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CERBELUBEES DO

DANISH MINISTRY
OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Environmentatl
Protection Agency
" European Commission : Pesticider og Genteknologi
Directorate-General Environment , , J.nr. MST-689-00057
Directorate B : . - Ref. OLK/
Att. Acting Director Michael Hamell ' January 28 2010

Dear Mr. Hamell

Referring to Your letter of July 28 2009 please find attached the answers
from Denmark to the questionnaire about the socio-economic lmpllcatlons of
the placing on the market of GMOs for cultivation.

The Danish answers are based on contnbutlons from The Danish Plant Di-
rectorate, Danish Veterinary and Food Administration and the National Envi-
ronmental Research institute. Relevant stakeholders have contributed too,
and Denmark has decsded to let the comments from stakeholders stand
alone.

- Nonetheless we think, that in relation to the comments from Greenpeace on
page 5 on “costs of coexistence measures”, it should be stressed, that ac-
cording to the Danish co-existence regulation it is solely the GMO-growers
responsibility to comply with the regulation. The rules of compensation lay -
down, that neighbouring farmers will be compensated for lower prices as a
result of too high contents of GMOs. This arrangement is financed by the
GMO-growers, who contribute to a compensation fund 100 DKR {7,44 Euro)
per ha cultivated with GMO-crops.

The questionnaire is due to be discussed between the Minister of the Envi-
ronment and members of relevant parliamentary committees February 12
2010. This might led to supplementary comments which will be forwarded to
you as soon as possible. '

%’4/’/&.___._,_,_

Anne Mane Rasmussen

Sincere!y yours

Deputy Director General
Danish Environmental Protection Agency

Environmental Protection Agency « Strandgade 29 « DK-1401 Kmbenhavn K Denmark
) Tel +45 72 54 40 00 « Fax +46 33 32 22 28 » CVR 25798376 » EAN {drift)5798000863002 (ﬁlskud)579800086301 G mst@mst dk « www.mst.dk


mailto:mst@mst.dk
http://wWW.mst.dk

QUESTIONNAIRE about the socio-economic implications
of the placing on the market of GMOs for cultivation



Contact Details

Member State: Denmark

Name of ministry/ contact Person/s:
Danish Ministry of the Environmental; head of section Ole Kaae, +4572544142; olk@mst.dk
Strandgade 29, 1401 Copenhagen K
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Lead questions per area and stakeholder

For each question, answers should be broken down:
- by the purpose of the genetic modification if this affects the content of the responses,
- between ex ante and ex post considerations.

1. - Economic and social implications

Upstream
1.1. Farmers

For each question, answers can be broken down by the range of relevant agricultural
stakeholders farmers

- farmers cultivating GM crops;

- and/or conventional crops;

- and/or organic crops;

- beekeepers;

- seed producers producing GM seeds;

- seed producers producing conventional seeds;

- seed producers producing organic seeds;

Has GMO cultivation an impact regarding the following topics? If so, which one?
- farmers' revenues (output prices and agricultural yields);

Comments from
Greenpeace

Farmers cultivating GM crops

There is no commercial GMO-cultivation in Denmark. Looking at experience from USA it is
clear that yield from GMG-crops is not higher. Even the USDA states that “Currently
available GE crops do not increase the vield potential of a hybrid variety. In fact, yield may
gven decrease if the varieties used to carry the herbicide-tolerant or insect-resistant genes are
rot the kighest vielding cultivars” (The First Decade of Genetically Engineered Crops in the
United States/EIB-11 Economic Research Service/USDA, p 9).

Similar results are reported from Sth America. Speaking about soy cultivation in the state of
Mato Grosso, Brazil one grower comments:

"We're seeing less and less planting of GMO sov around here. It doesn’t give consistent
performance,” said Jeferson Bif, who grows sov and corn on a large 1,800 hectare farm in
Ipiranga do Norie, near the kev Mato Grosso soy town of Sorriso.

He said he obtained average yields of 58 bags (60 kg) per hectare with conventional soy last
season while flelds planted with GMO soy in the same year yielded 10 bags less.

Inae Riveras, Reuters “Biggest Brazil sovy state loses taste for GMO seed”, Fri Mar 13, 2006 3

TRESZCSABI0090313


http://www.reuters.com/article/internal

E% ”}ii 21 on agriculture, IAASTID, assess that c:zit'v;:x@n in USA of GMO sov and Maize has
ted 111 fyield : re slightly reduced (JAASTD synthesis report

~Farmers cullivating oreanic or conventional crons:
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Comments from

Banish Seed Council
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- labour flexibility;

- quality of the harvest (e.g.mycotoxines);

- cost of alternative pest and/or weed control programmes;
- price discrimination between GM and non-GM harvest;
- availability of seeds and seed prices;

Comments from
Danish Seed Council
APVD %\%ﬁ%@ ciation of Plant Variety Owners in Denmark)
\ nust maintain his/her access to seeds ete. from several suppliers/companies and
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- dependence on the seed industry;
- farmers' privilege (as established by Article 14 of Regulation (EC) No 2100/94 on
Community plant variety rights) to use farm-saved seeds;

