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Betty’s Bits
First topic always seems to be the weather—hot-hothot—some rain—chilly—little to no rain. Some of
the crops around Ohio look great, others not so much.
Of course GOA is busier than the proverbial sore
tailed cat in a room full of rockers. It hasn’t helped
that much of the wheat ripened weeks early—adding
that Canada is buying most of it this year, everyone is
in a hurry.
I think this is a good time to explain the review
process GOA must complete in order to be in
compliance with our auditors from the USDA and
COR. Each file must be pre-reviewed prior to
inspector assignment: every question read and
compared with the appropriate standard. Each
ingredient of every label reviewed and confirmed
with the standards. This process for a farm usually
takes from 2 to 3 hours. Dairy farm 4 to 6 hours.
Some multi-ingredient processors can take a couple
of days. Post review requires more time; the reviewer
must not only review your plan, labels, etc, but the
inspector report, affidavit and exit interview. When
they issue a certificate, it must meet the appropriate
standards, therefore maintaining the integrity of the
organic program. Not to mention our continued
accreditation to perform these services. Soooo—
know that the process takes time, certification staff is
working as hard and quickly as they can, while
diligently maintaining the integrity of the organic
program. It is a slow and careful process.
GOA is audited annually by the NOP and Canada;
the auditors spend a week reviewing files, our
procedures, interviewing staff, as well as

email: goaorg@centurylink.net

Certification Director: Jodi Snyder
Japanese Coordinator: Yoshiko Tuttle
Certification Specialist: Jessica Green and Taylor McNamara

accompanying inspectors on actual inspections. This
week we are being audited for continued
accreditation for COR. The week of October 4 we are
being audited for the USDA/NOP. Not fun, but
absolutely necessary for continuing integrity in the
organic program. That does not mean we enjoy it any
more than you “enjoy” the annual visits by an
inspector. Just letting you know—we “suffer” with
you.
Our 2 newbies: Taylor McNamara and Jessica Green
are coming around very well. It is a slow process for
anyone to learn what this organic certification is all
about, but these 2 young ladies have a wonderful
attitude and more important, a strong respect for
farmers.
Organic Farmers of Michigan, Inc invited me to
speak to their group, September 6th. It turned out to
be a wonderful experience for me—when 70 or so
farmers sing happy Birthday to you, goose bumps
abound. I feel very honored that they would do that.
Thank you!! Such tiny words for how you all made
me feel. When frustration hits; I go to Ruth, MI in my
head as my happy place.
Beth Overs and Mark Beaver have gone on to bigger
and better things. Amber and Rebecca as well as
Jodi, Jessica and Taylor are taking up the slack while
we search for another coordinator and final reviewer.
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We are also on the “hunt” for more inspectors. I am
sorry for having to bring inspectors from out of state
this past year. Hopefully our efforts this winter will
bring an end to this.

Organic Vision is published quarterly, when possible, for the benefit of our
members and associates. The editor is happy to hear comments and
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Appreciate your patience and loyalty the past two
years.
Betty
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2017 HOLIDAY CLOSING SCHEDULE FOR GOA
Thu, 23 Nov
Fri, 24 Nov
Fri, 22 Dec

THANKSGIVING
THANKSGIVING HOLIDAY
CHRISTMAS (CLOSE AT NOON)

Mon, 25 Dec
CHRISTMAS DAY
Fri, 29 Dec
NEW YEARS (CLOSE AT NOON)
Mon, 1 Jan, 2018 NEW YEARS HOLIDAY

Monsanto Under Fire
Short summaries
Monsanto Attempts Takedown of Agency Linking its
Weedkiller to Cancer
Simon Marks
17 Aug 2017

Collusion Or Coincidence? Records Show EPA
Efforts To Slow Herbicide Review Came In
Coordination With Monsanto
Carey Gillam
17 Aug 2017

Monsanto is on the attack.
The global pesticides powerhouse is questioning the findings
of scientists who worked for the World Health
Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer
(IARC). In 2015, the agency made glyphosate one of
Europe’s most toxic political issues when it concluded the
weedkiller “is probably carcinogenic to humans.”
It was a hammer blow to Missouri-based Monsanto. It also
whipped up an intense EU-wide debate over whether
farmers should be allowed to continue utilizing a product
they have used for more than four decades.
German Chancellor Angela Merkel and her agriculture
minister, Christian Schmidt, have thrown their weight behind
the weedkiller. Failure to continue selling glyphosate in
Europe beyond the end of the year would cut into a sizeable
chunk of Monsanto’s pesticides business, which earns it
billions of dollars every year across the globe.
Monsanto wants to seize on the pendulum swing
spearheaded by Germany by undermining how IARC
reached its original decision.
Read more: http://www.politico.eu/article/monsanto-roundup-attemptstakedown-of-iarc-who-linking-its-weedkiller-to-cancer/

