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he National Research Council (NRC) — the research arm of the National Academy of

Sciences — enjoys a reputation as one of the elite scientific bodies in the United States,
an independent institution that Congress calls on for impartial scientific advice about
topics like genetically engineered crops (commonly called GMOs). However, the NRC's
far-reaching ties to biotechnology companies and other agricultural corporations have
created conflicts of interests at every level of the organization, which greatly diminish the
independence and integrity of the NRC's scientific work.

Among other conflicts, Food & Water Watch found that the
NRC (and its parent organization, the National Academy of
Sciences'):

« takes millions of dollars in funding from biotechnology
companies

. invites sponsors like Monsanto to sit on high-level boards
overseeing the NRC’s work

« invites industry-aligned, pro-GMO scientists to author NRC
reports

« draws scientific conclusions based on industry science

- operates at times as a private contractor for corporate research.

Introduction

The National Academy of Sciences bills itself as “the nation’s
premier source of independent, expert advice on scientific, en-
gineering, and medical issues” and provides scientific opinions
on important public policy issues, like the use of GMOs in
farming or the use of growth-promoting drugs in animal agri-

culture.? Chartered by Congress to provide scientific guidance
to the government,® the Academy and its research arm, the
NRC, are required under the Federal Advisory Committee Act
to limit conflicts of interest in their scientific work.?

Yet, for decades, GMO critics have noted that the biotechnol-
ogy industry exerts enormous influence over the NRC.* The
organization has taken millions of dollars from companies
like Monsanto and DuPont and allowed corporate represen-
tatives from these and other companies to sit on high-level
governing boards overseeing NRC projects. The group main-
tains a revolving door of key staff with industry groups, and
demonstrates a clear preference for inviting industry-aligned
researchers to produce its reports — while seldom engaging
critics at meaningful levels. At times, the NRC’s projects on
agricultural topics are even funded in part by corporate do-
nors that have a financial interest in the outcome.

a  To avoid confusion, this report consistently refers to the work of the NRC,
which can be seen as part and parcel of the work of the National Academy
of Sciences, the parent organization of the NRC.
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TABLE 1. Notable Biotech Corporate Donations

to the National Academy of Sciences’

NAS Donor Amount

Monsanto $1-$5 million
DuPont $1-$5 million
Dow Chemical $1-$5 million

Note: As a private organization, the NRC/NAS is not required to disclose
its funding sources, so actual giving from the biotechnology industry
may be far greater than is depicted in this table.

TABLE 2. Companies and Industry Associations

on the NRC Board Overseeing GMO Projects,
1987-Present*

Monsanto

DuPont

Biotechnology Industry Organization (BIO)
Calgene

Cargill

General Mills

Novus International

Nestlé Purina

Pioneer Hi-Bred

*These companies served at some point on the NRC Board on Agriculture
and Natural Resources.'

These conflicts greatly limit the scientific capacity of the
NRC, including, most obviously, its ability to discuss the
impact of conflicts of interest on science, a pressing issue in
GMO research. A wide body of literature shows that when
industry plays a role as an author or funder of scientific re-
search, it tends to produce results favorable to industry.® This
issue looms large in the agricultural sciences, as corporations
like Monsanto and DuPont have poured millions of dollars

in research funding to university professors (including many
who serve on NRC committees), authored and funded peer-
reviewed studies, sat on editorial boards of scientific journals,
and aggressively censored and attacked unfavorable research
on GMOs.?

In the spring of 2016, the NRC is scheduled to release its new-
est GMO report that will be published against the backdrop of
an aggressive public relations campaign by the biotechnology
industry and many of the academic scientists it funds, which
falsely asserts that there is a “scientific consensus” on the safety
of GMOs.? In reality, there is no consensus, and there remains a
very vigorous debate among scientists — and farmers and con-
sumers — about the safety and merits of this technology.’

Unfortunately, all sides of this debate are not well represented
at the NRC, where industry influence has long played an
outsized role, creating not only an appearance of conflicts of
interest, but actual bias in the NRC’s work. At a time when
Americans desperately need an independent, trustworthy
organization to deliver impartial scientific opinions on topics
like GMOs, the NRC cannot possibly serve this role.

Recommendations

« Congress should expand and enforce the Federal Advisory
Committee Act to ensure that the scientific advice the NRC
produces for the government is free of conflicts of interest
and bias.

+ Congress should immediately halt all taxpayer funding for
agricultural projects at the NRC until meaningful conflict-
of-interest policies are enforced.

