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‘1 OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY POLICY

i

i

Coordinated Framework for
Regulation of Biotechnology

I
[

AGENCY: Executive Office of the
President, Office of Science and

~ Technology Policy.
~ ACTION: Announcement of policy; notice

\
for public comment.

..[ SUMMARW This Federal Register notice
announces the policy of the federal

.J I agencies involved with the review of

/ biotechnology research and products.
AS certain concepts are new to this

‘1 policy, and will be the subject of!
rulemaking, the public is invited to
comment on these aspects which are
specifically identified herein.
DATE: Comments must be received cm or
before August 25, 1986.

Public Participation: The Domestic
Policy Council Working Group on
Biotechnology through the Office of

,, Science and Technology Policy, is
seeking advice on certain refinements
published herein to the previously
published proposed coordinated
framework for regulation of
biotechnology. These new aspects
include the Biotechnology Science
Coordinating Committee’s (BSCC’S)
definitions for an “intergeneric organism
(new organism)” and for “pathogen.”
These definitions are critical to the
coordinated framework for the
regulation of biotechnology because
they establish the types of the organisms
subject to certain kinds of review.

It is the intention of the Domestic
Policy Council Working Group on
Biotec!mology, the Eiote~hnology
Science Coordinating Committee
(BSCC], the Department of Agriculture
(USDA), the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA), the National
In:tltlutw of }Icalt!l [!’J!lI), the Na+ion31
Science Foundation [NSF), and jhe
Occupational Safety and Health
Actminis hation (,OSHA] that the policies..... . - ,.
contained bwem be effective
immediately. In consideration of
comments, modifications, if any, may be
published either in a separate notice or
as part of proposed rulemaking by the
involved agencies.

[nformaii~)n submittw! to an ilfi~llc~

that is t]adc secret icfnmwtisn {,r
coniidentlal business iniormaiion sirooid

;, be clearly marked so that it can be
\ accorded the protection provided to

!, such by each respective agency.
:, ADDRESS Comments specific to the
,, BSCC definitions or overall comments to

the Coordinated Framework for the

Regulation of Biotechnology statements
should be addressed to: BSCC: Docket
#BSCC 0001, Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Executive Office of
the President, NEOB-Room 5005,
Washington, DC 20508.

Comments relating to the policy
statements of a particular agency should
be sent directly to the agency contact
identified at the beginning of the
respective agency policy statement.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAC~

Dr. David T. Kingsbury, Assistant
Director for Biological, Behavioral, and
Social Sciences, National Science
Foundation, 1800 G Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20550, (202-357-9854).
Jerry D. Jennings,
Executive Director, OJ~iceof .%icrrceund
Technology Policy
June 18,1988
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A. Introduction

This notice describes the
comprehensive federal regulatory policy
for ensuring the safety of biotechnology
research and products, Specifically
addressed are agency policies that
formed part of the previously proposed
Coordinated Framework for the
Regulation of Biotechnology, published
in the Federal Register December 31,
1984 (49 FR 5(]856, hereinafter “the
December 84 Notii;e”). These agency
policies build upon experience with
a,yicultara!, phanr,ac[. ukical,and other
commercial products developed by
traditional genetic modifir;:~ti~m
techni[qyes.

Existing statutes provide a basic
network of agency jurisdiction over both
research and pr~di]c!s; this network
forms the basis cf this coordinated
framework and helps assure reasonable
safeguards for the pub!ic. This
fran,ewcik is expect,’d to evolve in
acxrd wiill the s:. pcrimces cf the
industry and the agencies, aild, thus,
modifications may need to be made
through administrative or legislative
actions.

The application of traditional genetic
modification techniques is relied upon
broadly for enhanced characteristics of

food (e.g., hybrid corn, selective
breeding), manufactured food (e.g.,
bread, cheese, yogurt), waste disposal
(e.g., bacterial sewage treatment),
medicine (e.g., vaccines, hormones),
pesticides (e.g. Bacillus thurikgierrsis]
and other uses. Federal agencies
implement an array of laws which seek
to ensure the safety of these products. A
concise index of these U.S. laws was
published in the Federal Register
November 14,1985 (50 FR 47174,
hereinafter “the November 85 Notice”),
These laws are product-specific becaus~
they regulate certain product uses, such
as foods or pesticides. This approach
provides the opportunity for similar
products to be treated similarly by
particular regulatory agenciea.

Biotechnology also inchrdes recently
developed and newly emerging genetic
manipulation technologies, such as
recombinant DNA (rDNA), recombinant
RNA (rRNA) and cell fusion, that are
sometimes referred to as genetic
engineering. While the recently
developed methods are an extension of
traditional manipulations that can
produce similar or identical products,
they enahIe more precise genetic
modifications, and therefore hold the
promise for exciting innovation and new
areas of commercial opportunity.

Concerns were raised as to whether
products resulting from the recently
deve!oped techniques would pose
greater risks than those achieved -
through traditional manipulation
techniques. For example, what might be
the possible environmental
consequences of the many anticipated
agriculbiral and environmental
applications that will take place outside
the physical constraints of a contained
facility? In particular, the environmental
application of genetically engineered
microorganisms may elicit concern
beciiuse they are of microscopic size,
and some may be able to reproduce,
pro!ifera!s. and become established.

The uliderlying policy question was
wheiher the regulatory framework that
pertalnecf to products developed by
traditional genetic manipulation
techniqfies was adequate for products
obtained with the ne’w techniques. A
similar question arose regarding the
sufficiency of the review process for
research conducted for agricultural and
environmental applications.

‘rk Ad,ninistrction, reco~nizing ‘!s
responsit)t!ity to colifroni these
concerns, formed an interagency
working group under the former White ~
House Cabinet Council on Natural ~~
Resources and the Environment in the”
spring of 1984. The working group sout#
to achieve a balance between reguhitio?
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adequate to ensure health and
environmental safety while maintaining
sufficient regulatory flexibility to avoid
impeding the grcwvth.of ar. i~!ar.t
industry.

Upon examination of the existing laws
available for the regulation of products
developed by traditional genetic i

k
manipulation techniques, the worki g
group concluded that, for the most art,
these laws as currently implemented
would address regulatory needs I
adequately. For certain microbial
products, however, additional regulatory
requirements, available under existing
statutory authority, needed to ‘ie
established.

The existing health and safety laws
had the advantage that they could
provide more immediate regulatory
protection and certainty for the industry
than possible with the implementation
of new legislation. Moreover, there did
not appear to be an alternative, unitary,
statutory approach since the very broad
spectrum of products obtained with
genetic engineering cut across many
product uses regulated by different
agencies.

Because of the rapid growth in the
scientific knowiedge base, the working
group felt etrongly that the federal
agencies needed to have an interagency
mechanism for sharing scientific
information related to biotechnology,
particularly information on research and
product applications submitted to the
agencies.

The December 1984 Notice described
the regulatory framework envisioned by
the working group, and recognizing the
evolutionary nature of its development,
asked for comments. In summary, the
Notice stated that the Food and Drug
Administration [FDA) would regulate
genetic engineering products no
differently that those achieved through
tradi~ional techniques. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
described existing and proposed new
policies for regulating pesticidal and
nonpesticidal microorganisms. The
Department of Agriculture (USDA)
stated that under its different legislative
authorities it could broadly regulate
genetically engineered plants and
animals, and plant and animal
Pathogens. The Notice also proposed an
interagency science coordinating
mechanism.

Many comments were received in
response to the Notice. These
contributed to the refinement of both the
regulatory requirements and the
interagency science coordination
rnechar-asm.

The interagency coordination
mechanism, the Biotechnology Science
Coordinating Committee (BSCC),

discussed in more detail in section C of
this Preamble, came into being while the
agencies were still in process of refining
their regrilatory proposals
Corisequently, the BSCC was able to
play a helpful role in the formulation of
two basic principles: [1) Agencies
should seek to adopt consistent
definitions of those genetically
engineered organisms subject to review
to the extent permitted by their
respective statutory authorities; and, (z}”
agencies should utilize scientific reviews
of comparable rigor.

The repu!atory framework an?icipate~
that future scientific developments will
lead to further refinements. Experience
with earlier basic scientific research has
shown that as the science progressed
and became better understood by the
public, regulatory regimens coldd be
modified to reflect more complete
understanding of the potential risks
involved, Similar evolution is
anticipated in the regulation of
commercial products ae scientists and
regulators learn to predict more
precisely particular product use that
require greater or lesser controls or even
exemption from any federal review.