Newly released government email communications show a
persistent effort by multiple officials within the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to slow a separate
federal agency’s safety review of Monsanto’s top-selling
herbicide. Notably, the records demonstrate that the EPA
efforts came at the behest of Monsanto, and that EPA
officials were helpful enough to keep the chemical giant
updated on their progress.
The communications, most of which were obtained through
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, show that it
was early 2015 when the EPA and Monsanto began working
in concert to stall a toxicology review that a unit tied to the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) was
conducting on glyphosate, the key ingredient in Monsanto’s
branded Roundup herbicide products. The details revealed
in the documents come as Monsanto is defending itself
against lawsuits alleging that it has tried to cover up
evidence of harm with its herbicides.
Read more:
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/5994dad4e4b056a2b0ef02f1
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New Claims Against Monsanto in Consumer Lawsuit
over Roundup Herbicide
Carey Gillam
20 Jun 2017
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Monsanto Is Wreaking Havoc Again: DICAMBA
Mike Papantonio; The Ring of Fire
14 Aug 2017

In a complaint filed Tuesday [18 Jul ] in federal court in
Wisconsin, six consumers alleged that the company’s topselling Roundup herbicide has been falsely promoted as
uniquely safe when it actually can have profound harmful
impacts on human gut bacteria critical to good health.
The lawsuit, which also names Roundup distributor Scotts
Miracle-Gro Co. as a defendant, specifically alleges that
consumers are being deceived by inaccurate and misleading
statements made by Monsanto regarding glyphosate, the
active weed-killing ingredient in Roundup. Plaintiffs include
residents of Wisconsin, Illinois, California, New York, New
Jersey and Florida.

[Ed: It is best to watch this 7 minuet video available on
youtube with the title: Monsanto Has A New Agricultural
Disaster for Sale: DICAMBA. at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H0iFbti8EPk]
Transcript of the video begins: Monsanto is wreaking havoc
once again with one of their herbicides, Dicamba. Hundreds
of farmers in Arkansas have filed complaints about Dicamba,
while states like Missouri were forced to temporarily ban its
use, with Tennessee also banning it shortly thereafter.
Read more: https://www.ecowatch.com/monsanto-dicamba2472845563.html

Read more: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/new-claims-againstmonsanto-in-consumer-lawsuit-over_us_59496379e4b0f500e5526088

SPECIAL REPORT
[Ed: This rather long report details how the conventional food industry is lying to the general consumer and how, at the
same time, they are destroying people's confidence in science. The source paper is richly footnoted.]
The UK’s Royal Society: a Case Study in How the
Health Risks of GMOs Have Been Systematically
Misrepresented
Steven Druker
14 Aug 2017
For more than twenty years, many eminent scientists and
scientific institutions have routinely claimed that genetically
modified foods are safe. And because of the perceived
authority of their pronouncements, most government
officials and members of the media have believed them. But
when the arguments these scientists employ to support their
claims are subjected to scrutiny, it becomes clear that
important facts have invariably been misrepresented —
either deliberately or through substantial negligence. And
when these facts are fairly considered, the arguments
collapse.
A prime example of a purportedly scientific — but in reality,
inaccurate — publication on GM foods was issued by the
UK’s Royal Society in May 2016. Titled “GMO Plants:
Questions and Answers,” it claims to provide “unbiased”
and “reliable” answers to peoples’ most pressing questions.
However, analysis reveals that it not only displays a strong
pro-GMO bias, but that several of its assertions are
demonstrably false. The following paragraphs examine these

defects and reveal the surprising extent to which that
document, as well as previous publications of the Society
about GM foods, conflict with the truth.
This analysis has major implications, because if the world’s
oldest and most respected scientific institution cannot argue
for the safety of GM foods without systematically distorting
the facts, it indicates that such distortion is essential to the
argument.
Obfuscating the unnatural nature of the GM process and
ignoring its unsettling features
The document’s bias is evident from the outset, and the
authors fail to furnish a forthright answer to the initial
question: “What is genetic modification (GM) of crops and
how is it done?” Instead, their response is significantly
misleading because it omits the most unnatural and
unsettling features while downplaying the unnaturalness of
those that are mentioned.
1.) Failing to note the randomness and disruptiveness of
the insertion process
In one of the biggest obfuscations, the authors avoid
mentioning that biotechnicians have been inserting foreign
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DNA into plant genomes in a haphazard manner — and that
the insertions not only disrupt the region of DNA into which
they wedge but cause disruptions throughout the DNA
strand, a well-documented phenomenon that some scientists
call “genome scrambling.”
2.) Concealing the need to artificially induce gene
expression
The authors are equally evasive regarding how the foreign
genes are induced to actually function, and they fail to
disclose a crucial fact: that inserting a new gene does not in
itself endow the plant with the desired new trait. That’s
because it’s essential to convert the information encoded
within the gene into a protein or other molecule, and in
almost every case, that won’t happen without artificial
alteration of the inserted genetic material.
Here’s why.
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3.) Obscuring the disruptiveness of the process that
transforms modified cells into whole plants
The Royal Society authors are likewise elusive in explaining
how an isolated plant cell that has incorporated new genes is
subsequently turned into a mature plant. They say this is
possible “because individual plant cells have an impressive
capacity to generate entire plants,” but they neglect to
disclose that this capacity can only be actualized through a
distinctly artificial process — in contrast to natural seeds,
which grow into plants spontaneously. That artificial process
is called tissue culture, and although the authors note that
it’s employed, they say nothing more about it — which
obscures the fact that through its procedures, the cell is
“forced to undergo abnormal developmental changes.” The
authors also becloud the fact that besides being highly
unnatural, tissue culture is highly disruptive and imparts
what’s referred to as a “genomic shock” that causes
numerous mutations throughout the plant’s DNA.