« The NRC should no longer engage funders, directors,
authors or reviewers that have a financial interest in the
outcome of any of the NRC’s work.

« The NRC should prohibit the citation of science funded or
authored by industry, given the obvious potential for bias.

Structural Conflicts of Interest

Monsanto, DuPont and other corporate agribusinesses that
produce or support GMOs have poured millions of dollars
into the NRC’s parent organization, the National Academy of
Sciences." (See Table 1.) These companies, at times, also have
provided direct funding for the NRC’s work on GMOs, includ-
ing sponsoring a 2015 workshop presented in part by industry
advocates."

Corporate representatives also participate in high-level
decision-making processes at the NRC, including sitting on
the board that oversees the NRC’s work on GMOs. Over the
last three decades, this has included representatives from
Monsanto, DuPont, Pioneer Hi-Bred, Cargill and the trade
association BIO. (See Table 2.) Other invited board members
include pro-GMO academics with financial stakes in GMO ac-
ceptance, like Robert Goldberg, an outspoken GMO advocate
who founded a biotech seed company.” Overseeing this board
is NRC chair Barbara Schaal, a plant scientist who collabo-
rates on Monsanto research.”

The project directors of the NRC’s GMO reports are frequent-
ly part of a revolving door with the biotechnology industry.
(See Table 3.) The NRC’s 2000 report on GMOs was directed
by Michael Phillips, who, after establishing a very pro-GMO

TABLE 3. Revolving Door of NRC Directors of GMO Projects

Person NRC Work Position Revolving Door

Kara Laney Staff director of GMO projects Previously worked for the pro-GMO, Monsanto-funded
(2008-present)® International Food & Agricultural Trade Policy Council?’

Michael Phillips | Staff director of GMO projects

(1996-1999)*

Left the NRC to work for the biotech industry’s main lobby
group, BIO%
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committee of scientists at the NRC, took a job at the lead-
ing biotech lobby firm, BIO." Although the NRC publicly
acknowledged that this represented an undisclosed conflict
of interest,”” a few years later it hired a new project director,
Kara Laney, from the International Food & Agricultural Trade
Policy Council, a pro-GMO group funded and directed in
part by Monsanto.” Laney remains the GMO study director
at the NRC as of publication of this issue brief.”

By contrast, among funders, directors and board members
at the NRC, critics of GMOs play no meaningful role — or,
often, no role at all. One former director of the NRC’s agri-
cultural work, Charles Benbrook, says that he was dismissed
from the NRC for being critical of the pesticide industry.?
His dismissal became part of a controversy that was the
subject of a Frontline investigation showing how the pesti-
cide industry sought to influence the National Academy of
Sciences.”

NRC Recruits Pro-GMO Authors

The NRC recruits outside experts to produce its reports, in
theory inviting the best, independent experts it can find.
While the NRC routinely invites scientists who are clear
GMO proponents or who have financial conflicts of interests
with the biotechnology industry, those scientists and experts
that are opposed to or highly critical of GMOs do not play a
meaningful role in the NRC’s work.

There are long-standing criticisms of conflicts of interest at
the NRC. The group’s 2000 report on GMOs was authored by
a panel of 12 scientists, 8 of whom had identifiable financial
conflicts of interest, according to a letter sent to the National
Academy of Sciences by more than a dozen scientists and
public interest groups concerned about bias.*

The NRC’s 2010 report on GMOs was produced by a panel
of 10 scientists, at least 6 of whom had ties to the biotech-
nology industry and/or held pro-GMO positions, including
collaborating on research, receiving research funding or
working for an organization funded by the biotechnology

Pro-GMO Findings From the NRC

NRC reports are hundreds of pages long and frequently
offer discussions of both benefits and drawbacks of
GMOs. However, criticisms of GMOs often are buried
in the text, seldom making their way into a report’s
highlighted findings, which tend to frame GMOs in a
positive light.

For example, the NRC’s announcement of its 2000
report on GMOs and food safety prominently noted a
top-level finding of “no evidence suggesting foods on
the market today are unsafe to eat as a result of genetic
modification ... ”* This expansive statement, which

the international media rightfully reported as favoring
biotech companies,” fails to note that virtually no inde-
pendent “evidence” existed on the safety of GMO foods
at the time of this report.”® Here, the NRC appears to
be reaching far beyond what the available science says
or, worse, spinning the science to arrive at a scientific
opinion that is clearly favorable to the biotechnology
industry.

