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In the ongoing SC Hearings….

“Over a long period of 
time, the question of 
releasing transgenic 
food crop has been 
minutely looked at 
and carefully 
examined, with 
experts from reputed 
institutions applying 
themselves 
periodically year after 
year….” – AG, on 
behalf of UoI

“The Court should look 
into the limited question 
of whether the process 
envisioned under the 
law has been followed 
by competent 
authorities…Unless you 
find deficiencies in those 
processes and 
procedures, it would not 
be possible for the Court 
to intervene only on the 
basis of this (TEC) 
report” – AG R 
Venkataramani

Source: “Is There A Compelling Reason To Release GM Mustard Now?”: Supreme Court Asks Centre (livelaw.in)

https://www.livelaw.in/top-stories/is-there-a-compelling-reason-to-release-gm-mustard-now-supreme-court-asks-centre-reasons-for-deviating-from-expert-committees-opinion-215559


AG of UoI is trying to limit the Court’s inquiry to regulatory matters, while 
this Coalition does not agree. It is very pertinent to look at the body of 
evidence on S&T of GM tech and HT crops in particular, and follow TEC ban 
recommendation for all HT crops–
However, we show objectionable regulatory compromises too to showcase 
the Union of India’s brazen falsehoods in the Court….

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXhS4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXhS4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link


Here, we show you only 10 examples of the 
violations of statutory regulations and serious 
procedural infirmities with regard to GM 
mustard appraisal and approval in India –

We are intentionally not focusing on GM 
mustard yields, or its safety or such issues, but 
focusing on the regulatory regime…..



1. Fait accompli, before Formal Approval…

UoI affidavit, July 28th 2017 - SC cases - Google Drive

Source: https://www.deccanherald.com/national/gm-mustard-sown-in-6-field-trial-plots-days-before-sc-took-up-plea-against-it-
1162227.html

Approval Letter dated October 25th 2022: DMH 11 scanned materials - Google Drive

In the Court, UoI assures in July 2017 there 
will not be any situation of creating fait 
accompli. Any decision taken is ordered to be 
placed on Court record, in Nov.2017. This 
undertaking in the SC, and SC’s order have 
not been complied with!

GEAC recommends in its meeting on October 
18th 2022. Seed reaches DRMR from the 
applicant party on October 22nd, and formal 
approval given only on 25th October 2022!

https://drive.google.com/drive/u/3/folders/1TMrx3ALFv6_qZSVwpi7nJ0exy-iftyDo
https://www.deccanherald.com/national/gm-mustard-sown-in-6-field-trial-plots-days-before-sc-took-up-plea-against-it-1162227.html
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/3/folders/1mfMeAJ_3MwGYkfACXJfV8sKo2sbl34mn


2. No Health Expert Participation in Appraisal –
But green signal on health safety front of GM HT mustard!

UoI’s Additional Affidavit filed in SC on Nov.9th

2022, Page 47-48. 
Expert Committee of 2022 which gave green 
signal to GM HT mustard has no Health Expert: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXh
S4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link

UoI’s Additional Affidavit filed in SC on Nov.9th

2022, Page 37-38. 
Sub-Committee of 2016 has Dr B Sesikeran as 
the designated Health Expert: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXhS
4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link

Dr B Sesikeran is an industry-linked man as 
this New York Times article shows:
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/16/health/ilsi-food-

policy-india-brazil-china.html . NIN did some 
studies on GM mustard and Dr Sesikeran
headed NIN. 

Importantly, he never joined any of the 3 
meetings of the GM mustard sub-committee 
of GEAC in 2016, and despite no health 
expert participating, GEAC gave a green 
signal to even the health safety aspects of 
GM HT mustard (see next page for RTI 
replies)

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXhS4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DI_5b78inEXhS4NKNM6Xzv1efDfNd05K/view?usp=share_link
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/16/health/ilsi-food-policy-india-brazil-china.html


(Industry-linked) Dr B Sesikeran did not participate in GEAC’s 2016 Sub-
Committee meetings and he was the only designated health expert!….