This framework has sought to
distinguish between those organisms
that require a certain level of federal
review and those that do not. This
follows a traditional approach to
regulation. Within agriculture, for
example, introductions of new plants,
animals and microorganisms have long
occurred routinely with only some of
those that are not native or are
pathogenic requiring regulatory
aPProval. It should be noted that
microorganisms play many essential
and varied roles in agriculture and the
environment and that for decades
agricultrual scientists have endeavcreci
to exp!oit their advantages through
routine experimentation and
introduction into the environment and
as a ru!e these agricultural and
environmental introductions have taken
place without harm to the environment.

B. The Coordinated Framework for the
Regulation of Biotechnology

General Comments

This notice includes separate
descriptions of the regulatory policies of
FDA, EPA, OSHA and USDA and the
research policies of the National
institutes of Health (NIH), NSF, EPA and
USDA. The agencies will seek to operate
their programs in an integrated and
coordinated fashion and together should
cover the full range of plants, animals
and microorganisms derived by the new
genetic engineering techniques. To the
extent possible, responsibility for a

product use will lie with a single agency.
Where regulatory oversight or review
for a partimr]ar product is tG be
pw!ormzd by rr,o;e than onc agtmcy, th,~
policy establishes a lead agency, and
consolidated or coordinated reviews.
While this preamble eeeks to convey an
overview of the coordinated framework,

-it must be noted that the regulatory-
requirements are highly technical;

. reliance only on the simplified summary
statements herein could be misleading
and, thus, the agency policy statements
must be consulted for specific details. In
the euefit that questions arise regarding
which federal agency has jurisdiction,
an information contact is provided at
the beginning of this notice.

While in part certain USDA and EPA
requirements are new, the underlying
regulatory regimens are not new.
Members of the agricultural and
industrial communities are familiar with
the general requirements under these
laws which include the Federal Plant
Pest Act, The Plant Quarantine Act, the
Toxic Substances ControlAct (TSCA),
and the Federal insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).

Because this comprehensive
regulatory framework uses a mosaic of
existing federal law, some of the
statutory nomenclature for certain
actions may seem inconsistent. Certain
laws, such as USDA’s Federal Plan! Pest
Act, require a “permit” before a
microorganism pathogenic to plants may
be transported or imported. Under other
laws such as FIFRA, the agencies “
“license” or “approve” the use of .
particular products. TSCA requires a
“remanufacturing notification (PMN]”.
There are also some variations among
the agencies in the use of the phrase
“genetic engineering.” Regardless of the
nomenclature, the public should be
aware that the reviews conducted bv
each of the regulatory agencies are
intended to be of comparable rigor.
Agencies have agreed to have scientists
from each other’s staff participate in .
reviews. Each regulatory review will
require that the safety, or safety and
efficacy, of a particular agricultural or
industrial product be satisfactorily
demonstrated to the regulatory agency
prior to commercialization.

The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) imposes procedural
requirements on all federal agencies to
prepare an analysis prior to making a
decision to take any action that may
significantly affect the environment.
Depending on the characteristics of a
proposal, an environmental assessment,
or a broader-environmental impact
statement may need to be prepared in
connection with the release of
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genetically manipulated organisms.
EPA’s actions under most of its
environmental statutes have been
considered to be the functional
equivalent of NEPA compliance.

For the handling of microorganisms,
agencies of the Department of Health
and Human Services have established
recommendations for the safe use of
infectious agents, The CDC/NIH
publication, Biosafety in
Microbiological and Biomedical
Laboratories, describes combinations of
standard and special microbiological
practices, safefy equipment and
facilities which are recommended for
working with a variety of infectious
agents in research laboratories,
academic and industrial. The USDA also
has issued guidance on other infectious
agents.

The NIii has published g~idelines for
the con!ained use of DNA organisms in
the NIH Guidelines for Research
Involving Recombinant DNA
Molecules, Federal Register, May 7,
1986 (51 FR 16958, NIH guidelines). The
guidelines recommend physical
containment at specific levels for
different experiments, and exempt other
experiments from containment
requirements. However, they
recommend Biosafety Level 1, the least
stringent level of physical containment,
for some “exempt” experiments. For
large-scale exempt experiments, the NIH
guidelines recommend “Biosafety J.evel
l-Large-Scale” although following
review by the Institutional Biosafety
Committee, “some latitude” in the
application of these requirements is
permitted.

The appropriate large-scale
containment requirements for many low
risk DNA derived industrial
microorganisms will be no greater than
those appropriate for the unmodified
parental organisms. This concept is
ciiscussed further in the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and
Development [OECD] document,
described in the International Aspects
section below.

OSHA in its Federal Register Notice
of April 12, 1984 (50 FR 14468) stated
that its authority under the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 (29 U.S.C. et seq.) provides an
adeq”~ate and enforcsabl? {Ia:;is f~r
protecting the safety and health of
employees in the field of biotechnology
and that no additional regulation is
necessary. After consideration of
comments in the April 1984 notice,
OSHA is publishing this policy
statement in final form without change.

Product Regulation

Agencies involved with regulating
agriculture, foods, medical devices,
drugs, biologics and pesticides have had
extensive experience with products that
involve living organisms in their
manufacture and/or ultimate use
including releases into the environment ,
for these purposes. By the time a
genetically engineered product is ready
for commercialization, it will have
undergone substantial review and
testing during the research phase, and
thus, information regarding its safety
should be available. The manufacture
by the newer technologies of food, the
development of new drugs, medical
devices, biologics for humans and
animals, and pesticides, will be
reviewed by FDA, USDA and EPA in
essentially the same manner for safety
and efficacy as products obtained by
other techniques. The new products that
will be brought to market will generally
fit within these agencies’ review and
approval regimens.

The regulatory scheme for products is
described in Chart I Coordinated
Framework—Marketing Approval of
Biotechnology Products.

CHART I.—COORDINATEO FRAMEWORK—JXP-

PRovAL OF COMMERCIAL BIoTECHNOLOOY

PRODUCTS

Subjsd I%%%
I

Fmxk/FoIX Ati8tives ............................................ FDA,”
FSIS. 1

Human Orugs, Msdical Owiies and Siilogics,., FOA.
Animal Oqs ........................................................... FOA.
Animal O~Es ...................................................... APHIS.
Other titamed Uses .................................... EPA.
Plants and An#mls ................................................. APHIS, ”

FSIS1,
FDA. 2

Pestkii Micworgamsms Release5 in ti.g En. EPA,”
vwo,ment All. APHIS.$

othsf Uws (Mhxx.rganism$):
Intergenenc COmbmatiOn ............................... EPA:

APHIS.3
Intragensric Combination:

Palhc,genic Source Organsrrv . .. . ... .. . .
1. Agnculfural Use ........ APHIS.
2 Non-Agricultural USC,..,....................... EPA,”4

APhlS. J
No Pathogenic %urcs Organisms..,..,,..,.. EPA Repotl.

Nonenginsersd Pathqens
1. Agricultural Use..,. ..... .............................. APti!S.
2. Non-agricuifml Use. __............,....,._ EPA?

APHIS,3
Nonengineersd Nonpattmgens .. . . . . . . . EPA Report.

Ris’EH’safev and l“wschl service,underthe
Assistant %ixeta~ of Agriculture tor Markeimg and ln~c-
ISJnSeWIC~S IS reSpOnSIblQ10f Wd use.

9FOA 6 Involved when m relalum to a food use.
SAPHIS, Animal and Plant Health Inspc.rmon service, is

involved when the m!crcorgamsm IS plant psnt, an:mal prdho-
gen 0, req~.latm arlcle reqwrmg a p,3rm3t.

4CPA requl~evenrs WW on!v ~p!y *OCm.,iroommlal <e.
I.?am under a ,stamhcam “ew &e IGK that EPR, ml.md- w
V.; W%’.

Jurisdiction over the varied
biotechnology products is determined by
their use, as has been the case for
traditional products. The detailed
description of the products and their
review are found in the individual

agency policy statements contained in
this Federal Register Notice. The
following is a brief summary of
jurisdiction as described in Chart L

Foods, food additives, human drugs,
biologics and devices, and animal drugs
are reviewed or licensed by the FDA.
Food products prepared from domestic
livestock and poultry are under the
jurisdiction of the USDA’s Food Safety
Inspection Service (FSIS).

