in their diets.  The paper, in a peer-reviewed journal without 
any "red light" alerts from referees, was fastidious and carefully written, and it reported on 
a two-year experiment conducted to the highest scientific and ethical standards.  Its results 
came as no surprise to scientists who have known for many years that Roundup is highly 
toxic to non-target organisms, and that GM plants and products in animal feed trigger off 
cell changes, reductions in fertility and damage to vital organs.  These effects are 
biologically predictable and well recorded (6), even though EFSA and the EC have 
consistently turned a blind eye to them.

When the Seralini paper was published, we asked the EC to examine the Seralini findings 
very carefully, to place an immediate moratorium on GM consents, to ask for (and if 
necessary, to fund) a repeat of the  French research team's experiment, and to ask EFSA 
to re-examine past GMO "opinions" (especially relating to NK603) with a view to 
determining the reliability or otherwise of the Seralini research results.  The Commission 
did indeed ask for an opinion on the Seralini paper, but to my astonishment EFSA issued a 
number of new GMO opinions in the following weeks as if nothing had happened, and on 
18 October, only a month after the publication of the new research, the Commission gave 
market approval for a Syngenta GM maize variety (7).  This was not only insensitive and 
scientifically irresponsible, but it demonstrated that the Commission and EFSA have now 
completely abandoned the Precautionary Principle, in contravention of the Directives.
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Worse was to come.  As we pointed out in our letter to the Petitions Committee in October, 
the EFSA response to the Seralini paper was almost instantaneous.  It slipped into 
"damage limitation" mode, determined from the outset to find fault with the paper and to 
discredit the authors.  It published an interim review (8) which was disrespectful, 
complacent and disingenuous.  It made a number of spurious "scientific" points which have 
subsequently been given short shrift by the authors of the paper (9).  It also applied blatant 
hypocrisy and double standards in its critique, criticising the authors for failing to work to 
certain laboratory protocols which it has apparently been perfectly happy to do without in 
studies reported by Monsanto.  It also demanded sight of full data sets from the French 
team, having  done without such data sets in the Monsanto NK603 dossier.  

And even worse was to come, in a leak via a Dutch government web site (10).  It emerged 
that EFSA had  set up a "multidisciplinary task force" charged with attacking the Seralini 
study on all fronts (11). This group involved Andrew Chesson, Per Bergman and a group of 
civil servants from EFSA, some of whom had clear conflicts of interest.  On  28th 
September these officials conducted a teleconference with selected civil servants from four 
member states, to come to a common view on the Seralini study and to eliminate 
dissenting views (10).  This teleconference was unconcerned about health and safety 
issues; its brief was to limit the damage to EFSA and the Commission, to achieve 
politically expedient outcomes, and to protect the reputations of those who have promoted 
GMOs in Europe over the past decade.  While this group was getting down to work,  the 
EC's media outlets were working overtime to discredit Professor Seralini and his 
colleagues and to question their scientific competence (12). 

We know the names of those responsible for this campaign, which culminated in the 
EFSA statement on 28th November. (13)  Where did their mandate come from, and by 
what right did they give an EU assessment of the paper in question? Were the other 
member states consulted? The "EU opinion" determined by this small self-selected group 
was promoted via the press office without any consultation, in the full knowledge that it 
would be accepted by a gullible media as the authoritative statement of the position of the 
Commission and the Parliament. This was an outrageous abuse of power.

On the basis of the above, I now accuse the Commission and EFSA of conspiring together 
to destroy the credibility of a highly-qualified and fastidious research team which happens 
to have discovered something uncomfortable;  of seeking to cover up the shortcomings of 
the EFSA assessment process for NK603 and the serious and systematic scientific failures 
over a decade of GM consents (14);  and of demonstrating a total disregard for scientific 
ethics and for the safety of European consumers.  

My family and I had assumed that the EC would wish to treat public health as a priority.  
Instead, it appears that its chief priority is the protection (at huge public expense) of a 
corrupt  GM industry,  which produces nothing at all of any benefit to consumers, and the 
protection of the reputations and self-esteem of EFSA's officials and GMO Panel 
members. They do not deserve to be protected by anybody, since they are in my view 
guilty of ongoing extreme negligence, bias and even incompetence in their work.  The 
GMO Panel is not fit for purpose, and it must be wound up before it does any more harm.

What can the Petitions Committee and the Parliament do about this?  I am not sure, but I 
plead for urgent action to be taken against the Commission and EFSA, who do not see 
what others see, because they do not wish to look.