The default condition of most genes is to be inactive and
blocked from expressing — which conserves the organism’s
energy and prevents proteins from being produced when and
where they’re not needed. A gene transitions from its
closed-down default mode to its active mode through the
operation of a regulatory element called a promoter, a
segment of DNA adjoined to the gene that serves as its
on/off switch. This switch is finely responsive to specific
biochemical signals so that the gene expresses in harmony
with the organism’s needs. Consequently, when a gene is
taken from one species and transferred to an unrelated one,
the promoter will rarely (if ever) receive signals to which it’s
sensitive, and the gene will remain inactive. Hence, before
making such transfers, biotechnicians must remove the
native promoter and replace it with one that will reliably
function in the foreign milieu. Moreover, to deliver the
desired results, the promoter must in most cases not only
induce the gene to express, but to boost its expression (and
consequent protein production) to an extraordinary level.

Thus, the authors’ systematic avoidance of disquieting facts
causes their account of the GM process to be significantly
distorted — which, as will be seen, leads to the distortion of
other key parts of their presentation as well.

For virtually every GM crop on the market, the potent
promoter that’s been used to achieve such unusual results
comes from a plant virus. Not only does it impel the inserted
genes to produce proteins at an abnormally elevated level, it
drives the production continuously, regardless of the
organism’s needs and completely outside the intricate
regulatory system through which its other genes are
controlled. This can create serious problems by inducing
metabolic imbalances or upsetting complex biochemical
feedback loops.

1.) Misrepresenting Reality

Denying the significant differences between GM crops
and those bred conventionally
Because the authors acknowledge only the most obvious
differences between GM and conventional breeding, while
ignoring the lesser-known but more important ones, they’re
emboldened to claim that GM is no more likely to entail
“unforeseen effects.” But this is flat-out false, and experts
who have taken the key differences into account have
decisively reached the opposite conclusion. For instance, a
major report by the Royal Society of Canada concluded that
GM is far more likely to induce unforeseen effects, and a
report by the U.S. National Academy of Sciences has
acknowledged this greater likelihood too.

The authors attempt to support their spurious claim by
arguing (1) that “all” plant genomes “frequently” receive
insertions of new DNA through viral and bacterial infections
and through the activity of ‘jumping genes’, (2) that these
insertions are “similar” to those made via GM, and (3) that
conventional breeding is therefore just as likely to have
unforeseen consequences.
These assertions are false.

Therefore, given the crucial role played by viral promoters,
and the degree to which their employment is unnatural, it’s
reasonable to expect that any purportedly balanced account
of the GM process would mention them — and to deplore
the Society’s failure to do so.