Animal biologics are reviewed by the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection ~
Service, (APHIS]. APHIS also reviews
plants, seeds, animal biologics, plant
pests, animal pathogens and “regulated
articles”, i.e., certain genetically
engineered organisms containing genetic
material from a plant pest. An APHIS
permit is required prior to the shipment
(movement) or release into the
environment of regulated articles, or the
shipment of a plant pest or animal
pathogen,

“Other contained uses” refers to the
closed system uses of those
microorganisms, subject the TSCA, that
are intergeneric combinations, i.e.,
deliberately formed microorganisms
which contain genetic material from
dissimilar source organisms. These are
subject to EPA’s PMANrequirement. EPA
is considering promulgating a rule to
exemlpt certain classes of
microorganisms from this requirement.

&licrobial pesticides will be reviewed
by EPA, with APHIS involvement in
cases where the pesticide is also a plant
pest, animal pathogen, or regulated
article requiring a permit. (FDA mhy
become involved in implementing
pesticide tolerances for foods.)

‘iOther uses (microorganisms)”
include uses involving release into the
environment. For these, jurisdiction
depends on the characteristics of the
organism as well as its use. .
“Intergeneric combination”*
microorganisms will be reported to EPA
under PMN requirements, with APHIS
Involvement in cases where the
microorganism is also a regulated article
requiring a permit.

“Intrageneric combinations” are those
microorganisms formed by genetic
engineering other than intergeneric
combinations. For these, when there is a
pathogenic 1 source organism, and the
microorganism is used for agricultural
purposes, APHK5 has jurisdiction. If the I
m.icrcmrgx:imn is usd for
nonagricultural purposes, then EPA has
jurisdiction, with APHIS involvement in
cases where the microorganism is also a,

,.,7—. .– –. ,—–. –.!! .-A- m[ergcnemcorgamsms{neworganwms)
“pathogen’”are definedin section D.of~he
preamble.
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regulated article requiring a permit.
In~rageneric combination; w“ithno
pathogenic source organisms are under
EPA jurisdiction although EPA will only
require an informational r:part.

“Noncngineered pathogens”’ that are
used for an agr]cdttiral use will fall
under APHIS jurisdiction. Those that are
for a nonagricultural use come under
EPA jurisdiction, with APHIS
involvement in cases where the
microorganism is also a plant pest or
animal pathogen requiring a permit. -
Nonengineered nonpathogenic
microorganisms are under EPA
jurisdiction which will require only an
informatiorial report.

Research

The coordinated framework for the
regulation of biotechnology establishes
requirements for the conduct of
res-earth.

Approximately ten years ago the NIH
issued the NH+ guidelines describing the
manner in which research with -
organisms derived by rDiNA techniques
should be conducted. Since then the
guidelines have been modified many
times with gradual relaxation of these
requirements. The guidelines prescribe
the conditions under which institutions
which receive NIH funds must conduct
experiments. For a very small category
of NIH funded experiments including
environmental release, the guidelines
require that the Director, NIH, approve
each experiment on an individual basis.
For each of these experiments, the RAC
conducts a scientific review with an
opportunity for public comment, and
makes a recommendation to the NIH
Director. As research experiments have
expandpd out of the biomedical area to
environmental applications both
agricultural and nonagricultural, other
agencies have become involved, with
shifting of responsibility for research
approval to NSF (described in the
November 85 Notice), USDA’s S&E, and
EPA. These other agencies’ policies
build. in part, on the NIH guidelines and
NIH experience.

The S&E guidelines for agricultural
research published separately for
comment in this issue of the Federal
Register have adopted the NIH
guidelines with certain modifications
including expansion of the scope to
manipulation techniques other than
rDNA, the table included with the S&E
guidelines shows where particular
elements of the NIH guidelines are used.

It should be noted that not all
experiments involving the
environmental release of genetically
engineered organisms require prior
federal approval. In plant applications
there is a substantial body of research

indicating that such experiments are of
low risk. For certain categories of
microorganisms modified by traditional
genetic modification techniques, there is
aISOa subsiantiai body of research
indicating low risk foi environmental
experiments.

Chart 11--Coordinated Framework-
Biotechnology Research ~urisdiction
shows which agency has responsibility
for a particular experiment. If more than
one agency has potential jurisdiction,
one agency has been designated as the
lead agency and it is marked with an
asterisk on Chart 11.Tbe lead agency
designation depends on which research
agency is funding the research (e.g.,
N[H, S&E, or NSF) or which regulatory
agency reviews specific purpose
research [e.g. pesticides). In the chart
and in this discussion, the authority
refers to approval of the actual
execution of experiments and not to
their funding.

CHART 1[.—CCIORDINATED FRAMEWORK—

BIOTECHNOLOGY RESEARCH JURISDICTION

Contained Research, No Reka% m Environ.
ment.
1 Federally Fundti ........................

2 Non-Federally Funded ..................

FtislFood AddWes, Human Onggs, Medal
Dewces, Siologws, Animal Orugs
1 Federally Funded .........................

2 Non-Federatb Funded

Plants, Animals a“d Animal BuIlogIcs
1 Federally FumjeI ....

2 Non-Federally Funded.

Pe$tmde Mlcrocugarusm%
Geneocally Engineered

Intergenerc .......... . .

Pathqfemc Immgenenc

hilragenertc Nonpathogen

Nonengmeered
Nonmdtgenous Pathogens ............................

indgenous Pathogens .........................

Nonindtgenous Nonpathogen
Ottwr Uses (Mwroorgantsms) Released in the

Envwonment
Genetwa!ly Engineered

lntexgenefic Orgamsms
1 Federally Funded ............ .

Respormble
agency(les)

‘undmg
agency *

YIH or ME
voluntary
rewew,
APHIS z

‘DA”. NM
gundehnes
8 review.

‘DA”, NIH
WWltafy
cewew

‘undmg
agerwy, 8-
APHIS 2

4PHIS”,
S&E
voluntary
rewe w

:PA.-
APHIS,2
S&E
voluntary
revmw

!PA,-
APHIS,2
S&E
voluntary
review.

Z?A.’ S&E
voluntary
rewe w

;PA,-
APHLS

:PA, -a
APHIS

CPA..

lmdmg
agelu.-y.“$
APlflS,2
EPA.*

CHART IL-COORDINATED FRAMEWORK—BIO-

TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH JURISDICTION—

Continued

S.bject

2. Commercially Funded ...........................

lntragenerk Organisms
Palhogemc Source Drgamsm:

1. Federally Funded ................... ..........

2 Commercially Funding ........ ......

tntragem?nc Cembtnation:
NO Padmg.aic source Organisms

Nonengineered.

Fiespwrwbk
agency(vs)

——

EPA, APHIS
SllE
voluntary
review.

Funding
agency, ” 1
APHIS,2
EPA.<

APfilS.2
EPA (. d
nOn-
agricul.
USE).

EPA Rewwt
EPA

Report,.
APHIS 2

“ Lead Agency.
1Rewew and approval of research pmkxofs ccnducred by

N(H, S&E, w NSF.
z APH IS issues m?rmits for the imixxlabon and domastic

shtpment of Cerfitn plants end animals, plant pesls and
anmcd pathogens, and for the shpmant w release in the
envwonment of regulated artiiies.

3 EPA iurk?dicfion for research on a Dfot areatar than 10
acres “ .

4 EPA rewews federally fundbd environmental research
only when it IS for ccinmercial purposes.

For contained federally funded
research for biomedical and agricultural
purposes, research approval will be
granted by the funding agency. The NIH
guidelines relate primarily to biomedical
experiments and only to those using
rIINA techniques. Research on foods/
food additives, human drugs, medical
devices and bicdogics will continue to
rely on the NIH guidelines, with NIH
approval required for certain
experiments such as human gene
therapy, and FDA. permission for clinical
trials.

Fashioned after the NIH guidelines,
the S&E guidelines apply to agricultural
research on plants, animals, and
microorganisms and provide guidance
for laboratory and field testing of
organisms derived using rDNA
manipulation and other technologies.
Adherence to the appropriate set of
guidelines is required for institutions
receiving financial support from NIH,
S&E, or NSF. These guidelines specify
what type of review procedures are
required for specific categories of
experiments. Some experiments require
individual approval by the respective
agency providing institutional support.
For those experiments that require
agency approval, advisory committees
at NIH, S&E, and NSF, composed
primarily of nongovernment scientists,
may be asked to provide expert review.
In addition, research on plants, animais,
and animal biologics will come under
APHIS permit requirements if a
regulated article, plant pest, animal
pathogen is involved. An APHIS permit

“
‘1
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is required prior to the shipment
(movement) or release of a regulated
article, or the importation or shipment of
a plant pest or regulated article used in
any research experiment.

