
DR. HARSHA  VARDHAN                                                                          08-06-2017 

Cabinet Minister 

Ministry of Science & Technology, Environment, Forest and Climate Change  

Indira Paryavaran Bhavan, Jorbaugh , New Delhi-110003 

Subject: Approval of Brassica transgenic hybrid DMH-11 by GEAC (Ministry of Environment, 

Forest and Climate Change)  

Respected Sir, 

It has been learnt from the reliable source that on 11
th

 May, 2017, the Genetic 

Engineering Appraisal Committee (GEAC) working under the jurisdiction of your ministry has 

approved the genetically modified mustard hybrid DMH-11 and recommended for final approval 

from the ministry. In a general sense, while releasing any crop variety for the commercial 

cultivation, it is expected from the Environment Ministry to see whether all the broad 

environmental safety protocols have been properly followed as well as all the trials related to the 

biosafety measures for the products/varieties/transgenic hybrids have been carried out as per the 

guidelines of the safety assessment of the transgenic hybrids or not. However, in case of 

transgenic mustard, DMH-11 required protocols have not been followed, and GEAC ignored it. 

Hence, before granting the final approval, I personally request you to look into the matter 

carefully. Regarding biosafety trials of the said variety, the GEAC has been provided with 

misleading information by the developers which was taken into consideration by GEAC for the 

approval.  

   In this connection, I would like to focus on some of the issues related with the release of 

any variety to the farmers. The Seed Act 1966 empowers Central Seed Committee of Ministry of 

Agriculture, Government of India, to accept or reject a hybrid/variety or genotype for 

commercial cultivation. I strongly feel that GEAC (Environment Ministry) should look for the 

environmental and bio-safety aspects of the transgenic variety/hybrid. While for commercial 

cultivation on farmers‟ field the evaluation of the hybrid should be strictly done as per the Seed 

Act, 1966; which is not done for DMH-11. However, before the release of DMH-11, for 

commercial cultivation, the developer did not follow any protocols mentioned in the ssed act and 

taken the approval for the release of the variety with the help from RCGM of DBT and GEAC of 

your ministry.  

Experience with transgenic Bt-cotton in past, showed that approval of GEAC (Ministry 

of Environment) is used by seed industry for licensing the transgenics as research varieties/ 

hybrids for large scale commercial cultivation on farmers field. The approval of GEAC has 

sidelined regular procedure and mandate under the Seed Act, 1966 and brought out nearly 650 

Bt-transgenic hybis in the market creating the chaos. Such kind of possibility exists, with DMH-

11 which carries transgenic dominant male sterility and herbicide tolerant traits harmful towards 

biodiversity. 



According to the developer the ICAR has conducted the evaluation trials (BRL) during 

2010-14 and assessed for three years. However, it is crystal clear from the documents borrowed 

on RTI query received from then Director, ICAR-Directorate Rapeseed Mustard Research, 

Bhratpur (DRMR) that the trials were conducted as per the guidelines given by GEAC which 

differ with AICRP policy of Ministry of Agriculture, Gov. of India. The testing protocol was 

given by the Delhi University (DU). DRMR Bharatpur has not conducted any trials, but only the 

trial locations of AICRP were used for evaluation. The data generated by DU/NDDB staff was 

passed on to DRMR for onward transmission to DU/GEAC. For the same DRMR, Bharatpur 

have no raw data of each location available with them. DRMR acted as postman for the above 

purpose (Appendix-1). Hence, it is my earnest request to you to look into the matter carefully 

before granting the final approval from your ministry.  

I must mention here that the transgenic mustard hybrid, DMH-11 has been developed by 

the Centre of Genetic Manipulation of Crop Plants (CGMCP) of Delhi University. For 

assessment and biosafety trials, Delhi University had received sum of Rs. 210 million and about 

Rs. 70 million from National Dairy Development Board (NDDB), Anand and DBT, Ministry of 

Science and Technology, respectively. At the same time, a project with outlay of sum of Rs. 45 

million was also initiated at Nagpur University, Nagpur, Maharashtra, which was financed by the 

National Dairy Development Board (NDDB). The project initiated during 1992-93 was extended 

further up to June, 2017. This project has the major contribution of development of EH-2, one of 

the parent of DMH-11. Initially, in 1999, I joined the project as a consultant to NDDB which was 

later shifted to Nagpur University, and have carried out the work single handedly till March, 

2013. The authentic record available with us says that DRMR, Bharatpur evaluated DMH-11 

along with non-transgenic hybrid, DMH-1, during 2006-07 at10 different locations throughout 

the country. The yield evaluation data indicated that DMH-1 has shown numerical superiority 

(1575 kg/ha) over DMH-11 (1551 kg/ha) (Appendix-2) and the seed size was (1000 seed weight) 

3.9 and 3.1g, respectively (Appendix-3). Both hybrid were with small sized seeds. Later, for the 

first time in the country, in 2008-2009, DMH-1 and NRCHB 506, two non-transgenic hybrid 

from the public sector and Coral-432 from private sector, were released and notified by Ministry 

of Agriculture, Government of India. 