Comments from
Dranish Seed Council
5%%?% 13 {»f%ﬁ&%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁi’ié}ﬁ f Plant Variety Owners in Denmark)
anies i Denma % support the use of certified seed but acknowledge the
seds when rovalties are being paid for those crops where farm saved

by derogation from %‘zs seged legisiation in the BU.

arg

18w

i
i

bl 2%

Comments from
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Cultivation of GMO resulis in contamination risk. The contamination risk means ¢.z. that,
although farmers privilege (0 use farm saved seeds) is protected by legislation, § 43 eFS are 10
fact forced to use certified seeds, in order to veduce risk of a contaminated harvest. In many




- the use of agriculture inputs: plant protection products, fertilisers, water and energy
resources;

- health of labour (possible changes in the use of plant protection products);

- farming practices, such as coexistence measures and clustering of GMO and/or non-
GMO production;

- cost of coexistence measures;

Conmunents from
Greenpence
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- conflicts between neighbouring farmers or between farmers and other neighbours
- labour allocation- insurance obligations;

- opportunities to sell the harvest due to labelling;

- communication or organisation between the farmers;

- farmer training;

- beekeeping industry.
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Comments from
The Danish Beekeepers™ Association
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Any other impacts you would like to mention:
Comments from

Cooperation of blodynamic consumers

and

Cooperation of blodynamic agriculturalists
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1.2. Seed industry

For each question, answers can be broken down by the range of relevant stakeholders,
including:
- plant breeders;
- multiplying companies;
- seed producing farmers;
- seed distributors;
And/or:
- GM seeds;
- conventional seeds;
- organic seeds;
And/or:
- industrial / arable crops;
- vegetable crops...

Has GMO cultivation an impact regarding the following topics? If so, which one?
- employment, turn over, profits;

Comments from
Danish Seed Coundd
APVD {Assaciation
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Comments from:
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- for seed multiplication



- for seed producers;
- for the availability of conventional and organic seeds;

Comments from:
Dranish Agriculture and food council

o
T
-
s
i
&
o
et
b
s
o
et 4
-

ot

bl
f”}
w/
]
=
5 0
it
B

o
jn
%3
[
.

%
o
(:\

01 3 e seeds 18 very important and it must be assured it 1s
g}g}fs:zéé:ééﬁ o ﬁﬁ%@éﬁfi 3 s within z‘hs‘ Ecgzsimon and mtho-,ﬁ compromising the production of

orgamic seeds due to prolubitive costs,

- creation/suppression of barriers for new suppliers;
- market segmentation.

Any other impact you would like to mention:

Downstream

1.3. Consumers

Has GMO cultivation any impact regarding the following topics? If so, which one?
- consumer choice (regarding quality and diversity of products);
- the price of the goods;
- consumer information and protection;

Comments from

Dranish Seed Counedl
APYE {Association of Flant Variety Owners in Denmark)
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Any other impact you would like to mention:
1.5. Food and feed industry

Has GMO cultivation any impact regarding the following topics? If so, which one?
- range of products on offer;
- employment, turn over, profits;
- work organisation;
- crop handling (drying, storage, transport, processing, etc...);
- administrative requirements on business or administrative complexity;

Comments from:
Danish Agriculiur and food council
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Any other impact you would like to mention:

Comments from
Greenpeace
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1.6. Transport companies

Has GMO cultivation any impact regarding carriers (insurance, cleaning, separate lines...)? If
so, which one?

Comments from:
Dianish Agricultureand food council

Cultivation of GM crops will have the impact that transport ¢ ompa nies must fulfil the
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1.7. Insurance companies

Does the GMO cultivation have any impact regarding insurance companies (e.g. in terms of
developing new products)? If so, which one?

1.8. Laboratories

Has GMO cultivation any impact regarding the following topics? If so, which one?
- employment, turn over, profits;
- feasibility of analyses;
- time necessary to provide the results;

- prices of the analyses.

Any other impact you would like to mention:
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1.9. Innovation and research

Do GMO cultivation and the technology spill over have an impact on the following topics? If
so, which one?
- investment in plant research, number of patents held by European organisations
(public or private bodies);
- investment in research in minor crops;
- employment in the R&D centres in the EU;
- use of non-GM modern breeding techniques (e.g. identification of molecular
markers);
- access to genetic resources;
- access to new knowledge (molecular markers, use of new varieties in breeding
programmes, etc.).

nt transgenes and traits in new GMO plants
Eziiv_. :ersf; :’mx iuxdmw is expected {o contiy
nsm for 11 1‘?@?3&3\?2 313 ;mé frials
sractions
ma,iabai:gi in KB

S
U
~
p2s
-
had
o
[
b
5
o
jov)

C zmaz.,ggw 1t

sodential eny

3

é and optimized.