EPA has authority for all
environmental research on microbial
pesticides regardless of whether
research is federally funded or not. EPA
will regulate research under a two level
review system based upon its evaluation
of the potential risks posed by various
types of microorganisms with lesser
notification required for level I reporting
and full review for level 11,

For the “other uses” category from
Chart 11(research involving
nonpesticide microorganisms released
into the environment), jurisdiction for
release may be under S&E, NSF, APHIS,
or EPA depending primarily upon the
source of the fundigg, but also upon the
purpose of the research and the
characteristics of the genetically
engineered microorganism. Thus,
federally funded research conducted for
an agricultural use wi!l require
adherence to S&E guidelines and
approval of certain experiments by S&E
or NIH depending on which is the
funding agency. EPA will review
commercial research. APHISS
jurisdiction applies to issuing permits for
regulated articles, plant pests, or animal
pathogens. EPA will require an
informational report for nonengineered
microorganisms reIeased into the
environment, with APHIS involvement
for the review of plant pests or animal
pathogens.

There may be situations where one
agency may choose to defer to, or ask
advice from, another agency. If
experiments requiring NIH, NSF or S&E
review/approval are submitted for
review to another agency, then NIH,
NSF, or S&E may determine that such
review serves the same purpose, and
tmsed upon that determination, riotify
the submitter that no NIH, NSF, or S&E
review will take place, and the
experinwnt may proceed upon approval
from the other agency.

C. Interagency Coordination
Mechanisms

The Domestic Policy Council Working
Group on Biotechnology .

The Domestic Policy Council Working
Group on Biotechnology has been
responsible for this coordinated
framework for the regvla!iorr of
biatechrmiogyq it aiso consider-s policy
matters related to agency jurisdiction,
commercialization, and international
biotechnology matters. The Working
Group monitors developments in
biotechnology and is ready to identify

problems and make appropriate
recommendations for their solution. The
Domestic Policy Council Working Group
on Biotechnology is a continuation of a
similar group established under the
former Cabinet Councii on Natural
Resources and the Environment.

Although at the present time existing
statutes seem adequate to deal with the
emerging processes and products of
modern biotechnology, there always can
be potentia! problems and deficiencies
in the regulatory apparatus in a fast
moving field. The Working Group will
be alert to the implications these
changes will have on regulation, and in
a timely frrshion will make appropriate
recommendations for administrative or
legislative action.

The Biotechnology Science
Coordinating Committee (BSCC)

The BSCC is responsible for
coordination and consistency of
scientific policy and scientific revi[?ws.
The BSCC, established October 31, 1985
as part of the Federal Coordinating
Council for Science, Engineering and
Technology (FCCSET), consists of seriior
policy officials of agencies involved in
the oversight of biotechnology research
and products. FCCSET is a statutory
interagency coordinating mechanism
managed by the Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Executive Office of
the President, with a mission to
coordinate federal science activities
among federaI agencies. The N’ovember
85 Notice described the structure and
activities of the BSCC.

One of the primary activities of the
BSCC has been the development of
definitions because a common scientific
approach is essential to a coordinated
federal regulatory framework. The
underlying scientific issue, therefore,
was defining those organisms subject to
certain types of agency review.

The definitions are included in the
following section of this preamble and
have been incorporated, with
modification, into the indiv~dunl policy
notices of the involved ~gencies.
Explanatory material is alse iircIuded in
the agency policy statements. AS
mentioned elsewhere, the BSCC is
seeking comments on these definitions.

Research to develop genetically
modified organisms for environmental
and agricultural applications (as for
research on traditionally modified
organisms) genwallv procrecfs in a st~c-
-w[se mannel frcm h;~hly xmiained “
facilities to progressively lesser degrees
of containment as the investigator
determines the safety and efficacy of
experimental application these are
conducted sequentially under controlled
laboratory conditions, greenhouse

testing, small field trials, and full field
trials. The BSCC recognizes the need for
further work to define the nature and
extent of physical and biological
barriers that limit or manage
environmental rdease of modified
organisms during greenhouse testing and
field research.

The BSCC is authorized to hold public
meetings in order to discuss public
concerns about scientific and other
issues. Accordingly, the f3SCC will hold
its first public meeting shortly after
pubiica tion of this notice for discussion
of the scientific aspects of this notice
and the receipt of comments from the
public. The public meeting will be held
in July 1986. Details regarding time and
location will be separately announced in
the Federai Register.

D. B5CC Definitions

Any proposal to regulate the research
and products of genetic manipulation
techniques quickIy confronts the issue of
what organisms should be considered
appropriate for certain types of review.
Tfre BSCC formulated definitions are
effective immediately but are open to
comment; the text following the
definition of “pathogen” contains details
of the request for comments.

Organisms meeting two different sets
of criteria are proposed. First are
organisms formed by deliberate
combination of genetic material from
sources in different genera. It was
recognized, however, that in certain
precisely constructed “intergeneric
organisms” the genetic material is not
considered to pose an increased risk to
human health or the environment thus,
such combinations are excluded from
the definition. A detailed explanation of
the scientific basis for these exclusions
is found in the footnote after the
definition of pathogen. The BSCC
specifically requests comments on
wilether also to consider fot”exclusion
those organisms that exchange DNA by
known phvsiolo~ical processes, as
explained-in the text immediately
fol!owing the definition of ‘Lintergeneric
organism (new.organism).”

The second definition is “pathogen.”
This includes microorganisms that
belong to a pathogenic species or that
contain genetic materiai from source
organisms that are pathogenic. In
certain precisely constructed modified
orgamsms. the genetic material frcm a
pathogenic donor is cot considered to
pu~e an hrcreased risk to human health
or the environment; and, therefore, such
combinations are excluded from the j.
definition. .:1

The BSCC definitions of “intergerteric~:
organism (new organismJ” and
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“pathogen” describe the combinations
genetic material that would cause a
modified organism to come under
review. This does not mean to suggest
that the behaviar of a genetica!l~
rnaIlipUl:itei I)rgaliism excmpt(w f’wrn
these defiiticms is .:holly preriictabie
(since arsy biological organism is never
100%predictable), but that the
probability of any incremental hazard
compared to the unmodified organism
host is 10W.Also, this does not mean
that any product manufacture or
reseafch experiment using an organism
exempted from the definition should be
conducted without adherence to proper
mardacturing standards or research
guidelines.

Given the statutory differences in the
iaws that they administer, the agencies
adopted the principles underlying the
definitions in ways consistent with their
legislation. EPA, APHIS, and S&E are
using the definitions to identify levels of
review for microbial products within
their jurisdiction. EPA, APHIS, FDA,
S&E, and NSF are using the definitions
as factors to consider in the review of
pmd@s or experiments.

The BSCC is attempting to define
what constitutes “release into the
environment.” The BSCC is establishing
a working group on greenhouse
containment and small field trials in
order to develop scientific
recommendations. The concept of
“containment” has traditionally been
used to describe physical conditions
which severely limit release (for
example, a contained laboratory
fermentation facility). Containment can
also be “biologic” because the ability of
an organism to reproduce, exchange
genetic information, or become
established can be effectively limited
biologically. Thus, the BSCC’S
exploration of the conditions that
constitute release into the environment
will consider circumstances of both
physical and biological containment for
particular organisms and the
circumstances of their release. While the
concept of physical containment may
imply the high containment conditions
found in certain laboratories and
greenhouses, in agricultural practice
many simpler effective barriers are
routinely used: these include
rnicroplots for soil bacteria and fungi.
Paddocks for noninfective animals, and
removing or covering the reproductive
Parts of plants and animais.

Release into the environment, for the
time being, Will have somewhat varying
definitions for the regulatory and.
~search review of the different
agencies. There may be minor
differences between agricultural and

L

nonagricultural approaches and
betweeen macro-and microorganisms.

Intetgeneric Organism (Ne w Organism)

Those organisms deliberately formed to
contain an in[crgf.ncrlc combtrmt~on o!
gene:ic mctprial; excluded ere erg:, nisms that
have resulted from the addition of
intergeneric materials that is well-
characterized and contains only non-coding
regulatory regions such as operators,
promoters, origins of replication, terminators
and ribosome binding regions.