Whereas the genes that are inserted into plant cells via GM
technology are always integrated into the entire genome of
the resultant plant, genes from viruses and bacteria rarely
enter plant genomes. Although viruses frequently infect
plant cells, they seldom insert their genes into the DNA of
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the gametes (the sex cells), a necessary step for transferring
to the plant’s progeny and becoming established in the
genome. Consequently, the few viral DNA sequences that
are present within plant genomes have been there for an
extremely long time — and during that time, the plants’
defense mechanisms have inactivated them.
Further, scientists know of only two bacterial species that
can insert their genes into the DNA of plants, and those
genes are hardly ever incorporated into an entire genome.
There are only three plant species in which such integrations
have been observed, and just one is a food crop (sweet
potato). Moreover, the bacterial genes in the potatoes have
no discernible effect, are being transcribed at low levels, and
either may not be producing any proteins at all or are
producing very little .
In contrast, the new genes that are added to a plant’s
genome via GM not only produce proteins, they hyperproduce them, which could cause hazardous imbalances. As
previously noted, this hyper-production is driven by a
powerful viral promoter. While none of the active genes
within conventionally bred crops are associated with that
promoter, it’s affixed to one or more active genes within the
genome of virtually every commercialized GM crop.
So not only are insertions of bacterial and viral DNA into
plant genomes exceptionally rare, and not only are they
dissimilar from the insertions wrought by GM, it is through
the GM process alone that new viral DNA has recently and
widely entered plant genomes — and this incursion has
introduced new risks.
The actual facts about ‘jumping genes’ are likewise at odds
with the authors’ claims. In reality, those segments of DNA,
technically termed ‘transposons’, rarely mobilize in the
absence of extraordinary stress; so most of their current
locations have been stable since an ancient era. In fact, a
GM plant is much more likely to harbor new transposoninduced perturbations than its parent because the GM
process tends to activate transposons and get them jumping.
Conversely, pollen-based breeding rarely causes transposons
to move.
2.) Reaching a patently false conclusion
Thus, not only do the authors of the Society’s guide fail to
acknowledge the abundant evidence that demonstrates the
disruptive effects of the GM process, they significantly
misrepresent important biological realities that they do
discuss. Only in this way can they conclude that GM is no
more likely to entail unforeseen consequences than is
conventional breeding.
In glaring contrast, the expert panel that produced the report
of the Royal Society of Canada, who took account of the
facts the guide’s authors ignored or distorted, concluded
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that while pollen-based breeding rarely involves worrisome
unintended outcomes, the “default prediction” for every GM
crop should be that it entails unintended effects that are hard
to predict, could be difficult to detect, and might be harmful
to human health.
Which leads to the question of whether GM crops are safe,
another issue that the authors of the guide have seriously
mishandled.
Declaring the safety of GM crops by dishonoring the
standards of science
“Is it safe to eat GM crops?” Of all the questions the guide
addresses, this is the most crucial. And it answers with a
resounding “Yes.”
But this simple answer is simply unjustified.
For one thing, the unequivocal declaration that all GM crops
are safe flies in the face of the World Health Organization’s
assertion that “it is not possible to make general statements
on the safety of all GM foods.” As the WHO noted, because
“different GM organisms include different genes inserted in
different ways” it’s necessary to assess them “on a case-bycase basis.” Even the Royal Society’s president emphasized
the need for a case-by-case assessment in comments he
released in conjunction with the guide’s publication.
1.) Unjustifiably dismissing all the research that has
detected harm
So how do the authors attempt to support their all-inclusive
claim? They declare: “All reliable evidence produced to date
shows that currently available GM food is at least as safe to
eat as nonGM food.” And they assert “there has been no
evidence of ill effects linked to the consumption of any
approved GM crop.”
But there has indeed been such evidence, and many studies
published in peer-reviewed journals have detected ill effects
to the animals that consumed a GM crop. For instance, a
systematic review of the toxicological studies on GM foods
that was published in 2009 concluded that the results of
“most” of them indicate that the products “may cause
hepatic, pancreatic, renal, and reproductive effects and may
alter hematological, biochemical, and immunologic
parameters the significance of which remains unknown.” It
also noted that further studies were clearly needed. Another
review that encompassed the additional studies that had
been published up until August 2010 also provided cause for
caution. It concluded that there was an “equilibrium”
between the research groups “suggesting” that GM crops
are as safe as their non-GM counterparts and “those raising
still serious concerns.”
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Between 2008 and 2014 there have been eight such reviews
published in standard journals, and as a whole, they provide
no grounds for unequivocally proclaiming safety. As
Sheldon Krimsky, a professor at Tufts University, observed
in a comprehensive examination that was also published in a
peer-reviewed journal: “One cannot read these systematic
reviews and conclude that the science on health effects of
GMOs has been resolved within the scientific community.”
Yet, the authors of the guide purport that it has been
resolved conclusively — and that safety is a certitude.
2.) Stooping to Subterfuge
But to do so, they resort to trickery. They claim that only “a
few” studies have stated that a GM food caused harm when
in fact there have been many. They then summarily dismiss
all these studies as unreliable. And to justify this wholesale
rejection, they argue that each of the studies has been
“challenged” regarding its statistical analysis and
methodology.
But based on that criterion, most of the studies that underlie
their claim of safety are also unreliable, because they too
have been challenged. Moreover, while the latter critiques
have been reasonable and fair, most of those on which the
Royal Society authors rely have not.
3.) Deceptively dealing with Séralini’s research
The unfairness is strikingly displayed by the attacks on a
long-term study that yielded disturbing results. In it, a team
of university researchers led by Gilles-Eric Séralini
demonstrated that a GM crop approved by regulators based
on a medium-term, 90-day toxicological feeding study
caused significant damage to the rats’ livers and kidneys
when tested over the long-term (two years).
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during a toxicological study.
Nonetheless, despite the weakness of their claims, they
continued to pressure the journal until, more than a year
after publication — and after the addition of a former
Monsanto employee to the editorial board — the study was
finally retracted. But not only did the chief editor
acknowledge the adequacy of the toxicological findings, the
lone reason he proffered for rejecting the tumor-related
findings was that they were “inconclusive,” which is not a
valid reason for retraction. Furthermore, according to
standard guidelines, even if there had been good grounds for
retracting that part of the study, the remainder should not
have been withdrawn along with it.
Séralini’s illegitimately retracted paper is the only study the
guide’s authors cite to support their claim that all the ones
which reported harm are unreliable. And though they
emphasize its retraction, they don’t mention any of the
above-noted facts, imparting the false impression that none
of its findings were reliable. Worse, they also fail to mention
one other key fact: that the study was subsequently
republished in another scientific journal. Because that
happened almost a year before their guide was released,
such an omission is inexcusable — and downright deceptive.
4.) Falsely asserting that no study has cast doubt on the
GM method itself
Moreover, besides unfairly rejecting the studies that
reported problems, the authors don’t even describe them
fairly. For instance, they assert that none has indicated that
“the GM method itself” caused any harm and that all the
problems have been attributed either to the specific gene
introduced or to particular agricultural practices.
But this claim is doubly bogus.