Dr Brian John,  GM-Free Cymru (Wales)
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========================================

NOTES

(1) http://www.gmfreecymru.org/petition.html
http://www.corporateeurope.org/agribusiness/content/2011/03/conflicts-interest-efsaboard-
letter
http://www.corporateeurope.org/content/2011/02/efsa-conflicts-interest-board
Serial conflicts of interest on EFSA’s management board
European Food Safety Authority: A playing field for the biotech industry
Testbiotech Background Report 1-12-2010
Standards for risk assessment massively influenced by industry
http://www.testbiotech.org/en/node/431

(2)  To EC President Jose Manuel Barroso: We call on you to put a moratorium on the 
introduction of GM crops into Europe and set up an independent, ethical, scientific body to 
research the impact of GM crops and determine regulation.
http://www.greenpeace.org/eu-unit/press-centre/press-releases2/first-citizens-initiative
http://www.avaaz.org/en/eu_gmo/

(3)  http://www.gmfreecymru.org/petition/petition_813-08.html

(4)  EU agencies - conflicts of interest Resignation of EFSA chairperson vindicates EP 
efforts to tackle conflicts of interest at EU agencies
http://www.greens-efa.eu/eu-agencies-conflicts-of-interest-7147.html
Another EFSA scandal -- chair is forced to resign
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/news/Press_Notice10May2012.htm
EU watchdog forced out over links to 'Frankenstein food' firms
The EU Ombudsman criticised EFSA for mishandling the case of Suzy Renkens who went 
from EFSA's GMO panel to become a lobbyist for Syngenta.
http://www.corporateeurope.org/pressreleases/2012/european-food-safety-authority-
admits-failure-revolving-doors
http://www.corporateeurope.org/blog/new-briefing-international-life-sciences-institute-ilsi-
corporate-lobbygroup

(5)  Séralini, G-E., E. Clair, R. Mesnage, S. Gress, N. Defarge, M. Malatesta, D. 
Hennequin, J. Spiroux de Vendômois. 2012. Long term toxicity of a Roundup herbicide 
and a Roundup-tolerant genetically modified maize. Food Chem. Toxicol. 19 September 
2012
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0278691512005637

(6)  Antoniou M, Habib MEM, Howard CV, Jennings RC, Leifert C, Nodari RO, Robinson 
CJ, Fagan J (2012) Teratogenic Effects of Glyphosate-Based Herbicides: Divergence of 
Regulatory Decisions from Scientific Evidence. J Environ Anal Toxicol S4:006. doi:
10.4172/2161-0525.S4-006.
http://www.omicsonline.org/2161-0525/2161-0525-S4-006.php?aid=7453
Antoniou, M., M. Habib, et al. (2011). Roundup and birth defects: Is the public being kept in 
the dark?--  Earth Open Source. http://bit.ly/IP2FWH
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/pivotal_papers/danish_dossier.html
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/pivotal_papers/gm_food_dangerous.html

Page 3



Why GE Food is Dangerous
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/pivotal_papers/BT_toxin.html
Environmental and health impacts of GM crops - the science
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/pivotal_papers/environmental_and_health_impacts.html
Ewen, Stanley W.B. and Arpad Pusztai. 1999a Effect of diets containing genetically 
modified potatoes expressing Galanthus nivalis lectin on rat small intestine. The Lancet 
354 (9187):1353-1354
Ewen, Stanley W.B. and Arpad Pusztai. 1999b. Health risks of genetically modified foods. 
The Lancet 354(Issue 9179):684.

(7)  EFSA GMO Newsletter September/October/November 2012
Submitted by Testbiotech on 19. November 2012 - 11:33
http://www.testbiotech.org/en/node/741

(8)  EFSA's preliminary review of the Seralini paper, dated 4th October:
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/2910.htm

(9)  The response of the Seralini team to the points made by EFSA:
EFSA slammed for "institutionalised pseudo-science" after rat study review
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/documents/efsa_slammed.html
http://www.criigen.org/SiteEn/index.php?
option=com_content&task=view&id=368&Itemid=1
http://independentsciencenews.org/health/seralini-and-science-nk603-rat-study-roundup/
#comment-4292 
Seralini and Science: an Open Letter
http://www.gmfreecymru.org/news/Press_Notice14Nov2012.html
Hundreds of scientists defend Seralini against EFSA and other GM apologists

(10)  https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/blg-187499.html
(The officials involved came from France, Belgium, Netherlands, and Germany)

(11) There was no way that EFSA could have contemplated anything different, since to 
admit to any merit in the Seralini study would have been to admit to serious shortcomings 
in the initial EFSA assessment of NK603 and to major failings in the EU assessment of 
Roundup herbicide as well. EFSA therefore decided to be judge, jury and executioner, and 
to align itself with the GM industry spokesmen in seeking to bury the Seralini study and to 
discredit its authors.