“Well-characterized and contains only
non-coding regulatory regions” means that
the producer of the microorganism can
document the following:

a. The exact rrucle~tide base sequence of
the regulatory region and any inserted
flanking nuclcotides;

b. The reguiat~ry region arid any inserted
flanking nucleotides do not code
independently for a protein, peptide of
f({nctional RNA molecules;

c. The regulatory region solely controls the
activity of other sequences that code for
protein or peptide molecules or act as
recognition sites for the initiation of nucleic
acid or protein synthesis.

Pathogen

A pathogen is a virus or microorganism
(including its viruses and plasmids, if any]
that has the ability to cause disease in other
living organisms [i.e., humans, animals,
plants, microorganisms].

A microorganism (including viruses) will be
subject to regulatory policies regarding
pathogens if;

a. The microorganism belongs to a
pathogenic species, according to sources
identified by the agency, or from information
known to the producer that the organism is a
pathogen; excepted are organisms belonging
to a strain used for laborstory research or
commercial purposes and generally
recognized as non-pathogenic according to
sources identified by a federal agency, or
information known to the producer and the
appropriate federal agency [an example of a
nonpathogenic strain of a species which
contains pathogenic strains is ,?kherichia
co/i K–I2; examples of nonpathogenic species
are Bacillus subtilis, Lactobacillus
acidohilus, and Srrccharomyces species); or

b. The microorganism has been derived
form a pathogen or has been deliberately
engineered such that it contains genetic
material from a pathogenic organism as
defined in item a. above. Excepted are
genetically engineered organisms developed
by transferring a well-characterized, non-
coding regulatory region from a pathogenic
donor to a non-pathogenic recipient.

“Well-characterized, non-coding regulatory
region” means that the producer of the
microorganism can document the following:

a, The exact nucleotide base sequence of
the regulatory region and any inserted
flanking nucleotides;

b. The regulatory region and any inserted
flanking nucleotides do not code
independently for a protein, peptide, or
functional RNA molecules: and,

c. The regulatory region solely controls the

activity of other sequences that code for
protein.or peptide molecules or act as .
recognition sites for the initiation of nucleic
acid or protein systhesis.

This definition excludes o~ganisms such as
: u:npl,li!ors cr colonizers of the same
substrates, commcnsal or mutualistic
microorganisms, or opportunistic pathogens.

The footnote contains the scientific
basis for exempting non-coding
regulatory regions from the definitions
of intergeneric organisms and
pathogen. z

2 The BSCC has based the exemption of
intergerreric transfers of regulatory regions cm their
la~k rrfcodin~ capacity fur the product,~n of
proteins, pcptides or functional RIN!Am~lr(,ules. II
has been recommended by other members of the
scientific.community that there should bc addlt iona]
exemptions such es ribosomal pro!eins. ribosomal
RNAs and transfer RNAs. The BSCC has chosen to
examine these suggestions in more detail during the
next few months. At the present the BSCC has
excluded:

1.Origins of replications;

2. Ribos~me binding sites;

3. Promoters:

4. operators and,

5. Terminators,

The basis for these exemptions is as follows. Each-
of these regulatory elements has no coding capacity
for the production of any gene product and therefore
does not promote the production of any new
material. What these elements are responsible for is

the initiation and modulation of nucleic acid

synthesis at the specific region where they appear
In the chromosome.

Bacterial Senea are precisely regulated and this
regulation is based on a series of regulatory

elements. The principal regulatory unit is the
operon. Operons are controlled primarily, but not
exclusively, through the regulation of the rate of
initiation of messenger RNA synthesis. This
regulation is based on the interaction of two short
nucleo tide sequences in the DNA, tbe promoter,
which is the site of RNApolymerase binding and
the opera(o], which follows closely and acts as an
off-on switch for the movement of the polymerase
into the structural gene which follows, The function
of the operator is to bind a cellular repressor protein
which is synthesized in response to changing
nutritional stimuli. Terminator regions are short
nucleo tide sequences which signal the termination
of mRNA synthesis by the polymera se. They act as
a signal for the dissociation of the polymemse from
the DNA.

Replication of DNA in every biological system
lhst has been examined is initiated at a specific site
or group of sites in the chromosome. Those sites
have broad specificity and a DNA molecule without
the appropriate site will not be replicated. Thesites
whichare criticalto theinitiationofreplicationare
knownas ori$ins of replication. These regions are
short nucleotide sequences which serve as initiation
sites for specific enzyme action during the DNA
replication process, For example, in order for
mammalian DNA to replicate in bacteria, it must be
associated with a bacterial origin of replication and
vice versa.

R/bosome binding sites are short nucleotide
segments at the beginning of messenger RNA
molecules which signal the attachment of ribosomes
for the initiation of protein synthesis. Functioning in
this role they are not translated into the protein or
ptiptide being processed.
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The BSCC is requesting comments on
these definitions during the period of
sixty days foflowing the date of this
noti_ce a;d specific~lly seeks comments

t! addressing the follow~ng

1; 1. The suitability and appIicahiIity of
:, these definitions to applications
,; involvin~ release into the environment.

containe~ industrial large-scale
applications, foods/food additives,
drugs, medical devices, and other
possible products.

Z. Whether combinations of genetic
rnateria] from organisms that exchange
DNA by known physiological processes
should ‘be exc)u~ed frorn’the d-efinition
of inte~~en,;ric organisms: i.e., should
organisms be excluded which contain
intergeneric combinations of certain
specified rDN.A rnolecu}es that consist
entirely of DNA segments from differen
~enera that exchange D.NA by known
uhvsiological processes? As certain

[t

;L);NAor~anisrns are exemuted under
section 111-D-4 of the NIH ~uidelines,

‘the question was raised whether these
organisms when used in the
environment should be simihirfy
e:<empted from federal product review.
This exemption would not, however,
exclude from review such “natural
exchangers” that are also pathogens or
~latrt Dests. In the event that the
~xcluiion of such different species that

!

exchange DNA by known physiological
processes is accepted as appropriate, a
list of such species combinations that
has been maintained and updated by the
Office of Recombinant DNA Activities
of the National Institutes of Health will
be updated, in light of environmental
use.

3. What are the most appropriate
definitions of “release into the
environment” for macro- and
microorganisms. .

E. International Aspects

The United States seeks to promote
iniernational scientific cooperation and
understanding of scimtific
considerations in biotechnology on a
range of technical matters. These
activities add to scientific knowledge
and ultimately contribute to protection
of health and the environment.

The United States also seeks to
reduce barriers to international trade.
U.S. agencies apply the same regulation
and approval procedures on domestic
and foreign hiotechnological products.
We are seeking recognition among
,~atioas of the reed ;0 harmonize, t~ the
maximum ,extent possible, national
regulatory oversight activities
concerning biotechnology. Barriers to
trade in biotechnological products
should be avoided as nations join

together in working toward this mutual
goal.

The U.S. agencies that have published
separate policy statements as part of
this notice are committed to the policy
described in this section on
international harmonization and have
incorporated by reference the language
in this International Aspects section as
part of their respective agency poiicy
statements.

Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development [OECD)

The approach of the comprehensive
framework contained in this notice
takes into account, inter alia, !he broad
goals described by an Ad Hoc Group of
Government Experts convened by
OECD in their recent report entitled,
“Recombinant DNA Sofety
Considerations, Sofety Consideruh”ons
for hdustrial, Agricultural and
Environmental .4pp1icotions of
O~anisms Derived by Recombinant
DNA Techniques. “The United States is
pleased to have had the opportunity for
its experts to work with those of other
governments in the preparation of this
report. The report includes the following
koncepts:

Summary of Major Points

Recombinant DNA techniques have opened
up new and promising possibilities in a wide
range of applications and can be expected to
bring considerable benefits to mankind. They
contribute in severai ways to the
improvement of human health and the extent
of this contribution is expected to increase
significantly in the near future.

The vast majority of industrial rDNA large-
scale applications will use organisms of
intrinsically low risk which warrant only
minimal containment, Good Industrial Large-
Scale Practice (GILSP].

When it is uecessary ta use rDNA
organisms of higher risk, additional criteria
for risk assessment can be identified and
fur~hermore,the idmd~ of physical
containment is well known to industry and
has successfully been used to contain
pathogenic organisms for yews. Therefore,
rDNA microorganisms of higher risks can
also be handled safely under appropriate
physical arrd/or bickgica) containment.