Those results cast doubt on the entire GM food venture
because no regulators require tests greater than 90 days, and
several GM crops have entered the market without any
toxicological testing at all.
So when the study was published in a respected journal in
2012, proponents of GM crops bitterly denounced it and
demanded its retraction. But because it was a solid
toxicological study, they couldn’t attack it on that ground.
So they focused on the part of the study that reported an
increased rate of tumor development in the GM-fed rats,
and they argued that too few animals had been used to meet
the standards for a carcinogenicity study.
However, they disregarded several crucial facts:
(1) The research was not designed to meet the standards of
a carcinogenicity study.
(2) It did fulfill the standards for a toxicological study.
(3) The troubling toxicological results were reliable.
(4) Tumors are supposed to be reported when detected

First, in almost all the cases, the researchers couldn’t
determine which specific factor or factors caused the harm,
so they didn’t pin the blame on a particular gene or herbicide
—and the GM process was never absolved. Further, the
only study on an herbicide-tolerant GM crop designed to
separately assess the roles of the herbicide and the plant
found that each caused harm — and that the plant was
harmful even when unsprayed. And because the exact
source of the plant-induced harm could not be ascertained,
some feature of the GM process may well have been at fault.
Second, at least one major study did specifically link the GM
process with harm. And the Royal Society is well aware of
that study because it led the sordid attempt to discredit it.
3.) Misrepresenting and maligning Pusztai’s important
research
That study was conducted at the Rowett Institute under the
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leadership of a renowned authority on food safety testing,
Arpad Pusztai. It revealed that GM potatoes producing a
foreign protein that’s safe for mammals to eat caused a
problematic effect in the rats that consumed them compared
to rats that ate the non-GM counterparts, even though the
latter had been spiked with the same level of foreign protein
within the modified potatoes. Accordingly, the researchers
concluded that some aspect of the GM process itself was
significantly responsible for the result.

entirely ignored the valid (and troubling) toxicological
findings. Instead, they focused solely on the disputed tumorrelated data — and emphasized that those data were alleged
to be “inconclusive” by the editor of the journal that
retracted the study. They then asserted that the
inconclusiveness refutes the contention that long-term
studies are needed to adequately assess the safety of GM
foods, even though the toxicological data they ignored
clearly do demonstrate the need.

Because this research implicated the process — and implied
there are inherent risks in producing any GM food — the
technology’s defenders ardently assailed it, with the Royal
Society at the forefront. Even before it was published,
nineteen of the Society’s fellows disparaged it in an open
letter without having seen all the data; and the Society then
conducted a biased and unwarrantedly critical review even
though the research was still unpublished and the reviewers
had not seen all the data either. So irregular and unfair was
the Society’s review that the editor of the prestigious
journal, The Lancet, rebuked the organization for its
“breathtaking impertinence” and its “reckless” abandonment
of the principle of due process. The Society subsequently
put “intense pressure” on the Lancet to deter it from
publishing the research, and even after that journal published
it, the Society continued to unjustly malign it.

The Falsehoods Are Propping Up the GM Food Venture
— But Undermining Science

So, having been unable to honestly refute the research, and
having also failed to block its publication in a premier
journal, the Society now blatantly misrepresents its express
findings, falsely asserting they have no bearing on the safety
of the GM process itself. And to aggravate the injustice, it
claims that the mere fact it attacked the study robs it of
reliability — while ignoring the fact that the attack was
demonstrably unfair.
Reports by Other Scientific Organizations Similarly
Abuse the Facts
Regrettably, the Royal Society is not the only scientific
institution that abuses the evidence in order to protect GM
foods. It’s been significantly distorted by every report that
asserts their safety has been established.
Further, like those of the Royal Society, the other reports
are especially unjust in dealing with the Pusztai and Séralini
studies, presumably because presenting them in a fair
manner would cast considerable doubt on the safety of GM
foods. Such maltreatment is exemplified by the report from
the U.S. National Academy of Sciences issued in 2016.
Although the authors were supposed to assess the safety of
GM crops by considering the evidence that had accumulated
since 1996, they didn’t even mention Pusztai’s research,
despite the fact it was published in an eminent journal in
1999. And while they did discuss Séralini’s study, they

The preceding analysis has clearly shown that, despite its
aura of authority, the Royal Society’s 2016 publication
substantially ignores the principles of science and
systematically misrepresents the facts. It’s also clear that if
that document, and similar documents claiming to
demonstrate the safety of GM foods, had upheld science and
properly portrayed the facts, the massive venture to produce
and promote those foods could not have survived.
It is additionally obvious that there’s an urgent need for
reform on the part of the Royal Society and all other
scientists and scientific institutions that assert the safety of
GM foods. As the eminent biologist Philip Regal has pointed
out, what’s at stake is not only the safety of our food and
the future of agriculture, but the future of science itself. It’s
disquieting that most scientists’ opinions about GM foods
have been molded by misinformation — and that a relatively
small group who ardently promote these products have
misled a multitude of others into supporting them as well. In
one of the most astonishing incidents, just a few scientists
induced more than 120 Nobel laureates to sign a letter
extolling the safety of GM foods and censuring the people
who raise concerns, even though most of the letter’s chief
assertions are demonstrably false.
There’s added urgency because the authority of science is
being persistently challenged regarding climate change and
other major issues, and when influential scientific institutions
sully their integrity in one area, it weakens the stature of
science across the board.
Accordingly, it’s imperative that the scientists who have
been promoting GM foods re-evaluate their priorities,
rededicate themselves to the standards they were trained to
uphold, and restore the honest communication of facts. Our
food will be safer, agriculture will be sounder, and science
will be healthier
Read more: https://www.independentsciencenews.org/health/the-uksroyal-society-how-the-health-risks-of-gmos-have-been-systematicallymisrepresented/
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NEWS FROM GOA AND BEYOND
[Ed Note: I get much of the material for this section of the Organic Consumers Association (OCA) at http://www.organicconsumers.org/
and The Cornucopia Institute at http://www.cornucopia.org/ I always include the url so readers can read the full article but some url's are
hard to read. Readers can also search on the article title and will almost always get the original. Adding the author will narrow the results. ]