A prudent, measured, science-based determination, it
would seem, would need to highlight the fact that no
firm food-safety conclusions can be drawn because so
little research has been conducted. That was the finding
of a group of hundreds of scientists a decade later. After
consulting the scientific literature on GMOs, they noted
that the available safety research was too scant — and
still too heavily influenced by the biotechnology indus-
try — to assert that GMOs are safe to eat.”

industry.*’ One author noted the strong pro-GMO position
he held going into the project — and how his pro-GMO per-
spective found its way into the NRC’s final report: “When |
joined the committee | thought that the main finding will be
those of economists, like myself, who realize that GE crops
did a lot of good by increasing yields and reducing costs ...




TABLE 4. 2014-2016 NRC Committee Members With Ties to Industry or GMO Advocacy

Name Affiliation

Industry Ties/GMO Advocacy

David Stelly Texas A&M

Research collaborator with Monsanto, Bayer, Dow
Agrosciences®

Neal Stewart University of Tennessee

Consulted for Dow Agrosciences and Syngenta;
patents on GMOs*

Richard Dixon University of North Texas

Consulted for Monsanto four times; received
more than $1 million from biotech industry for
research®; patents on GMOs**

Bob Whitaker Produce Marketing Association

Works for organization sponsored by Monsanto
and Bayer#

Karen Hokanson*'

Donald Danforth Plant Science Center

Consults with Monsanto-sponsored organizations
and a pro-GMO group*?

Bruce Hamaker Purdue University

Director of research center funded by biotech
industry*

Richard Amasino University of Wisconsin

Patents on GMOs*; engages in pro-GMO political
advocacy*

Dominique Brossard | University of Wisconsin

Previously worked for a Monsanto-partner
organization that helps commercialize GMOs*;
advocates in media in favor of GMO#

Peter Kareiva The Nature Conservancy

Works for organization that receives millions
of dollars from biotech companies;* these
companies also sit on a Nature Conservancy
advisory board®

Robin Buell Michigan State University

Involved in GMO development®; patent related to
GMOs®'

Jose Farck-Zepeda Institute

International Food Policy Research

Works for organization that supports GMOs;
collaborates with industry supporters on research
advocating use of GMOs in Africa®?

International Maize and Wheat

Kevin Pixley Improvement Center

Research collaborator with Syngenta
Foundation®3;, works for organization that supports
and develops GMOs*>*

Note: Between 2014 and 2016, a total of 22 experts served on the NRC committee at some point. Other members, for whom Food & Water Watch did not
identify industry ties, included Mike Gallo, Ken Giller, Leland Glenna, Fred Gould, Timothy Griffin, Daniel Magraw, Carol Mallory-Smith, Elizabeth Ransom,

Michael Rodemeyer and Lawrence Busch.

Source: See endnote 33.

As expected, we found that the use of GE varieties reduce the
cost of pest control, losses from pests, and enhanced flexibility
in farm management ... 7%

With the NRC’s 2016 report, more than half of the experts
selected to participate in the project have apparent conflicts,
such as receiving research funding from industry, developing
GMOs (or patents), consulting for industry or working for
industry-funded organizations. (See Table 4 and note.*®) Some
of these scientists also have promoted GMOs in the media or
lobbied government regulators in favor of GMOs.*

The NRC’s conflict-of-interest policy, although imperfect,
clearly affirms that many of these financial ties constitute
conflicts of interest, yet the NRC asserts that no such conflicts
exist for the scientists working on the 2016 report.® The large
presence of GMO advocates and scientists with ties to bio-

technology companies on NRC committees — and the paucity
of critics® — does not reflect the scientific mainstream, where
there is a very vigorous debate about the safety and merits of
this technology. Beginning in 2013 — before the NRC under-
took its GMO study — hundreds of expert scientists began
coming forward to formally note their concerns about GMOs,
issuing a public statement that cited evidence of safety issues
with the technology and that made a strong call for more in-
dependent research; yet none of these scientists is serving on
the most recent NRC committee.”