Assessment of potential risks of organisms
for environmental or agricultural applications
is less developed than the assessment of
potential risks for industrial applications.
However, the means for assessing rDNA
organisms can be approached by analogy
with the existing data !mse gained from the
ex:ensive ,Ise of ttcdi:iowdiy modified
organisms in agricuhu~e anti the enuilunment
generally. With step-by-step assessment
during the research and development
process, the potential risk to the envtionrnent
of the applications ofrDNA organisms should
be minimized.

i. General Recommendations

I. Harmonization of approaches to rDNA
technology can be facilitated by exchanging
Principles oz guidelines for national
regulations developments in risk analysis
and practical experience in risk management.
Therefore, information should be shared as
freely as possible.

2. There is no scientific basis for specific
legislation for the implementation ofrf3NA
technology and applications. Member
countries should examine their existing
oversight and review mechanisms to ensure
tha! adequate review and control may be
applied while avoiding any undue burdens
:bat may hamper technological deveJoprnents
in this field.

3. Any approach to implementing
guidelines should not impede future
developments in rDNA technology.
International harmonization should recognize
this need.

4. To facilitate data exchange and minimize
trade barriers between countries, further
developments such as testing methods,
equipment design, and knowledge of
microbial taxonomy should be considered by
both national and interna~icnai levels. Due
accouut should be takeri of ongoing work on
standards within international organizations
such as: World Health Organization:
Coinmission of the European Crmurrrrnities;
International Standards Organizatiorc Food
and Agricultural Organization. and. Microbial
Stmins Data Network.

5. Special efforts should be made to
improve public understanding of various
aspects of rDNA technology.

8. For rDNA applications in indushy.
agriculture and the environment, it will be
important for OECDMember countries to
watch the development of these techniques.
For certain industrial applications and for
environmental and agricultural applications
of rDNA organisms, some countries may wish
to have a notification scheme.

7. Recognizing the need for innovation, it is
important to consider appropriate means to
protect intellectual property and
confidentiality interests while assuring
safety.

II. Recommendations Specific for Industry
1. The large-sca!e industrial application of

rDNA technology sbouId wherever possible
utilize microorganisms that are intrinsically
of low risk. Such microorganisms can be
harrcfledunder conditions of Good Industrial
Large-Scale Practice (GILSP).

2. If, following assessment using the criteria
outlined in the document, a rDNA
microorganism cannot be handled merely by
GILSP,measures of containment
corresponding to the risk assessment shoufd
be used in addition to GILSP.

3. Further research to improve techniques
for monitoring and controlling non-intentional
releJse of rDNA organisms should bc
er:ctiura~ed in !arge.scaie industrial
applications requiring physical cartainrnent.

III. Recommendations Specific for
Environmentol and Agricultural Applications>

1. Considerable data on the envirorrmantal f
and human health effects of Livingorganisms’
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exist and should be used to guide risk
assessments.

2. It is important to evaluate rDNA
modified organisms for potential risk, prior to
applications i~-agri,7dtlJra] and the
envl”orlcwnt. Etowfsver, :he del-cloprnent u!
generdl interuatiorml guidelines governing
such applications is premature at this time.
An independent review of potential risks
should be conducted on a case-by-case basis
prior to application. Case-by-case means an
individual review of a proposal against
assessment criteria which are relevant to the
particular proposal; this is not intended to
implythat every case will require review by
s national or other authority since various
classes of proposals may be excluded. ,

3. Llweloprr.ent of organisms for
agricultural or environmental applications
should be conducted in a stepwise fashion,
moving,whwe appropriate, from the
laboratory to the growth chamber and
greenhouse, to limited field testing and
finally, to large-scale field testing.

4. Further research to improve the
prediction, evaluation, and monitoring of the
outcomeof applications of rDNA organisms
should be encouraged.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Food and Drug Administration

[DocketNo. s4N-0431]

Statement of Policy for Regulating
Biotechnology Products

AGENCY Food and Drug Administration.

ACTION %al policy statement for
regulating biotechnology products.

SUMMARY In the Federal Register of
December 31,1984 (43 FR 50878], the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
published a policy statement for
regulating biotechnology products. The
policy statement was part of a larger
document that included an index of U.S.
laws related to biotechnology, a
description of the policies of the major
regulatory agencies that are’ involved in
reviewing the products of biotechnology,
a description of a proposed scientific
advisory mechanism for assessment of
biotechnology issues, and an
explanation of how the activities of the
Federal agencies involving
biotechnology will be coordinated. Of
the comments FDA received on the
policy statement, most favored the
Policy statement; some requested further
clarification and guidance. The current
action constitutes FDA’s final policy
statement which has been revised in
response to the comments.

ADDRESSWritten comments should be
submitted to the Dockets Management
Branch (HFA-305), Food and Drug
Administration, Room 4-62, 5600 Fishers
Lsrre, Rockville, MD 20857.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Dr. Mary Ann Danello (HF-5), Food and
Drug Administration, Room 14-90, 56OO
Fishers Lane, Rockville, MD 20857,301-
4A34fj513.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: FDA’s
policy statement of December 31, 1984
stated the FDA regulation must be
based on the rational and scientific
evaluation of products, and not on a
priori assumptions about certain
processes. Accordingly, FDA’s
administrative review of products,
including those that employ specialized
biotechnological techniques, is
conducted in the iight of the intended
use of a product on a case-by-case
basis. PA believes the agency need not
establish new administrative procedures
to deal with generic concerns about
biotechnology.

These views were supported by the
majority of comments received in
response to FDAa notice. Thirty-four
comments were received, with 12 frolm
manufacturers of regulated products, 16
from associations and universities, and
6 from individuala. A summary of the
comments and the agency’s response to
them follow:

1. Many commenters urged the agency
to publish additional “Points to
Consider” documents to provide further
guidance for biotechnology product
applicants. These commenters
specifically requested guidance in the
area of animal drugs (especially protein
drugs) and human foods and food
additives.

FDA agrees that “Points to Considers”
documents provide useful guidance,
especially in areas involving new
biotechnology, and will consider
developing these documents where
appropriate.

2. Related comments raised questions
on FDA’s general requirements for
approving biotechnology products that
are animal drtigs, human foods, or food
additives.

In response to these comments, FDA
has amended the animal drug section
(“General Requirements for Animal
Food Additives and Drugs”) to be more
informative and has added a new
section concerning its policies on human
foods and food additives (see “General
Requirements for Human Foods and
Food Additives’”).

3. Many comments questioned the
need for new or supplemental marketing
applications for biotechnology products
that are identical to products derived
from conventional technology.

The agency has re-examined this issue
and continues to believe that, as a
general principle, new marketing
applications will be required for most

products manufactured using new
biotechnology. For example, use of “
recombinant DNA [rDNA) technology
has the pcten!ial tc lead to nmv
structural features in the product, result
in product micro-heterogeneity, or
introduce new contaminants (e.g.,
associated with new cell substrates],
each of which may affect the safety,
efficacy and stability of the product.
Because of potential differences in the
products resulting from use of
recombinant DNA technology, the
resulting products may be “new”
products requiring separate approval
under the applicable statutory
provisions. However, each case will be
examined separately to determine the
appropriate information to be submitted.
In some instances complete new
applications may not be required, For
example, the sponsor of a
conventionally produced anim’ai drug
product who manufactures an identical
or virtually identical product using
biotechnology may be required to
submit only a supplemental application.
However, if the animal drug product
manufactured using biotechnology
differs significantly from the product
manufactured by conventional
processes, a complete original
application would be required. The
agency believes that each product must
undergo adequate and appropriate
testing and review to ensure that it is
safe and effective regardless of the
technology employed. Sponsors are
urged to communicate with FDA to
establish the scope of information
required for products of biotechnology.

4. Many comments questioned the
need for the proposed review
mechanism by a Biotechnology Science
Board (BSB). These comments stated
that the additional layer of review
would cause delays in the product
approval process.

A notice published in the Federal
Register of November 14,1985 (5o FR
47174) discussed the establishment of
the Biotechnology Science Coordinating
Committee [BSCC] within the Federal
Coordinating Council for Science,
Engineering and Technology. That
notice addressed various criticisms of
the BSB. FDA believes that the new
BSCC will facilitate sharing of
biotechnology information among
agencies and will not delay agency
reviews of product applications.