(12)  Quote: "Under the leadership of the Director of Scientific Evaluation of Regulated 
Products, a group of EFSA scientists, with expertise in biostatistics, experimental design, 
mammalian toxicology, biotechnology, biochemistry, pesticide safety assessments and 
GMO safety assessments, carried out the initial review. A member from EFSA's Panel on 
Genetically Modified Organisms (GMO) and a member from EFSA's Plant Protection 
Products and their Residues (PPR) Panel were asked to peer review the paper prior to its 
publication." http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/faqs/faqseralini.htm#13 It is obvious that 
everybody involved in this "review" process has been involved in the past in promoting the 
view that all of the GMOs considered for EU consents are "just as safe as their 
conventional counterparts." The whole process has been heavily biased, and the review 
outcomes have been predetermined.
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/2910.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press/news/121004.htm (4th October 2012)
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(13)  The EFSA statement entitled “Final review of the Séralini et al. (2012a) publication on 
a 2-year rodent feeding study with glyphosate formulations and GM maize NK603 as
published online on 19 September 2012 in Food and Chemical Toxicology” was published 
on November 28th 2012, together with an “Annex” containing the opinions of selected 
member states.  The accompanying press release was widely distributed by the EFSA 
Media Relations Office under the heading “Séralini et al. study conclusions not supported 
by data, says EU risk assessment community.”  The so-called “EU risk assessment 
community” was nothing of the sort -- it was a self-appointed kangaroo court which had no 
mandate to advertise itself in that way, and no mandate to speak on behalf of the EU or 
the member states. Some of those involved had obvious conflicts of interest.   Their 
document is one of the most despicable, arrogant and complacent pieces of pseudo-
science that I have ever seen.  It is clear that the drafting team conspired from the outset 
to find fault with the Seralini study from every possible standpoint and to defend the EFSA 
position on NK603 and Roundup herbicide -- which is that they are essentially harmless.  
The drafting team specifically refused to revisit the old EFSA safety evaluation of NK605 or 
any of the stacked events linked to it; it ignored the points made by Seralini et al (http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2012.11.007) in their “answers to critics” on 9th November;  it 
made no allowance whatsoever for the fact that there are at least five other publications 
pending from the Seralini team, which will no doubt allay many matters of concern; it 
attacked the study on the spurious and petty basis that full data sets were not published in 
a journal article;  its concentration on “statistical shortcomings” was disingenuous in the 
extreme;  it failed to show any respect for the fact that this was the first ever long-term 
feeding study of this type; it attacked the studyʼs “failings” as as carcinogenicity study while 
failing to recognize that it was in fact a general toxicity study; it failed to recognize that the 
study was examining the effects of Roundup, not glyphosate;  it ignored the almost 
intolerable degree of secrecy which had to surround this execution of the study, for fear 
that it would be sabotaged; and the text consistently demonstrated hypocrisy of the first 
order, in demanding levels of scientific precision and data provision which it conspicuously 
failed to ask for in the original Monsanto dossier on NK603.  Most concerning of all in the 
text is the apparent absence of any concern for public health, or any awareness of the 
Precautionary Principle.
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press/news/121128.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/2986.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/doc/2986ax1.pdf
Corporate Europe Observatory:  “EFSA has chosen to fan the flames of public controversy 
by publishing a radically one-sided assessment putting the entire blame on Séralini, 
applying a level of scientific standards never reached by the Monsanto study on NK603 it 
accepted for its EU authorisation and ignoring some national agencies' calls to more 
research and a review of GMOs and pesticides' risk assessment guidelines."
http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/EFSA%20and%20S
%C3%A9ralini.pdf

(14)   As at August 2012, 46 GM varieties had been authorised for usage in food and feed 
within the EU. Most of them are for import and processing, but two are
authorised for cultivation: Monsantoʼs Maize MON810 and the BASF potato “Amflora”.
The 46 events include the following species: 26 maize, 8 cotton, 7 soybeans, 3 rapeseed, 
1 potato, 1 sugar beet. The events can be divided into four groups of technical traits (one 
of which overlaps with two other groups):  8 events producing insecticidal toxins, 15 events 
tolerant to herbicides, 22 events a combination of insecticidal and herbicide tolerant plants 
(stacked events), and  others: 1 potato producing starch for industrial use, 1 rapeseed 
producing infertile pollen. (Information: Testbiotech)

Page 5

http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press/news/121128.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/press/news/121128.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/2986.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/2986.htm
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/doc/2986ax1.pdf
http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/doc/2986ax1.pdf
http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/EFSA%20and%20S%C3%A9ralini.pdf
http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/EFSA%20and%20S%C3%A9ralini.pdf
http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/EFSA%20and%20S%C3%A9ralini.pdf
http://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/attachments/EFSA%20and%20S%C3%A9ralini.pdf