When the NRC announced the authors that it had selected for
its 2016 report, numerous scientists and public interest organi-
zations criticized the lack of balance and independence among
committee members and offered recommendations of better
committee members — recommendations that the NRC did



not take. One letter, signed by more than 45 scientists, called
for a “more diverse set of biological, physical and medical/
health scientists capable of critically and fairly appraising GE
and their associated technologies in comparison to other ap-
proaches.””® A separate letter signed by more than 15 scientists
questioned the independence of those NRC nominees with
backgrounds in GMO development and promotion, and also
recommended the names of dozens of highly qualified scien-
tists to be added to the committee.” Likewise, Food & Water
Watch sent the NRC a letter detailing financial conflicts of
interests among committee members and recommending that
new scientists be added to the committee.®

The Federal Advisory Committee Act

Given that policy makers sometimes develop rules and
regulations based on the scientific advice of groups like the
NRC, Congress has developed a law to help ensure that the
scientific advice that it receives is independent — presumably
to remove bias. The Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA)
requires that government agencies can only use NRC scientific
opinions if they come from “fairly balanced” scientific com-
mittees free from conflicts of interests — “unless such conflict
is promptly and publicly disclosed and the Academy deter-

mines that the conflict is unavoidable ... ”*

Yet, as this issue brief shows, the NRC routinely packs its
scientific committees with pro-GMO scientists that have
far-ranging financial conflicts of interest, which are neither
“unavoidable” nor “promptly and publicly disclosed.”> When
asked for copies of its conflict-of-interest reviews for its 2016
GMO committee, the NRC refused the request, saying that
this information is held “in confidence”® If a scientist “makes
it onto the final committee list,” an NRC spokesperson added,
“that means that under our rules, the NRC/NAS has found no
COl [conflict of interest].”®

The NRC’s failure to achieve balance and independence,
unfortunately, mirrors the state of play with federal advisory
bodies to the U.S. government, where industry advocates have
long exercised outsized influence that undoubtedly is biasing
the work of these advisory bodies — and altering the rules and
regulations developed based on their recommendations.®

The NRC Draws Scientific
Opinions From Industry Research

Biotechnology corporations play a very large role in the
production of science on GMOs, authoring and funding much
of the scientific literature on key safety topics — including
research used in regulatory approval processes.* It is widely
documented throughout the sciences that industry studies
are far more likely than independent research to be favorable
to industry.”” Yet the NRC heavily cites industry research in
drawing its opinions about GMOs.

While it is beyond the scope of this issue brief to analyze ev-
ery scientific citation in the NRC’s work on GMOs, examples
of this problem abound. The NRC’s 2004 GMO report offered

a very favorable review of the highly controversial recombi-
nant bovine growth hormone (rBGH), at that time produced
by Monsanto.®® All but one of the peer-reviewed journal
articles cited in the relevant section of the 2004 report were
co-authored by Dale Bauman, a Monsanto consultant.®

What is not mentioned is that many scientific regulatory bod-
ies, including those in Canada and the European Union, have
never allowed the use of rBGH in dairy production because of
safety concerns.” Even the official drug label for rBGH (now
owned by Elanco) notes that it presents an increased risk of an
animal health problem, mastitis,”" which can require the use of
antibiotics, the overuse of which raises public health concerns
related to antibiotic-resistant bacteria causing hard-to-treat
infections in humans.”? The NRC report not only does not
mention these safety issues, but it actually affirms the very
opposite — that cows treated with rBGH are of “normal cow
health” — with no qualifications.”

There are similar problems in the NRC’s 2010 report on GMOs
and “sustainability,” which includes a discussion of the im-
pacts of GMO feed on livestock production.” After reviewing
the available literature, the NRC arrived at the very strong,
unqualified determination that “empirical studies have clearly
indicated that there is no adverse effect [of GMOs] on qual-
ity of livestock feed or on the output or quality of livestock

products”

The NRC cites 11 peer-reviewed studies to arrive at this

very strong conclusion — but at least 5 of these studies had
industry authors or funders.”® (Some of the remaining studies
do not list funders, meaning that industry influence may be
greater.””) One Monsanto-authored study was even published
with a disclaimer that it is actually an “advertisement.””® Two
of the cited studies were co-authored by Monsanto scientist
Gary Hartnell, who was serving on the NRC board overseeing
this report.”