Paris Defies the Commission, Vows to Block
Glyphosate Reauthorisation
EURACTIV
30 Aug 2017
France will vote against a proposal by the European
Commission to renew the licence for glyphosate, the active
ingredient in one of the world’s most widely used
weedkillers, Monsanto’s Roundup, a government source
said on Wednesday (30 August).
France could block obtaining the qualified majority of EU
member states needed to renew the licence.
Opponents of glyphosate, led by Greenpeace, point to
research from the World Health Organisation that concludes
it may be carcinogenic, and are calling for an outright ban.
But in March, the EU’s chemicals agency said glyphosate
should not be classed as a carcinogen. And in May, a review
carried out by experts from both the WHO and the UN
Food and Agriculture Organisation said, “glyphosate is
unlikely to pose a carcinogenic risk to humans from
exposure through the diet”.
On the basis of that research, the European Commission
proposed renewing the licence, which is scheduled to expire
at the end of this year.
Read more: http://www.euractiv.com/section/agriculturefood/news/paris-defies-the-commission-vows-to-block-glyphosatereauthorisation/



GM Moths Shown to Fail Ahead of New York State
Release
Aug 15 2017

company Oxitec, which was bought by Intrexon, Inc. for
$160 million in 2015, despite its lack of revenue and
commercial products.
Oxitec claims its technology builds on the “Sterile Insect
Technique”, in which sterile pests are released to mate with
wild ones and suppress the population. However, Oxitec’s
GM male moths are not sterile, they mate and reproduce.
The female offspring of these matings do not die until the
larval stage, with male offspring surviving until adulthood.
This means that GM caterpillars will contaminate crops
where the GM males are released and cause significant
damage to the crop that would not occur if the released
insects were sterile.
Read more: http://sustainablepulse.com/2017/08/15/gm-moths-shownto-fail-ahead-of-new-york-state-release/#.WZMsE1GGOM_



Impossibly Fake
Katherine Paul; Organic Consumers Association
14 Aug 2017
A company called Impossible Foods, with $257 million in
venture capital funding, recently launched its fake,
genetically engineered Impossible Burger—even though, the
FDA can’t say if the burger’s “secret sauce”—soy
leghemoglobin—is safe.
How can Impossible Foods put soy leghemoglobin in food if
the FDA hasn’t deemed it safe? The New York Times
explains:
The F.D.A.’s approval is not required for most new
ingredients. Companies can hire consultants to run
tests, and they have no obligation to inform the agency
of their findings, a process of self-affirmation.”

Cornell University’s plans to release genetically modified
(GM) moths in New York State ignore existing evidence of
failure, which shows the GM pests will damage the broccoli
and cabbages they are supposed to protect, GeneWatch UK
stated Monday [Aug 14].

While you let that sink in . . . here’s the other half of that
story. Impossible Foods asked the FDA to weigh in on the
safety of its “secret sauce” ingredient, even though it wasn’t
required to. The agency did. This is what regulators wrote in
a memo to Impossible Foods:

Diamondback moth caterpillars are agricultural pests which
eat brassica crops including cabbages and broccoli. Cornell
plans multiple experimental releases of up to 30,000 GM
male moths a week, over a two year period, at its New York
State Agricultural Experiment Station (NYSAES). The GM
diamondback moths are produced by UK-headquartered

“F.D.A. believes the arguments presented, individually and
collectively, do not establish the safety of soy leghemoglobin
for consumption,” nor do they point to a general recognition
of safety.”
Despite that statement, the Impossible Burger went to
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market. Because, as it turns out, a company can introduce
into the food system a product or ingredient that the FDA
says may not be safe—as long as the FDA doesn’t say the
product is unsafe.

Nine years after California voters decided that egg-laying
hens must be given more space, animal-rights activists on
Tuesday filed papers for a new initiative requiring the birds
to be kept cage-free.

That’s one issue with the Impossible Burger. Here’s the
other. According to Max Goldberg, author of “Living
Maxwell,” Impossible Foods uses genetic engineering to
make the secret sauce that the FDA won’t say is safe. In his
column, which appeared on the same day as the New York
Times article, Goldberg raised the question of genetic
engineering, and whether Impossible Foods is misleading
consumers. Goldberg explains how the Impossible Burger is
made:

The new initiative sets the standard initially at 144 square
inches per bird — one square foot — which is the level at
which a hen is considered by activists to be cage free. By
2022, the hens and other animals will have to be actually
cage free, and allowed to roam inside barns.