Comments fronu
Danish Agriculture and food council

- rel g G ps b 1 impact on Europesan
ventually on the number of patents held by European or gamsa?j@ﬁ* compared 1o
] "2 AC0eSS i‘} geneti

gt ¢
Fepy ~ 4} B g3 . AR Yre P S P t3 s $iyin 300
orgamisations from other parts of the Wa}%“}d and aise the famw :

e other modern breeding technologies including moleculs

bt

.» m

O U
tools to mmclude in ¢

1.10. Public administration

Has GMO cultivation any impact regarding the actions of the national public administrations
and the necessary budget (national and local level) for example policing and enforcement
costs

ot ‘.,ﬁ;,e; in Denmark vet, but D w?’?% is prepared as legislation on

GMO crops and ;em’tmik} ganic crops has been introduced. In
1, a conirol :‘gshgms in order to control ianice with the coexistence rules 1s
‘;m@dm}ﬁ&

Any other impact you would like to mention:
Economic context
1.11. Internal market

Does the placing on the market of GMO seeds have an impact on the functioning of the EU
internal market on seeds? If so, which one?
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Any other impact you would like to mention:

2. - Agronomic sustainability

2.1 Agricultural inputs

Does the cultivation of EU approved GMOs for cultivation have an impact regarding the use
of pesticides against target insect pests (i.e. corn borer)?

'\

(w.r

€ are no cultivation experiments with insect resistant GMO crops in Denmark itis
r this question. ??Uwf‘vz,ﬁ. amwgms from Spain on mf: *:,ziz &5‘:"1 aé’

5 E’%Z‘Si?‘"h}? -GXR' syeis ol

&

e

Aous, but at present not considered refevant in
‘éﬂ*su;sfs no agricultural problem at pre
e potential effects on non-target species

getivities,

a probiem i the fu
, : 1in the risk assessm nent and in the demands for monitoris g 3
The possible 'iﬁ::;gfagzgsé other pests and control strategics should also be addressed.
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Danish Agriculture and food counci
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crops, W ' Aive resistance to nalive pests in the future will

kS
marketed ws;%% sad to 8 reduction in the use of pesticides,

Does the placing on the market of GMOs have an impact, and if so which ones, regarding the
use of pesticides or/and on the patterns of use of chemical herbicides?
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2.2. Biodiversity, flora, fauna and landscapes (other impacts than the ones considered in
the environmental risk assessment carried out under Directive 2001/18 and Regulation
(EC) No 1829/2003)
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In the past years, new peer reviewed scientific studics have demonstrated that the effects
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her more notorious of herbicides

Does the cultivation of EU approved GMOs have an impact regarding the number of non
agriculture species/varieties?

Does GMO cultivation have an impact on agriculture diversity (number of plant varieties
available, agriculture species, etc?)

Does GMO cultivation have an impact, and if so which one, regarding:
- protected or endangered species;
- their habitats;
- ecologically sensitive areas;

Does GMO cultivation have an impact, and if so which one, regarding:
- migration routes;
- ecological corridors;
- buffer zones.

Does GMO cultivation have an impact, and if so which one, regarding:
- biodiversity;
- flora;
- fauna;
- landscapes.

Comments froms
Danish Agriculture and food counell

inion that the current le gz slation in the EU ensures that GM crops that can

isks to human and animal health and the environment can also be grown
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Any other impacts you would like to mention:
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Does GMO cultivation have an impact regarding our ability to mitigate (other than by

possibly reducing CO2 emissions from fuel combustion — see next section) and adapt to

Does the placing on the market of GMOs have an impact, if so which ones, regarding the use
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- Inerease S0C Increasing seil organic cavbo (SOC) st many  purposes of
improving  soils, improving  water magagement, 1m§‘ﬁ'mz g vields, improving
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Comments from

Cooperation of biodynamic consumers

and

Cooperstion of biodynamic agriculturalists

crops to Denmark and several z% z::zas;iy existing challenges
ate and pmh@:% th will fuarther deteriorate. Allowing more GM
%u@ likely affect the curr zf restrictions on feed crops grown outside
-'--'gﬁmg ij Wi crops out of Denmark and the EU it is ’3 eved {as mentioned in EL
5 %‘% e recent danish govermment-sponsored GMO- azzfé*mw;’a% it over time the
on within the EU will diminish considerably dus o an expected lack of
s will have a iamamgmifé positive impact on climate miti gatmm Wafsar
. or usage, biodiversity and global food resources. Livestock productio
ace %i&iiﬁg to the introg 1“‘?“;02‘* to the FAG report "Livestocks Long Shadow” {E{E%} one @f the
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from locsl :, siobal, B@i& ﬁzc fifzg,»;rmm isﬁé i‘?‘x Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
{ip icholas Stern, have
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serious environmental challen 2C8, af gvery level
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200n [E%% Lord

*”w«ﬁ consumphio ihe “%3 ‘-m_ﬁ.‘fﬁamﬁ“ é e sooner the better, Introducis
will help to maintain and further m,, rravate these sjﬂ, silenges, . unsustainable
overproduction of Hvestock to continue as it s, This will cost > BU possibly

trillions of curos eac E“ year, "é'iz:i“ environmental, a%‘mazs miitigation and health costs.

Any other impacts you would like to mention:

2.5. Transport / use of energy
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Does the cultivation of EU approved GMOs have an impact regarding energy and fuel

needs/consump

transport in general terms
Any other impacts you would 1
3 - Other Implications
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