Meanwhile, NDDB, Anand has constituted an Expert Committee under the chairmanship 

of Dr. Anupam Varma, Retd. National Professor, ICAR to advice on a road map of regulatory 

approval from GEAC and Government of India and formulation of BRL-1and 2 trials during 

2010 to 2014. The expert committee consisted of three members from ICAR, 2 each from 

MDFVPL and Delhi University, one each from NIN and Health Ministry. These members were 

also associated with GEAC and this type of decision is the blatant violation of scientific ethics. 

This was deliberately done so as to get the approval from GEAC in the easiest way. Surprisingly 

and unfortunately the Expert Committee formulated the BRL trials, which were blindly accepted 

by GEAC. The committee did not follow the norms of release and notification outlined by 

Central Seed Committee. As a matter of facts, two non-transgenic hybrids and the checks of 

ICAR trials both, national and zonal checks, were omitted and the checks which were .used from 

the national trials during 2007 and 2008 were included to claim the superiority of the hybrid. I 

wonder “Why the ICAR scientists did not object to this omission?  



Following anomalies created the dilemma regarding the check varieties in BRL trials. 

1. During 2010-11 GEAC recommended Varuna as a national check which was set aside 

in ZONE-II by AICRP on Rapeseed Mustard in 2007-08. At the same time RCGM 

recommended non-transgenic counterpart (DMH-1) and checks in Vogue. 

Recommended national check was „Kranti‟ and zonal checks were „NRCDR-2‟ for 

Zone II and „RGN73‟ for Zone 3. As against the checks used in BRL-1 were Varuna 

as national check and RL 1359 for Zone-II and „Maya‟ for Zone-III. Thus the BRL-1 

missed the appropriate checks. 

2. For BRL-2 (2011-12) GEAC recommended non-transgenic Mustard hybrid (DMH-

1). But the RCGM over ruled and recommended appropriate national and local 

checks in Vogue. As per the recommended norms of AICRP appropriate checks were 

same as during 2010-11 which were totally ignored and used convenient inferior 

checks Varuna (national checks), RL1359 in (Zone-2) and Maya (Zone-3) 

3. For repeat BRL-2 (2014-15) GEAC recommended non-transgenic Mustard hybrid 

(DMH-1).  RCGM again over ruled and recommended appropriate national and local 

checks in Vogue. It was again  ignored and used the inferior checks Varuna (national 

checks), RL1359 in (Zone-2) and Maya (Zone-3). 

4. Varuna (the then national check) was set aside in ZONE-II by AICRP on Rapeseed 

Mustard in 2007-08. At the same time non-transgenic counterpart (DMH-1) 

recommended to be a check by RCGM and recommended national checks „Kranti‟ 

and zonal checks „NRCDR-2‟ for Zone II and „RGN73‟ for Zone 3 were not used. As 

against the checks the BRL trials were planned with „Varuna‟ as national check and 

RL 1359 for Zone-II and „Maya‟ for Zone-III. Moreover, the planners were the 

developers of DMH-11. The trials were conducted by staff appointed by Delhi 

University (under NDDB grants) and sidelined the  ICAR authorities while 

conducting the BRL trials although the locations were from AICRP centers of ICAR. 

5.  Thus, based on the manipulated and rigged data transgenic hybrid DMH-11 was 

reported to give 28 % higher yield over Varuna (ageold abondoned check) 

(Appendix-2).  

Since the appropriate checks were not used in the BRL-1 & 2 trials, the data in respect of 

standing high yielding varieties/hybrid checks, generated in ICAR-AICRP trials over the years is 

presented in Appendix III. The study of the compiled data from  Appendix III reveals that 

recently released varieties RH-0749 (2013) and DRMRIJ-31 (2014) and NRCDR-2 (2006), 

exhibited 12.5-26.2% higher yield over transgenic hybrid DMH-11 (Reported by developers) in 

zone II. Multilocation trial data indicates that non-transgenic hybrid DMH-1 and Coral 437 and 

NRCHB-506 gave 10-27% higher yield with higher test weight than transgenic hybrid DMH-11. 