The NRC'’s scientific determination is not only heavily girded
by industry science, but also out of step with the wider sci-
entific discourse, where hundreds of scientists have noted in
a public statement the safety concerns associated with GMO
food and feed. They cite a number of independent animal-
feeding studies showing toxic effects, and they make the pru-
dent, measured call for more research in light of the evident
concerns.®

The NRC’s 2010 report also heavily cites research from the
online journal AgBioForum, referencing studies from this
journal on more than 20 occasions.®' AgBioForum is run by a
pro-biotech organization with ties to Monsanto®? and is edited
by GMO advocates,* several of whom Monsanto has solicited
for help in promoting GMOs in other forums.*

Interestingly, seven of the AgBioForum citations were co-
authored by NRC committee member Michele Marra, an
academic who has received hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars in research funding from the biotech industry.®> Marra’s
AgBioForum articles were cited as evidence of GMO benefits,
including reducing the risks of crop failure,* increasing farm



The NRC Recruits Pro-GMO Farmers

The NRC’s 2016 report on GMOs was criticized from the
very beginning for failing to engage with farmers.”® Pos-
sibly in response, the NRC invited two growers to speak
to the NRC committee.”” The NRC did not disclose that
both of these farmers also had served as paid advocates
of industry, having previously received funding from
Monsanto or a Monsanto-funded advocacy group.®

The NRC did not invite any of the thousands of U.S.
farmers and countless international farmers who are
critical of or opposed to GMOs — some of whom have
suffered economic losses because of the technology.”

income® and decreasing pesticide use.® In total, Marra’s
research is cited more than 20 times in the NRC report, dem-
onstrating how much influence NRC committee members can
have over the final report’s findings.*

Conflicted Findings:
Environmental Benefits of GMOs

The NRC’s 2010 GMO report about “sustainability” all but
endorsed genetically engineered crops, with a key finding that
GMOs “offer substantial net environmental and economic
benefits compared to conventional crops” The NRC added the
weak qualification that “these benefits have not been univer-
sal, some may decline over time, ... ™

The NRC arrived at this conclusion in 2010 based in part on
its determination that insect-resistant GMOs have reduced in-
secticide use in agriculture.” Yet, according to a widely cited
analysis published by the non-profit Organic Center the year
before, the story is far more complicated.”® That study found
that while insecticide use has decreased, the use of herbicides
has skyrocketed — and the total amount of all pesticides used
(herbicides plus insecticides) has increased substantially with
GMOs, a point that the NRC barely addresses and buries in
the text.”” In fact, the NRC’s review of the available evidence
on total pesticide use is, in some places, a word-for-word reci-
tation of a previously published peer-reviewed study by one of
the NRC authors, Michele Marra, who has received hundreds
of thousands of dollars in research funding from the biotech-
nology industry.”

The NRC does offer the weak caveat that the sustainability
“benefits” of GMOs could decline over time if farmers overuse
glyphosate, an herbicide that most GMO crops are designed
to be sprayed with.” But highlighting farmer behavior as

the problem seems highly misleading in light of the fact

that pesticide companies benefit enormously from the over-

b The NRC’s 2010 conclusion about reduced insecticide use was partially
challenged by 2012 research showing that insecticide use has expanded in
many parts of the country. See Fausti, Scott. “Insecticide use and crop selec-
tion in regions with high GM adoption rates. Renewable Agriculture and
Food Systems. Vol. 27, Iss. 4. December 2012 at 299 and 302 to 303.

use of glyphosate. Monsanto, which sells both glyphosate
and glyphosate-tolerant seeds, charted nearly $10 billion in
glyphosate sales between 2008 and 2010, almost 30 percent of
its net sales.'

As farmers widely adopted Monsanto’s GMOs and sprayed
them with glyphosate, weeds quickly developed their own
tolerance to the herbicide, diminishing the effectiveness of
the GMO production model.”" In the media, Monsanto, much
like the NRC, puts the onus on farmers to use herbicides more
responsibly.'”?

Animal Agriculture

Corporate influence at the NRC is by no means limited to the
work that the group does on GMOs. In 2014, the NRC under-
took an investigation into how to improve “sustainability” in
animal agriculture through research and development. The
NRC took corporate funding and recruited industry scientists
to produce this report, with Monsanto, Tyson, Smithfield, the
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association and other industry
groups involved."”

In this instance, the NRC appeared to function as a private,
for-hire research contractor, lending its name to a report that
had both industry authors and funders — and that made
findings that largely support industry’s goals in animal pro-
duction. Industry advocates can use the report, which bears
the prestigious NRC name, to defend controversial industry
practices, which has already occurred.'