In view of the foregoing, FDA’s final
policy statement for regulating
biotechnology products reads as
follows:
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Introduction

A small but important and expanding
fraction of the products the Food and
Drug Administration (FDA) regulates
represents the fruits of new
technological achievements. These
achievements are in areas as diverse as
polymer chemistry, molecular biology,
and micro-miniaturization. It is also
fioteworthy that technological
advancement in a given area may give
rise to very diverse product classes,
some or all of which may be under
FDA’s regulatory jurisdiction. For
example, new developments in
recombinant DNA research can yieId
products as diverse as food additives,
drugs, biologics, and medical devices.

Although there are no statutory
provisions or regulations that address
biotechnology specificaIIy, the laws and
regulations under which the agency
approves products place the burden of
proof of safety as well as effectiveness
of products on the manufacturer. The
agency possesses extensive experience
with these regulatory mechanisms and
applies them to the products of
biotechnological processes. In this
notice, FDA proposes no new
procedures or wquirements for
regulated industry or individuals.
Rather, the administrative review of
products using biotechnology is based
on the intended we of ezch product on a
case-by-case basis.

The marketing of new driigs and
biologics ‘ for human use, and new
anknal drugs, requires prior approval of
an appropriate new drug application
[NDA), biological product license, or
new animal drug application (NAIL%).
For new medical devices, including
diagnostic devices for human use, either
a premarket approval application (PMA]
m reclassification petition is required. If
the device is determined to be
mrbstantialiy equivalent to an already
marketed device, a premarket
notification under section 51f)(k) of the
Federal F~od, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
(!he act) is required. For food prcc!usts,
section 4W of the act requires
preclearance of food additives including
(hose prepared using biotechnology.
Section 706 of the act requires
preclearance of color additives. The
implementing regulations for food and
color additive petitions and for affirming

1FDAetwlori?es the fXCC definitims of
‘“intrr~ eneric” (new} organism or “pa:hngexr’” fmrnd
In the preemble. Ml:eving :!mt !hey .Jesmi’~s ‘hc
microorganisms appropriate for review when
environmental or agricultural applications of the
microorganisms are contemplated (andsea pp. 2’2-
25). As discussed below in this notics, “new” drusa.
biologics, medical devices, and food additives are
defined in the statutes establishing FOAS
jurisdiction over such products.

generally recognized as safe (GRAS)
food substances are sufficiently
comprehensive to apply to those
involving new biotechnology.

Genetic manipulations of plants or
animals may enter FDA’s jurisdiction in
other ways; for example, the
introduction into a plant of a gene
coding for a pesticide or growth factor
may constitute adulteration of foodstuff
derived from the plant, or the use of a
new microorganism found in a food such
as yogurt could be considered a food
additive. Such situations will be
evaluated case-by-case and in
cooperation with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA), where appropriate.

The Regulatory Process

Congress has provided FDA authority
under the act and the Public Health
Service (PHS) Act to regulate products
regardless of how they are
manufactured. Each request for product
approval will be considered using the
appropriate statutory and regulatory
criteria. The following sections
summarize general requirements for
various kinds of products and address
specific comments concerning particular
product categories. Individual
re@ations should be consulted for
additional details.

General Requiremerits for New Drugs
and Biologics for Human Use

A new drug is, in generaI terms, a drug
not generally recognized by qualified
scientific experts as safe and effective
for the proposed use. New drugs may
not be marketed unless they have been
approved as safe and effective for their
intended uses. Clinical investigations on
human subjects by qualiiied experts are
a prerequisite for the determination of
safety and effectiveness. Sponsors of
investigations of new drugs or new tises
of approved drugs file a Notice of
Claimed Investigational Exemption for &
New Drug (IND) to conduct clinical
investigations on human subiects. The
lND must contain information to
demonstrate the safety of proceeding to
test the drug in human subjects.
including, for example, drug
composition, manufacturing and
controls data, results of animal testing,
training and experience of investigators,
and a plan for clinical investigation. In
addition, assurance of Lnformeci consent
and protection of the rights and safety of
hdman subjects is wquired. FDA
evaldates IND submissions Wli rev ielss
ongoing clinical investigations.
Significant changes in the conditions of
the study, including changes in study
design, drug manufacture or formulation,
or proposals for additional studies, must

be submitted to FDA as amendments to
the lND.

FDA approval of an NDA or an
abbreviated New Drug Application
(ANDA] is required before the new drug
can be marketed. The NDA must
contain, among other information. the
following:

● A list of components of the drug and
a statement of the composition of tbe
drug product;

● A description of the manufacturing
and packaging procedures and controk
for the drug product;

● A description of the nonclinical
studies concerning the drug’s
pharmacological actions and
toxicological effect~

● A description and analysis of each
ciinical study; and

● A description and analysis of any
other data or information relevant to an
e\’aIuation of the safety and
effectiveness of the drug product,
including commercial marketing
experience.

NDA holders who intend to market an
approved drug under conditions other
than those approved in the NDA must
submit a supplemental NDA containing
clinicaI evidence of the drug’s safety
and effectiveness for the added
indications. Extensive changes wch as a
chance in formula, manufacturing
proc~ss, or method of testiw dif~ring

‘1from the cmrditions of approval outIined
in the NDA may also require additional
clinical testing.

Biological products must also be
approved by FDA prior to marketing, as
required by section WI of the PHS Act. ZI.
A biological product is “any virus, ‘:
therapeutic serum, toxin, antitoxin. ;:

vaccine, blood, biood component or ‘
derivative, allergenic product, or ~~
analogous product ● ● ● applicable to ~
the prevention, treatment, or cure of “
diseases or injuries of man ● ● ‘.”
Unapproved biological products are ~
regulated under the same regulations as
new drugs during the IND phase. Prier to’
marketing, separate licenses are issued
for the manufacturing establishment and
the biological product. The
manufacturing establishment and the
biological product must meet standards ,
[including any FDA standards specific ~
for the product) designed to ensure the -
safety, purity, potency, and efficacy of ,
the product. To obtain a license, the “f

facility must also pass a prelicensing ‘
inspection. Licensed piodti~ts are
sl~bi~ct :,J specific wquirmnent.a for }ot
release of FDA. ,1

Manufacturers of new drugs and $
biologics must operate in conformance ~.

f
with current good manufacturing “ ,
practice [CGMP) regulations. These ‘!
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regulations require adequately equipped
manufacturing facilities, adequately
trained personnel, stringent control over
the manufacturing process, acd
tippropriate finished product
examination. CGMP’S are designed to
protect the integrity and purity of the
product.

The sponsor’s process techniques are
also considered in FDA’s reviews and
communications for the development of
aPPro.Pri,ate information on which the
submlsmon of an NDA, ANDA, or
biological product license application
would be based. For example, the use of
recombinant DNA technology to
manufacture new drugs or biological
products may result in products that
differ from similar products
manufactured with conventional
methods. Determination of the extent of
testing required will depend upon the
nature of the particular product. In some
instances the molecular structure of the
product may differ from the structure of
the active molecule in nature. For
example, the first human growth
hormone manufactured using
recombinant microorganisms has an
extra amino acid, an amino-terminal
methionine; hence, it is an analogue of
the native hormone. Such differences
could affect the drugs’s activity or
immunogenicity and, consequently,
could affect the extent of testing
required.

Another consideration in the review
of new drugs or biological products
producted by recombinant techniques is
whether the manufacturing process
includes adequate quality controls. For
example, the occurrence of mutations in
the coding sequence of the cloned gene
during fermentation could give rise to a
subpoprdation of molecules with an
anomalcus primary structure and
altered activity. This is a potential
problem inherent in the production of
polypeptides in any fermentation
process. As with conventionally
Produced products, assurance of
adequate processing techniques and
controls is important in the.
manufactur~ of any biotechnology-
produced new drug or biological
product. Review of the production of
human viral vaccines routinely involves
a number of considerations including the
purity of the media and the serum used
to wow the cell substrate, the nature of
the cell substrate, and the
characterization of the virus. In the case
d live viral vaccine, the final product is
b~ologically active and is intended to
replicate in the recipient. Therefore, the
~mposition, concentration, subtype,
tiunogenicity, reactivity, and
nonpathogenicity of the vaccine

preparation are all considerations in the
final review, whatever the techniques
employed in “engineering’” the virus.
[foww~er, special cuilsideraticms may
nriso based upon the specific technology
employed. For example, a hepatitis B
vaccine produced in yeast [via
recombinant DNA techniques] would be
monitored for yeast cell contaminants,
while distinctly different contaminants
would be of concern in a similar vaccine
produced from the plasma of infected
patients.