Thus, it is not clear “How will DMH-11 results in higher oil production and reduce the oil 

import bill of India?”  

 

 

Wrong claims by developers: 



1. As explained by Developer of DMH-11 to SciDevNet “It has the potential to increase yields 

and build disease resistance”. CGMCP has submitted to GEAC it‟s own positive self-assessment 

for biosafety while applying for the release of GM mustard.  

2. DMH 11 hybrid, created by inserting barnase-barstar genes created from Indian and East 

European mustard strains — could increase mustard oil yields by 30 to 35 per cent. Barnase-

barstar genes, derived from the soil bacterium  Bacillus amyloliquefaciens, allow control of 

sterility and fertility in hybrid crops.  These claims are ruled out as the checks used in BRL trials 

were not proper. Moreover as seen in the reports of DRMR Bharatpur DMH-11 has 40.2% oil 

content against 40.1% in NRCDR2 (App-I).  

Secondly, about the origin of the male parent of DMH-11 viz., EH-2; there is an 

interesting story.  EH stands for „Early Heera‟ developed by Nagpur University (NU) which is a 

mutant of genotype „Heera‟. developed in late 90s under collaborative program on “Zero-Zero 

mustard genotypes” between NU and Canadian Scientist Dr Downey.  

Thirdly, Barnase-barstar system in seed production program needs  herbicide 

“Glufosinate Ammonium” (Basta) which is  under  patent regime held by Bayer, the German 

multinational.  

2. It is said that GM mustard, had been 14 years in the making; the efforts will go waste 

and it will be a setback for Indian agri-biotech research if DMH-11 is not delivered. It is very 

unfortunate that when the hybrid could not prove its superiority over non-transgenic hybrid and 

recently bred varieties, the spread of such low yielder will result in suffering of millions of 

farmers and our nation as a whole. Research is a continuous process and it should aim to the 

superior outcome. 

 Important observations about environmental hazards with DMH-11: 

DMH-11 carries dominant male sterility (MS) gene which can be transferred to local 

variety/improved varieties under cultivation as well as to useful wild germplasm through open 

pollination. It may lead to the increase in percentage of male sterile plants under cultivation year 

after year. This dominant sterility can be restored only with „barstar gene‟ present in male parent 

(EH-2) of DMH-11 but not in other germplasm/cultivated varieties. For this reason, in near 

future, it will lead to spread of male sterility through open pollination in the cultivated varieties 

with reduced yield. Consequently the local / improved varieties are likely to suffer and thrown 

out of cultivation.  

The female parent of DMH-11, carries two types of plants, one is male sterile closely 

linked with herbicide tolerant (HT) gene and others male fertile with closely linked counterpart 

of HT resulting to herbicide susceptibility. In hybrid seed production, female rows are sprayed 

with herbicide “BASTA” (Commercial product of Byer), killing the fertile plants to allow the 

cross of male parent with the sterile HT plants.   Thus, DMH-11 carries HT gene and is herbicide 

tolerant.  

Possible use of HT technology in Mustard, is likely to encourage the use the same in 

other food crops in India like rice, wheat, sorghum, maize, sunflower, pigeonpea etc. where the 

http://www.scidev.net/asia-pacific/agriculture/gm/


hybrids are popular. It may lead to monopoly in hybrid seed by MNCs holding the IPR for 

herbicides and HT genes as well. 

 Wide spread of HT crop varieties/ hybrids may contribute to the development of super 

weeds In near future as an evolutionary consequence which is likely to be difficult to control. 

This will be not only dangerous to the environment but also to the entire farming community of 

the country. 

The herbicide „glufocinate‟ is a known carcinogenic. Once the use of herbicide is 

approved for seed production, it is likely to go to the commercial crops unethically, through the 

traders and our innocent farmers for controlling the weeds exposing the population to the 

hazardous effect of the herbicides. 

All these facts are totally ignored by GEAC while testing for environmental safety and 

has given the approval to DMH-11. 

Surprisingly, the biosafety data generated for safety of DMH-11 was not disclosed to the 

public domain, by the Assessment of Food and Environment Safety Committee (AFES), 

however, only observations were mentioned in its report. The GEAC has ignored the orders 

issued by Hon‟ble Supreme Court and the Central Information Commission regarding the 

disclosure of data on field trials on the ground of trade secret and confidentiality.  