This report openly marginalizes organic animal agriculture in
the first few pages, saying that it has no realistic role to play
in meeting “current or future demands for animal protein.”'%
This perspective may reflect the bottom lines of companies
like Tyson and Smithfield, but it does not reflect the main-
stream scientific discourse. A highly publicized report from
the United Nations and the World Bank — approved by 58
countries — determined that organic and low-input approach-
es play a crucial role in improving the sustainability of food
production, especially in the developing world."®

One frequently cited finding of the NRC report is that
modern-day industrial approaches to animal agriculture —
steroids, hormones and growth promoters — have actually
improved measures of sustainability and reduced environmen-
tal impact compared to traditional or organic methods."” This
repeated assertion is often supported by science from indus-
try advocates like Jude Capper, a former academic and now
industry consultant whose publications are cited more than 25
times.'” Long passages of the report are cited almost entirely
with Capper’s science — and science from other industry ad-

vocates and consultants.'®

One of the biggest controversies in modern animal agriculture
concerns the use of antibiotics as growth promoters. Industry
groups have long defended the use of antibiotics as growth
promoters and tried to minimize the role that they play in
increasing the risk to human health from antibiotic-resistant
bacteria."® This position stands in contrast to the interna-



tional scientific discourse; the World Health Organization, U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), American
Public Health Association, American Medical Association,
American Academy of Pediatrics and Infectious Disease Soci-
ety of America all agree that the use of antibiotics as growth
promoters in livestock poses a threat to human health.™

The NRC cites a 2013 report from the CDC showing that
antibiotics are overused in human medicine, but fails to cite a
more relevant finding of that report, written on the same page:
“The use of antibiotics for promoting growth [in animals]

is not necessary, and the practice should be phased out.”'
Ultimately, the NRC made a weak, top-level recommendation
to “explore alternatives” that can provide “the same or greater
benefits in improved feed efficiency, disease prevention, and
overall animal health” as antibiotics.'”

This NRC report also includes largely uncited discussion about
the benefits of genetically engineered salmon." The only
scientific citation that the NRC makes in this section is an
editorial written by two prominent pro-GMO salmon activists,
one of whom formerly worked for Monsanto." Not surpris-
ingly, the NRC does not acknowledge the vigorous scientific
debate about the safety and merits of GMO salmon, or that
some of the world’s leading experts on biotech fisheries have
long expressed concerns.'®

Conclusion

The agricultural and food sciences in the United States today
are overrun with industry money, which has led to industry
bias. Corporations have long used their deep coffers to suc-
cessfully court public universities and institutions like the
NRC, hoping to secure favorable science and high-profile
allies in the scientific community. This has been a particularly
important problem in the GMO debate.

Despite 20 years of commercial production of GMOs, scien-
tists continue to note that there are major gaps in the scien-
tific literature on key safety issues, with biotech companies
continuing to play an outsized role in the scientific discourse.
The NRC, which has released multiple in-depth reports on
GMOs, has never meaningfully addressed this important
issue."” Quite the opposite, the NRC appears to uncritically

embrace industry science, frequently drawing scientific con-
clusions based on it.

The NRC may dispute that its extensive ties to industry have
influenced its work, but even setting aside the copious evi-
dence to the contrary, the NRC must still contend with the ap-
pearance of a conflict of interest — and understand that, from
the public’s perspective, such an appearance compromises the
integrity of the NRC as a credible, science-based organization.

At best, the NRC’s scientific work on topics like GMOs will

be looked upon with suspicion by the public, who will take
note of the NRC’s structural ties to biotech companies and the
deeply unbalanced panels of pro-GMO scientists that preside
over NRC activities. Even if the NRC were to issue scientific
conclusions unfavorable to industry, the public may still won-
der whether these have been watered down.

The cavalier treatment of conflicts of interests by the NRC
telegraphs an unfortunate message to the public that such
conflicts do not matter, when clearly they do. This may have

a far-reaching chilling effect that goes well beyond the GMO
debate. If the public cannot trust the credibility and indepen-
dence of the NRC’s scientific work on GMOs, it is unclear how
the public can trust the science from the NRC on other press-
ing policy issues.

Recommendations

« Congress should expand and enforce the Federal Advisory
Committee Act to ensure that the scientific advice the NRC
produces for the government is free of conflicts of interest
and bias.

« Congress should immediately halt all taxpayer funding for
agricultural projects at the NRC until meaningful conflict-
of-interest policies are enforced.

« The NRC should no longer engage funders, directors,
authors or reviewers that have a financial interest in the
outcome of any of the NRC’s work.

« The NRC should prohibit the citation of science funded or
authored by industry, given the obvious potential for bias.
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