MoEFCC’s RTI reply to Kavitha Kuruganti dated 8/6/2017: DMH 11 scanned materials - Google Drive

https://drive.google.com/drive/u/3/folders/1mfMeAJ_3MwGYkfACXJfV8sKo2sbl34mn


3. Conflict of Interest – Dr Akshay Pradhan GM mustard developer of 
CGMCP, Dr Swapan Datta a GM Rice developer & Dr B Sesikeran in 
GEAC – CoI is not just about one application, but overall shaping of 
regulatory regime by vested interests!

DMH 11 scanned materials - Google Drive

GEAC gets re-constituted in 2014, soon 
after it is constituted in 2013!

• Dr Akshay Pradhan, part of the GM 
Mustard development team is 
brought in as a GEAC member, close 
to GM mustard commercialisation.

• Dr Swapan Kumar Datta, a GM Rice 
developer (his wife is also a GM 
Rice developer) is also part of 
GEAC.

• Dr B Sesikeran, Trustee in an 
industry body called ILSI is also 
included.

What is interesting is what the AG read 
out during the SC Hearing from one 
GEAC meeting minutes….(PTO)

https://drive.google.com/drive/u/3/folders/1mfMeAJ_3MwGYkfACXJfV8sKo2sbl34mn
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1k2EYfBmSul6EymtiUfi-t0VUba0Huw6p/view?usp=share_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kMfdthA5NXd0oWJRBkffYtmqh4TVgAX6/view?usp=share_link


On 1/12/2022, AG Venkataramani seeks to convince the Bench that 
GEAC deals with conflict of interest very well ….
121st Meeting Minutes AG reads out from:             Non-Sanitised, non-abridged version of Minutes:

17 pages of Minutes, where this agenda ends at 4.4.8. 
2014-geac-121.pdf (geacindia.gov.in)

29 pages of Minutes obtained under RTI Act, where this agenda ends at 4.4.12. Dr Pradhan participates 
in the meeting later on, for clarifications!  In any case, CoI is more than participation with regard to 
one’s own application. MINUTES-121ST-MEETINGminutes-1.pdf (indiagminfo.org)

https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2014-geac-121.pdf
http://indiagminfo.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/MINUTES-121ST-MEETINGminutes-1.pdf


4. Conflict of Interest – Crop Developer evolves protocols & does most 
tests

Q4. What was GEAC’s role in designing 
test protocols or commissioning 
studies?
CGMCP Reply: All the protocols were 
designed by UDSC in association with 
testing laboratories/institutions as 
per applicable guidelines notified by 
RCGM/GEAC….

WHO DID THE TESTS?

The Learned Bench was interested in knowing if industry does safety studies itself. Yes, is the reply. 

In the case of this GM mustard too, most studies were done by the crop developer. At least seven tests ((i) 
Weediness potential, (ii) Crossability study, (iii) Pollen flow study, (iv) Pollination behaviour, (v) Studies on Pests, 
Diseases and Beneficial Organisms, (vi) Expression Levels of Proteins and (vii) Molecular Characterisation) were 
done by the crop developer. Additionally, where agronomic trials were supposed to have been coordinated by 
ICAR’s DRMR as per the crop applicant, DRMR in an RTI response (below) denied the same and stated that crop 
developer did the studies. That means 8 tests were done by crop developer himself. Only 5 other studies are 
supposed to have been done by other agencies with no independent health expert appraising them! 
(Allergenicity Assessment, Acute Oral Toxicity, Sub-Chronic Toxicity, Compositional Analyses and Study on soil 
microflora). (Safety-assessment-report-on-GE-Mustard_0.pdf (moef.gov.in))

http://indiagminfo.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Annx3-DRMR-reply-Final-RTI-Aruna-Rodrigues.pdf
https://moef.gov.in/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Safety-assessment-report-on-GE-Mustard_0.pdf