The key to the Impossible Burger is making the burger look
and taste like a regular hamburger. Impossible Foods
accomplishes this, at scale, through genetic engineering.
Impossible Foods begins with the gene for a protein called
leghemoglobin, a heme protein that is naturally found in the
root nodules of soy plants. It then takes a strain of
genetically-engineered yeast and adds the soy leghemoglobin
gene, and proceeds to grow the yeast via the fermentation
process. The company isolates the leghemoglobin, or heme,
from the yeast and adds that genetically-engineered protein
to the Impossible Burger.
To read the company’s website, however, you’d be hard
pressed to figure out if you’re eating GMO. And that may
be intentional.
Michael Hansen, senior scientist at Consumers Union, told
Goldberg:
“The way in which Impossible Foods is loosely and
interchangeably using the word “heme” is misleading
consumers. The average person with no scientific
background would reasonably read the FAQ section of this
website and think that the genetically-engineered heme in
the Impossible Burger is ‘identical’ to the heme that humans
have been consuming for hundreds of thousands of years in
meat and other foods. This is categorically not true.”

The initiative would also require, starting in 2020, a calf
confined for veal production to have at least 43 square feet
of usable floor space, while each pig would have to be given
24 square feet of floor space starting in 2022.
An economic study commissioned last year by the egg
industry for a similar ballot measure in Massachusetts
estimated that switching to cage-free farming would add one
or two cents to the price of each egg purchased by
consumers.
Read more: http://www.latimes.com/politics/la-pol-ca-cage-free-eggsballot-initiative-20170829-story.html



Antibiotic-Resistant Genes Are Being Spread all
Over the World in Animal Feed, Scientists Discover
Ten million people could die every year by 2050 if the rise
of superbugs is not checked, experts have warned
Ian Johnston; Independent Digital News & Media
30 Aug 2017
A Government-commissioned report last year estimated 10
million people a year could die worldwide by 2050 because
of the rise of “superbugs”, prompting the then Prime
Minister David Cameron to announce a crackdown on overprescribing by GPs and lead efforts to tackle the problem at
the United Nations.

If you find this all a little impossible to understand, much
less believe, well, welcome to the dark side of “food tech.”

Bacteria resistant to the “last resort” antibiotic, colistin, was
found in the UK in December 2015, following similar
discoveries in parts of Europe, Africa and China.

Read more: https://www.organicconsumers.org/blog/impossibly-fake


The threat to human health has been compared to climate
change and nuclear war.

Live on California and Buy Eggs?
If Voters Approve This in 2018,
They'll Need to be from Cage-Free Hens
Patrick McGreevy
29 Aug 2017 LA Times

There has been concern about antibiotics given to livestock
for some time with the European Union banning farmers
from using it as growth promoter.
And the new research, by scientists at Dalian University of
Technology in China, found another source of the problem
related to food production: antibiotic-resistant genes in
fishmeal, meat-and-bone meal and chicken meal.

The scientists said fishmeal – “one of the most globally
traded commodities” – was serving as “a vehicle to promote
antibiotic-resistant gene dissemination internationally”.
Read more: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/antibioticresistant-genes-spread-in-animal-feed-across-world-bacteria-germsscientists-discover-a7920016.html



Center for Food Safety Sues Trump Administration
Over GE Food Labeling
27 Aug 2017
Important Study on “QR” Code Labeling Option Being
Unlawfully Withheld from the Public
Washington, DC — Today, Center for Food Safety (CFS)
filed a federal lawsuit against the Trump Administration for
its failure to comply with the 2016 federal law on the
labeling of genetically engineered (GE) food. Secretary of
Agriculture Sonny Perdue and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) are charged with implementing the new
labeling rules, and part of that process is a study on
“electronic and digital disclosures” (like QR codes) for GE
foods, as opposed to on-package text. That study was
required to be finished by July 2017, with an opportunity for
public participation, but USDA never completed the study
or published it for public comment.
The federal GE food law requires USDA to establish federal
standards for labeling by July 2018. The withheld study will
inform the agency’s ultimate decision, which is why it was
required to be completed a year earlier. One of the most
controversial aspects of the law is how it will require
companies to label GE foods, and whether companies will
be able to forgo clear, on-package labeling through the use
of QR codes and other digital disclosures. The new federal
law allows USDA to consider several options: on-package
text, a GE symbol on packages, or “electronic or digital
disclosures,” which would require shoppers to use a smart
phone to scan packages to access a website or call a 1-800
number for every single product to find out if it was
produced with genetic engineering. The study is crucial
because it will analyze if this type of digital labeling will
make the information accessible or not. If USDA concludes
that these disclosures will not provide consumers sufficient
access, then USDA must require consumers be given
alternative options.
Electronic labeling will not provide disclosure to a large
portion of Americans. Overall, only 64% of Americans own
a smart phone.
Read more: https://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/pressreleases/5055/center-for-food-safety-sues-trump-administration-over-gefood-labeling#
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The Problem with Organic Hydroponics
Dr. Mercola
23 Aug 2017
Hydroponically grown vegetables and berries are increasing
in popularity. But is hydroponics a healthy, sustainable —
and organic — way to grow food? Section 7 CFR
205.2051,2 of the U.S. Department of Agriculture's
(USDA) organic regulations require that your crop rotation
plan maintains or improves soil organic matter. Since
hydroponics does not involve the use of soil, it does not
qualify for organic certification.
Despite such clear-cut distinctions in the law, the Organic
Trade Association and the hydroponic lobby are pushing to
rewrite organic rules to include hydroponics. They're also
seeking to reform the National Organic Program (NOP),
reduce the influence of the National Organic Standards
Board (NOSB) and alter the composition of the NOSB to
"improve trade representation."
Hostile Takeover by Corporate Organics
As noted by Dave Chapman of Long Wind Farm in an
article discussing the Coalition for Sustainable Organics'
Congressional testimony in June:3
"We are witnessing an attempted hostile takeover of the
National Organic Program … The very fact that
Congress was listening to a fringe group like the
Coalition for Guidance on Organics is a clear sign that
the organic community is in deep trouble …
Melody Meyer, a spokesperson for United Natural
Foods and one of the leading hydro lobbyists, has
described the hydro battle as a conflict between two
parts of the organic community: The Trade and the
Movement. This is not an accurate description because
the Coalition for Sustainable [Organics] has never been
a part of the organic community …
There has been talk of creating a new label within the
USDA for 'Certified Hydroponic Organic.' I would
suggest a better label: 'USDA Certified Fauxganic.' The
new Fauxganic label could also include the CAFO
dairies, the CAFO eggs, CAFO meat and the magically
transformed conventional grain that has flooded the
organic market in recent years.
Fauxganic producers can be recognized by their
common belief that healthy soil is irrelevant …
[Coalition for Sustainable Organics] spokesperson Theo
Crisantes ... claimed there was too much public debate.
Decisions need to be made behind closed doors by a
few power brokers. It was perfect symbolism that his
first Congressional testimony to a House subcommittee