The officials of three ministry namely Ministry of Agriculture (NDDB and ICAR), 

Ministry of Science & Technology (DBT, RCGM), Enviroment ministry (GEAC), CGMCP of 

Delhi University were involved in the development and decision making process of release of 

DMH-11 and giving clearance for commercial cultivation. I personally feel that all the officials 

including GEAC have done the unethical work with biased approval to the transgenic DMH-11 

as environmentally safe. This is a a case for further investigations. 

Sir, considering the aforementioned facts and the misleading information provided by the 

developer regarding the high yield and superiority of the transgenic hybrid, the unethical and 

illogical decision has been taken by the GEAC for granting approval to DMH-11. I failed to 

understand the formality carried for the approval of DMH-11 by GEAC ignoring the 

environmental safety as well as agronomical inferiority. It will affect the entire farmer 

community growing Mustard in this country. 

To summarize the shortcomings of DMH-11 following points are being brought to your 

kind notice. 

1. Proper protocol for agronomic suitability has not been followed. 

2. Misleading and false information regarding the biosafety measures and high yield has 

been provided by the developer.  

3. Use of herbicide tolerant (HT) technology regarding DMH-11 was kept hidden from the 

regulators. 

4. Possible use of HT technology in crops will contribute to the development of super weeds 

and will be difficult to control. 



5. Dominant male sterility may endanger the brassica germplasm as well as wild germplasm 

due to spread of male sterile plants through open pollination. 

6. Monopolization of seed industry by MNC by controlling the IPR on glufocinate which is 

used for hybrid seed production. 

7. Health hazard of th carcinogenic herbicide is ignored. 

The approval granted by GEAC for DMH-11 hybrid is a case for detailed investigations, 

since the standard protocols and the procedure is not followed by the developer. The GEAC has 

approved the variety without looking into the safety aspects and the future impact on the entire 

farmer community in the country. Hence, you are requested to look into the matter carefully 

before granting the final approval to the variety. Being a learned person in the field and playing a 

part of aware citizen of the country, I tried my level best to make you aware of the facts 

regarding the hybrid to be brought into market which will affect the future generation. 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely yours‟, 

(S.E.Pawar) 

FNAAS, FNASC, Ex. Scientist 

Nuclear Agriculture and Biotechnology Division BARC, Mumbai-85 

Flat No. 404, Riddhi Siddhi Apartment, 

Hindusthan Colony, Amravati Road,  

Nagpur-440033 (MS) Email:sepawar@gmail.com, (M): 09820518757 

Enclosures:  

1. Appendix 1: Information procured on DMH-11 from DRMR, Bharatpur, under RTI 

Act-2005. 

2. Appendix 2: Report from AICRP-RM, DRMR showing data on yield attributes of 

DMH-11 and data on the claims made by the developer. 

3. Appendix 3: Data from AICRP- Rapeseed Mustard, DRMR Bharatpur. 

 

 

Copy for information:  

1. Hon‟ble Renuka Chaudhari, Chairperson, Parliamentary Standing Committee,  

2. Hon‟ble, Shri Radha Mohan, Minister of Agriculture, GOI 

3. Vice Chairman, NitiAayog, New Delhi 

4. Chairman, NDDB, Anand, Gujarat 

5. Director General, ICAR, New Delhi 

6. Hon‟ble Chief Justice, Supreme Court Of India 
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Director  

ICAR - Directorate of Rapeseed-Mustard Research  

Bharatpur 321 303, Rajasthan  

Phone: 05644-260379, 05644-260419,05644-260495(O),  

Fax: 05644-260565, 05644-260212(R) 

 



 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix-2 

 

 



Appendix -3 

Mean Seed Yield of recently released, extensively evaluated 
Varieties/Hybrids 

Zone II 
Number of Years of 
Evaluation (Years) 

Number of 
Locations 

Mean Seed 
Yield 

(Kg/Ha) 

% 
Difference 
with DMH-

11 

VARIETIES  

RH 749 5 (2009-10 to 2014-15) 34 2561 +26.2 

DRMRIJ 
31 

4 (2010-11 to 2014-15) 28 2481 +22.3 

NRCDR 2 9 (2003-04 to 2013-14) 85 
2282 

+ 12.5 

HYBRIDS  

DMH-1 5 (2009-10 to 2014-15) 52 2586 +27.5 

NRCHB 
506 

8 (2005-06 to 2014-15) 50 2241 + 10.4 

Coral 437 7 (2006-07 to 2010-11) 20 2542 +25.3 

DMH-11 
(Transgen

ic) 

4 (2006-07, 2010-11, 
2011-12, 2014-15) 

18 2029 - 

 
 



 