BCIL’s Expert Committee to advise on Roadmap of Regulatory Approval 

BCIL-constituted-Expert 
Committee to advise on 
roadmap of regulatory approval 
consisted of crop applicants, 
ones who will do the tests AND 
REGULATORS together – this 
includes Dr KV Prabhu who was 
brought into the Sub-Committee 
of 2016 + Dr Swapan Datta, Dr 
Sesikeran, Dr AK Pradhan. They 
advised on protocols, some also 
did the testing, and then sat in 
judgement of the test results.https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ake_UISiLtWpvqt

qn0m2y0IItPGyilp5/view?usp=share_link

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1
Yem636r1QPcs417GTD9_azpgAK
NVGedv/view?usp=share_link

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ake_UISiLtWpvqtqn0m2y0IItPGyilp5/view?usp=share_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Yem636r1QPcs417GTD9_azpgAKNVGedv/view?usp=share_link


5. GM HT Mustard did not get tested as a HT crop –
India’s regulatory regime has no protocols for testing of HT crops

Guidelines & Protocols listed here do not show any protocols for 
HT crops – In existing guidelines, only two minor references exist, 
that is all - GEAC (geacindia.gov.in)

WHILE THERE ARE NO REGULATORY GUIDELINES & PROTOCOLS, for 
herbicide tolerant crops, GEAC had prescribed tests on bio-efficacy of 
the herbicide, residue analysis in HT crop soil, effect of leftover 
residues on succeeding crops, untreated controls etc. for other 
applications (117th meeting). Protein expression data was prescribed 
to be recorded at the time of each herbicide application in one case 
(119th meeting). Data related to soil microflora, earthworms and soil 
insects related to soil rhizosphere was also prescribed to be recorded 
during pre- and post-spray of herbicide, in one instance (119th 
meeting). Visual observations on herbicide treated plots for yellowing, 
scorching and wilting were prescribed to be recorded. Control 
treatments were be manually weeded in this case. Dosage of herbicide 
sprays, approval of CIBRC, nature and extent of bio-degradation, 
residue estimations etc., were all areas of additional information 
sought for other HT crops. 
All of this shows that GEAC did apply its mind to HT crop testing, for 
other applications, in the absence of guidelines/protocols. GEAC 
however abdicated even this responsibility when it came to GM 
mustard. IT DID NOT GET TESTED AS A HT CROP AT ALL…..

Ref. GEAC’s 117th, 119th, 120th, 121st and 122nd meetings

https://geacindia.gov.in/guidelines-and-protocols.aspx
https://geacindia.gov.in/decisions-of-GEAC-meetings.aspx


6. Parental Lines are distinct GMOs but did not undergo even 
the limited tests that DMH-11 hybrid was put through

• The parental lines are two distinct GMOs in themselves. They 
have separate “events” each, distinct from each other, and 
distinct from DMH-11 hybrid. 

• However, the parental lines which were also released by 
GEAC’s October 25th 2022 approval letter, have not undergone 
even the limited tests that DMH-11 has undergone. 

• No pollen flow studies

• No weediness & aggressiveness studies for eg.

• No cognisance was taken when several issues about parental 
lines were raised in Aug. 2016 itself: IndiaGMInfo - Coalition 
writes to GEAC on parental lines of GM mustard hybrid

• This, despite the fact that parental lines themselves, for their 
maintenance & multiplication, will be exposed to their 
environment for one additional/separate generation before 
DMH-11 is produced! One of the parental lines is MALE 
STERILE, and sterility trait spreading is hazardous….