11

Action Alerts

was also behind closed doors."
While pigweed and lambsquarter can double in size in a few
sunny days, the number of organic producers and processors
in Iowa has increased 31 percent in the past five years.

Read more:
http://articles.mercola.com/sites/articles/archive/2017/08/23/canhydroponics-be-organic.aspx



Growing Concern: Organic Farms Need a New
Generation to Keep Them Alive
Jonathan Kauffman
21 Aug 2017
If Bay Area urban dwellers want to preserve the green space
around them, not to mention the area’s rich agricultural
history and easy access to local food, they can’t just expect
individual farmers to shoulder the burden. Systemic
solutions are needed.
The Greenbelt Alliance estimates that 217,000 acres of farm
and ranch land in the greater Bay Area have been lost to
development in the past three decades, and that another
200,000 acres are “at risk.”
Groups like the Marin Agricultural Land Trust help preserve
agricultural land by buying the development rights, giving
retiring or aspiring owners more money to prop up the
business. To date, the trust covers 48,700 acres of
agricultural land in Marin County. Smaller trusts operate in
other Bay Area counties.
California Certified Organic Farmers and California
FarmLink have worked together to offer aging organic
farmers guides and workshops on succession planning. As a
community development financial institution, FarmLink
helps young farmers secure funding to buy land. It has also
helped retiring farmers sell directly to younger buyers,
bypassing bank loans, and negotiate lease-to-own
agreements.
Read more: http://www.sfchronicle.com/food/article/Growing-concernOrganic-farms-need-a-new-11946099.php



Organic Farmers Sprouting Up Across Iowa
Orlan Love; Gazette correspondent
7 Sep 2017
Organic farming is growing in Iowa almost as fast as the
bane of chemical-free farmers — weeds.



“We are not even close to meeting market demand, and we
don’t have to spend much time marketing,” said Andrew
Dunham, who with his wife Melissa operates Grinnell
Heritage Farm, one of the state’s largest producers of
organic vegetables and fruit.
When Francis Thicke of rural Fairfield converted to organic
in 1975, he said he did so “out of principle,” in the belief
that it was the right and responsible thing to do. “We didn’t
even have a market. Now our products sell themselves,”
said Thicke, who with his wife Susan operates the 730-acre
Radiance Dairy Farm.
Read more:
http://www.thegazette.com/IowaIdeas/stories/agriculture/organic-farmerssprouting-up-across-iowa-20170823



Small Farmers in Brazil’s Amazon Region Seek
Sustainability
By Mario Osava, IPS
19 Sep 2017
ALTA FLORESTA, Brazil, - The deforestation caused by
the expansion of livestock farming and soy monoculture
appears unstoppable in the Amazon rainforest in the westcentral Brazilian state of Mato Grosso. But small-scale
farmers are trying to reverse that trend.
Alison Oliveira is a product of the invasion by a wave of
farmers from the south, lured by vast, cheap land in the
Amazon region when the 1964-1985 military dictatorship
aggressively promoted the occupation of the rainforest.
But what distinguishes his farm, 17 km from Alta Floresta, a
city of about 50,000 people in northern Mato Grosso, is its
mode of production, which involves an agroforestry system
that combines crops and trees, irrigated pastureland, an
organic garden and free-range egg-laying chickens.
Because of its sustainable agriculture system, the farm is
used as a model in an Inter-American Development Bank
(IDB) programme, and is visited by students and other
interested people.
Read more: http://www.ipsnews.net/2017/09/small-farmers-brazilsamazon-region-seek-sustainability/

From our Members

We would like to hear from our members. Are there changes you would like to see in your newsletter? Please send us your
stories about organic farming on your farm so we can share them with all the GOA members.

GOA
P.O. Box 530
Bellefontaine, Ohio 43311

For Sale.
Farm/home in Michigan (Washtenaw County) 89 acres that was at one time certified organic. (734) 416-3342 Ann Bradley
Organic rye cleaned and tested $11 per bushel. (989) 445-0268 A.J. MacArthur

Monarch (2015)