• Even at the seed production stage where Glufosinate is 
admittedly used as stated by the AG and Union of India, no 
testing as HT crop took place – WHY?

http://indiagminfo.org/coalition-writes-to-geac-on-parental-lines-of-gm-mustard-hybrid/


7a. Even the limited statutory regulatory guidelines and protocols 
related to ERA in India were not complied with in GM mustard testing

Environmental Risk Assessment Guidelines 2016 (Page 15, 9.6):

GuidelinesfortheERAofGEplants.pdf (geacindia.gov.in)

GM mustard testing violated these guidelines, however. 
Examples are:
• Pollen flow study in only one location
• Crossability study in only one location
• Pollen morphology study in only one location
• Weediness study in one location and one season only
Ref: Safety-assessment-report-on-GE-Mustard_0.pdf (moef.gov.in)

https://geacindia.gov.in/resource-documents/biosafety-regulations/guidelines-and-protocols/GuidelinesfortheERAofGEplants.pdf
https://moef.gov.in/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Safety-assessment-report-on-GE-Mustard_0.pdf


7b. Even the limited statutory regulatory guidelines and protocols were 
not complied with, when it comes to GM mustard food safety testing
ICMR guidelines of 2008 for Food Safety 
Assessment Page 15, 7.3 of Microsoft Word -
Coverpage.doc (geacindia.gov.in)

WHAT THE GUIDELINES SAY:

5. A comparison with the GE plant grown under its expected agronomic conditions may need to be considered 

(eg., application of a herbicide) in some cases. 

7. Trial Sites: (a) The location of trial sites needs to be representative of the range of environmental conditions 

under which the plant varieties would be expected to be grown. (b) The number of trial sites need to be 

sufficient to allow accurate assessment of compositional characteristics over this range. Trials have to be 

conducted over a sufficient number of generations to allow adequate exposure to the variety of conditions met 

in nature. (c) Each trial site is required to be replicated to minimise environmental effects, and to reduce any 

effect from naturally occurring genotypic variation within a crop variety. (d) Sampling of adequate number of 

plants and the methods of analysis need to be sufficiently sensitive and specific to detect variations in key 

components.

Actual Compositional Analyses done:
1. No herbicide was used in testing, since GM mustard was not tested as a HT crop
2. Only one zone (III) and 2 locations may have contributed samples, given that 

Sriganganagar trial was supposed to have been destroyed by Rajasthan Govt.  
3. Study not done by NIN as claimed, but was outsourced to a private company. 
4. Study did not happen over sufficient number of generations
5. Results section of report (No. 7, pg 124/360 and 125/360) shows that under different 

parameters, there were indeed significant differences for various parameters (minerals, 

vitamins, secondary metabolites, amino acids etc. in either the leaf or the seed). 

However, the conclusion section (8) says: “The compositional analysis includes macro, 

micro nutrients were substantially equivalent inspite of the significant changes which 

may be due to agro-climatic changes”!! This means that the basic instruction in the 

guidelines above was not followed. Based on this conclusion, other studies not done.

https://geacindia.gov.in/resource-documents/biosafety-regulations/guidelines-and-protocols/Guidelines_for_the_Safety_Assessment_of_Foods.pdf


7c. Agronomic trials done with incorrect comparators

Permission Letter for BRL I second year 
trials, dated 17/10/2011  clearly mentions 
under (d) Trial protocol that the 
replicated trial shall be conducted in 
triplicate repeats with RBD, and adds : 
“appropriate National and Local checks 
and spacing are to be included…”

Permission Letter for BRL II trials, dated 
28/10/2014  clearly mentions under Point 
7.0 Trial protocol that the replicated trial 
shall be conducted with RBD, and adds : 
“appropriate National and Local checks 
and spacing are to be included…”

• The National and Local Checks that are used are Varuna and 
Maya/RL-1359 for DMH-11 testing.

• However, the Checks recommended by AICRP-RM from 2008 
were: 
• Kranti at the National level in 2010-11, 2011-12 and 2014-15 

in Zone II as well as Zone III
• NRCDR-2 as the Zonal Check in 2010-11 and 2011-12, and 
• RH-0749 as the Zonal Check in 2014-15 in Zone II, and
• RGN-73 as the Zonal Check in all 3 years in Zone III
• Hybrid Checks that should have been used are DMH-1 and 

NRCHB-506 in all three years in Zone II and DMH-1 in Zone III 

• DMH-11 is never compared against any other Mustard Hybrid!

NOT A SINGLE BRL TRIAL IS CONDUCTED 
USING APPROPRIATE NATIONAL & LOCAL 
CHECKS!

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1GS8c0zixYPlzAz
Xtc-sOCfOEzaHC_cVC?usp=share_link

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1GS8c0zixYPlzAzXtc-sOCfOEzaHC_cVC?usp=share_link


8. Multiple tests are prescribed by GEAC, then discarded 

a. Livestock feeding studies approved but not done, even 
though AG Mr Venkataramani read out from one GEAC 
meeting minutes in the Supreme Court, about studies on 
goats and rabbits!

• GEAC in its 112th meeting on 21/09/2011, was told that BRL-I trials 
need to be taken up for different kinds of studies, including 5.14.3.vi) 
“Collection of Material for Feeding Studies” (Transgenic mustard seeds 
for feeding studies on broiler chicken and transgenic mustard leaves 
and stems for feeding study on rabbits and goats). GEAC approved the 
second year BRL-I trials based on this, amongst other things.

• However, in the 121st meeting of GEAC, nearly three years later on 
18/07/2014, an exemption is sought from undertaking livestock 
feeding studies. Minutes record the following as the conclusion of the 
discussion: “4.5.3 After a brief discussion on the matter, the 
Committee requested that the Note forwarded by RCGM may be 
circulated to all members of the GEAC for consideration of the case in 
the next meeting. Accordingly, decision on the two proposals 
mentioned above were deferred.”

• No decision is recorded of an exemption actually having been 
accorded by GEAC. SO, WHAT HAPPENED TO THESE STUDIES? 

• After this, the next GEAC meeting which discusses GM mustard is the 
125th meeting where permission for environmental release is 
considered! 

GEAC KEPT PRESCRIBING TESTS TO BE UNDERTAKEN ON GM MUSTARD, BUT WHEN THE APPLICANT SOUGHT EXEMPTION, KEPT 
AGREEING TO THE REQUESTS FOR EXEMPTION AND CHANGED ITS OWN RECOMMENDATIONS REPEATEDLY – IS THIS ROBUST??

https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2011-geac-112.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2014-geac-121.pdf


8. Multiple tests are 
prescribed & then dropped 
(contd.)

b. Soil Microflora Studies Dropped: 

a. In the 134th meeting of GEAC on 
21/3/2018, applicant is asked to 
undertake “Field Demonstration 
Studies” to generate additional data on 
soil microbial diversity. 

b. In the 135th meeting of GEAC on 
25/07/2018, about 4 months after a 
certain study is prescribed to be 
undertaken, CGMCP requests for 
exemption to conduct soil microflora 
studies on the grounds that these 
studies were already completed during 
the conduct of BRL-I and BRL-II trials, 
and GEAC agreed to such an exemption! 

https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2018-geac-134.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20180830201015.pdf


8. Multiple tests are prescribed by GEAC, then discarded 
(Contd. from earlier slide)

c. “Field Demonstration Studies” on Honeybees & Other Pollinators, and on Honey not done:

a. In the 134th meeting on 21/3/2018, GEAC decides to advise the applicant to undertake “field 
demonstration studies” to generate additional data on honey bees and other pollinators and on honey.

b. In the 135th meeting on 25/7/2018, more details are firmed up in terms of studies in 2 locations. 

c. In the 136th meeting on 20/9/2018, protocols are approved by GEAC.

d. In the 137th meeting on 20/3/2019 and 138th meeting on 11/11/2019, deferment of studies is 
discussed.

e. Nothing is heard about GM mustard in the 139th, 140th, 141st, 142nd, 143rd 144th and 145th GEAC 
meetings.

f. In the 146th meeting on 25/8/2022, GEAC deliberates on the claim of CGCMP in respect of availability 
of adequate evidence about impact of transgenic mustard on honeybees and other pollinators. An 
Expert Committee is constituted by GEAC for examining this claim, and for environmental release of 
GM mustard hybrid and its parental lines! 

g. Then in the 147th meeting on 18/10/2022, GEAC accepts the Expert Committee’s recommendations, 
which means an exemption from these “field demonstration studies” and a straight walk into 
“environmental release”. 

https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2018-geac-134.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20180830201015.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20181012223929.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20190418142240.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20200115103927.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20220909190233.pdf
https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/MoMPublishedOn20221025200345.pdf


9. GM mustard did not undergo even the limited testing of Bt brinjal 
HEALTH SAFETY ASSESSMENT

Acute Oral Toxicity Test in Rats (2003) Acute Oral Toxicity in Swiss Albino Mice (Year NA)

Mucous Member Irritation Test in Female Rats (2004) NOT DONE

Primary Skin Irritation Test in Rabbit (2004) NOT DONE 

Sub-chronic oral toxicity study in Sprague Dawley Rats (2005) Sub-Chronic Oral Toxicity in Sprague Dawley Rats

Assessment of allerginicity of protein extract using Brown 

Norway Rats (2005)

NOT DONE; ONLY a BioInformatics Analysis and Pepsin Digestibility 

Assay of the three proteins

Food cooking and protein estimation in cooked fruits (2005) Thermal Stability done

Feeding study on Common Carp (2005) NOT DONE

Sub-chronic feeding study using New Zealand Rabbit (2006) NOT DONE

Effect on performance and health of broiler chickens (2006) NOT DONE

Sub-chronic feeding studies in goats (2006) NOT DONE

Feeding studies in lactating crossbred dairy cows (2006) NOT DONE

Detailed Compositional Analysis (2008-09) including estimation 

of alkaloid content

Compositional Analysis of seeds and leaves, from BRL-I 1st year trial 

plants, including glucosinolates estimation

Note: MANY OF THE STUDIES PRESCRIBED BY THE EXPERT 

COMMITTEE 1 AND THROUGH GEAC DECISIONS WERE ACTUALLY 

NOT TAKEN UP IN THE CASE OF BT BRINJAL!

Justification that regulatory processes are being improved with 

changed guidelines is untenable given the importance of this food 

crop, that this is a HT GM crop, where non-GM hybrids already exist)

Peer Review of Bt brinjal biosafety dossier showed up clear inadequacies in testing, analyses and conclusions. However, 
GM mustard has not been put through any such peer review.  No testing as HT crop, as already pointed out.



10. Agriculture is a State Subject – GM mustard approval ignores this

1. Agriculture is a State Subject as per India’s 
Constitution.

2. Most states in India have already spoken out against 
GM mustard – they include Bihar, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Delhi, Andhra Pradesh, Rajasthan, Odisha, Madhya 
Pradesh, West Bengal, Karnataka and Haryana. It is 
noteworthy that major mustard-producing states 
have been opposed to GM mustard.

3. Rajasthan had in fact destroyed a field trial plot, 
citing precautionary approach.

4. GEAC had in fact, taken cognisance of this stand of 
state governments and Rajasthan’s action in its 116th

meeting. (“6.1.2. However, notwithstanding the 
above, the Committee also reiterated that 
agriculture is a State subject and decision of the 
State Government on whether to allow GM crop field 
trials or not should be honored.”) 

5. However, GM mustard was approved without 
upholding state governments’ policy position on this. 
No consultations were held, unlike in the case of Bt
brinjal. NO HONORING OF STATE GOVT DECISIONS.

IndiaGMInfo - State Govts & GM Mustard

https://geacindia.gov.in/Uploads/MoMPublished/2012-geac-116.pdf
http://indiagminfo.org/state-govts-gm-mustard/


GEAC in fact not permitted to set up Sub-Committees & Expert Committees…

Rules For The Manufacture, Use/Import/Export And Storage Of Hazardous Micro Organisms/ Genetically 
Engineered Organisms Or Cells, 1989 under Environment Protection Act 1986 do not allow GEAC to set up 
any Sub-Committees & Expert Committees (while RCGM is allowed to).

GEAC has been visualized as a broad based, inter-ministerial, multi-disciplinary body – not a body that 
works as smaller units, that too with external members parachuted in. This was done in Bt brinjal case too.

GM HT mustard was also approved in this manner with larger GEAC abdicating its role! 

Rules-for-the-manufacture-use-import-export-and-storage-1989.pdf (geacindia.gov.in)

https://geacindia.gov.in/resource-documents/biosafety-regulations/acts-and-rules/Rules-for-the-manufacture-use-import-export-and-storage-1989.pdf


GM mustard violated other protocols/regulations too!

• AICRP-RM protocols were violated in terms of number of seasons of 
testing, number of locations of testing in each zone

• AICRP-RM protocols were violated in terms of National and Zonal 
Checks to be used for testing

• Insecticides Act 1968 regulations in terms of registered uses of 
Glufosinate ammonium violated

• EPA 1989 Rules’ Guidelines and Protocols for Confined Field Trials
violated in Bathinda in 2014-15 trial – the Coalition complained to 
GEAC with photographic evidence but no action was taken. 

https://geacindia.gov.in/resource-documents/biosafety-regulations/guidelines-and-protocols/Guidelines_for_Confined_Filed_Trials_of_Regulated_Genetically_Engineered_GE_Plants.pdf
http://indiagminfo.org/coalition-letter-urging-geac-to-take-action-on-serious-biosafety-violations/


Union of India, therefore, is making patently incorrect 
statements in the Hon’ble SC when it says:

• “Conditional approval for environmental release of transgenic mustard hybrid DMH-11 and 
parental lines bn3.6 and modbs2.99 containing barnase, barstar and bar genes has been made 
after following detailed procedure in law and after considering biosafety data accumulated over 
several years

• Conditional approval has been made in accordance with guidelines and framework which 
enable a consistent and rigorous risk analysis approach to evaluating applications for 
environmental release of GE plants

• Complete procedure for safety assessment of the GE mustard from environmental and health 
risks including cross-pollination has been followed prior to grant of permission for 
environmental release.”

THE EARLIER SET OF SLIDES CLEARLY SHOW THAT ALL OF THIS IS UNTRUE. OUR LONGER 
REPORT LISTS MANY OTHER ILLUSTRATIONS OF VIOLATIONS TOO: Regulatory-Violations-
GM-mustard-Final-Report-January-2023.pdf (indiagminfo.org)

Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety’s Article 26 (Socio-Economic Considerations) and 28 
(Liability & Redressal) violated too, in addition to Precautionary Principle (Article 1) 
being ignored

http://indiagminfo.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/01/Regulatory-Violations-GM-mustard-Final-Report-January-2023.pdf
https://bch.cbd.int/protocol/


• Approval of GM HT Mustard in fact demonstrates total failure of India’s 
limited biosafety regulations and also showcases the serious deficiencies in 
the regulatory regime

• Public Health and Environmental Safety seriously compromised in GM 
mustard approval

• State Governments’ Constitutional authority over Agriculture bypassed and 
violated – States not even consulted, the way they were in the case of Bt
brinjal

• India, a signatory to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, violates 
international commitments too

INDIAN GOVERNMENT IGNORES & NEGLECTS SUPREME COURT’S TECHNICAL 
EXPERT COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATION TO BAN HT CROPS IN INDIA, 
APART FROM BANNING TRANSGENICS IN THOSE CROPS FOR WHICH WE ARE 
THE CENTRE OF ORIGIN/DIVERSITY
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