Nucleic acids or viruses used for
human gene therapy will be subject to
the same requirements as other
biological drugs, It is possible that
scientific reviews of these products will
also be performed by the National
Institutes of Health.

To provide guidance to current or
prospective manufacturers of drugs and
biological products, the FDA has
developed a series of documents
describing points that manufacturers
might wish to consider in the production
and testing of products. The “Points to
Consider” documents generated to date
include several topics: interferon,
mormclonal antibodies, products of
recombinant DNA technology, and the
use of new cell substrates. These
“points to Consider” documents are
available from the agency upon request
from the Office of Biological
Investigational New Drugs (301-443-
4864). FDA plans to develop additional
“Points to Consider” in areas of
scientific interest to manufacturers of
new drugs and biologics.

General Requirements for Animal Food
Additives and Drugs

Animal food additives and drugs are
subject to similar mandatory
requirements of the act as the like
products for use in humans. Animal
biologics, however, are licensed by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA]
under the authority of the Virus-Serum-
Toxin Act of 1913. Questions as to
whether a product is an animal
biological subject to USDA licensure, or
a new animal drug to be regulated by
FDA are referred to a standing
committee of representatives from
USDA and FDA.

New animal drugs must go through the
Investigational New animal Drug
(INAD) and New Animal Drug
Application (NADA) process, a
procedure similar to that required for
human drugs, as discussed earlier.
However, INAD regulations do not
require advance agency approval for
clinical investigations for the drug,
although authorization is required for
use of edible products derived from
food-producing animals in which the

drug has been used. The data must be ~
specific for each animal species for
whic3 the drug is intended. For FJADA
~PPr~vaL i! must !M shown that the
product is safe and effective when used
in accordance with approved label
directions. Also. it must be shown that
those drugs which are intended for use
in food-producing animals and used in
accordance with approved label
directions, do not accumulate as unsafe
residues in the edible tissues of the
animal at the time of slaughter.
Moreover, the manufacturer must submit
acceptable methcds for measmremcnt of
any drug residue in edible tissues.
Further, animal drugs, including
premixes for use in medicated feeds and
medicated feeds, must be manufactured
in conformance with CGMPS.
Substances that are used in animal
feeds, other than drugs, and that are
produced by recombinant DNA
technology, are considered to be food
additives and require approval of a
separate food additive petition [FAP),
even though a similar substance is
currently approved as a food additive.

There have been questions about the
requirement of an orginal application for
a biotechnology product even when the
product is identical to a currently
approved animal drug held by the same
applicant. FDA’s Center for Veterinary
Medicine (CVM) has determined that,
when the new substance produced by
biotechnology is identical or virtually
identical to an approved substance
produced by conventional technology,
only a supplemental application is
necessary. Of course, in this instance
the sponsor of the biotechnology
product must also be the sponsor of the
conventionally produced product. If, on
the other hand, the new substance
produced by biotechnology is
significantly different from that
produced by conventional means, an
original application will be needed.

Two examples, each involving the
adoption of rDNA technology as an
alternative means of producing a
substance that is currently the subject of
an approved NADA will illustrate. In
the first example, the drug is (or appeara
to be) unchanged by the new production
method. Under the current regulations,
such a departure in manufacturing
procedure requires a supplemental
application which requires approval
before implementation. The supplement
would be a Category 11supplement
under CVM’S supplemental policy in
that it involves a revised method of
synthesis or fermentation for the new
drug substance. However, in accordance
with the CVM’S supplemental policy the
underlying safety and effectiveness data
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supporting the original NADA usually
would not be reviewed (for compliance
with contemporary standards) since
there is likely no increased risk of
human exposwe to the drug. Data may
be required to demonstrate the new
animal drug product is essentially
biologically equivalent to the drug
product for which approval has already
been granted. Approval of such a
supplemental NADA is not required to
be published in the Federal Register.

hi the second example, a new method
of manufacture changes the molecular
structure or chemcial composition of the
active ingredient. Such a change in the
identity of the new animal drug
normally wilI require an original new
animal drug application and subsequent
publication of a notice of approval in the
Federal Register. Ordinarily, an original
NADA requires complete safety and
effectiveness studies, meeting
contemporary standards. However,
reference to data in another NADA
sometimes suffices to support a separate
NADA approval, where the existing
NADA is owned by the applicant of the
new NADA, or where the new applicant
obtains authorization to refer to another
NADA. In this case, reference might be
niade to data contained in the NADA
supporting approval of the drug as
produced by conventional means.

It maybe possible to regard the new
application as if it were a Category 11
supplement. This finding would be
dependent upon data showing the new
substance to be sufficiently similar to
the original in terms of its
pharmacology, toxicology,
bioequivalence, and metabolism.

Thus, regardless of the type of
application required, there is no legal
requirement for the generation of new
safety and effectiveness data if the
applicant has access to previously
submitted data, and there is no scientific
need.

General Requirements for hledical
Devices

Medical devices for human use are
regulated by requirements of the act as
amended by the Medical Device
Amendments of 1976. In general, a
device is a health care product that does
not achieve any of its principal intended
purposes by chemical action in or on the
body or by being metabolized. Devices
include diagnostic aids such as reagents,
antibiotic sensitivity discs, and test kits
for in vitro diagnosis of disease.

‘rhe au establishes !ime classes of
devices: Class I [general controls], class
11(performance standards), and class HI
(premarket approval). Classification of a
device is determined by the level of
regulatory control needed to provide

reasonable assurance of the safety and
effectiveness of the device. A class I
device is a device for which the *’general
controls” authorized by or under various
sections of the act are sufficient to
provide reasonable assurance of the
safety and effectiveness of a device. A
class 11device is a device for which
general controls by themselves are
insufficient to provide reasonable
assurance of the Safety and
effectiveness of the device, for which
there is sufficient information to
establish a performance standard to
provide such assurance, and for which it
is therefore necessary to establish a
performance standard to provide
reasonable assurance of its safety and
effectiveness. A class 111device is a
device that cannot be classified into
class I or class II and that is purported
or represented to be for use in
supporting or sustaining human life or
for a use which is of substantial
importance in preventing impairment of
human, health, or that presents a
potential unreasonable risk of illness or
injury. Premarket approval obtained in
accordance with section 515 of the act is
required to provide reasonable
assurance of the safety and
effectiveness of a class HI device.

Before a manufacturer may introduce
into commerce any medical device it has
not previously marketed, the
manufacturer must submit to FDA a
premarket notification. This notification
requirement is designed to assure that
manufacturers do not intentionally or
unintentionally circumvent the
automatic classification into class 111of
devices not on the market prior to
enactment of the Medical Device
Amendments and not substantially
equivalent to pre-amendment devices.

A new device, that, is one not
substantially equivalent to a pre-
amendments device, remains a class 111
device requiring FDA approval of a
premarket approw al application [PMA)
unless FDA reclassifies it into class I or
class II, usually in response to a
manufacturer’s petition. In the
premarket approval process the
manufacturer must establish by valid
scientific evidence that the device is
safe and effective for its intended use.
This evidence usually is data from
clinical investigations.

For a significant risk device, as
defined in FDAs regulations, the
sponsor must stibmit an application to
FDA for approval to conduct a clinical
ir.vwtiga! ion. This aFplicati~n sce”~s an
Investigational Device Exemption.
When the manufacturer believes that
there are sufficient data to establish the
safety and effectiveness of its device,
the manufacuter files a PMA.

General Requirements for Foods

Several sections of the Food, Drug and
Cosmetic Act apply to the Agency’s
regulation of food. No particular
statutory provision or regulation deals
expressly with food produced by new
biotechnology. Accordingly, when
confronted by an issue concerning the
regulation of food produced by new
biotechnology, the Agency will apply
the relevant statutory or regulatory
provisions. Most issues concerning the
safety of a food will involve the
application of either section 402(a)(l) oi
section 409 of the Act.

Section 402(a)(l) of the Act Drovides,.~
in part, that a food is adultera~ed if it
bears or contains any poisonous or
deleterious “added substance” which
may render it injurious to health.”
Courts have agreed with the agency’s
interpretation of this section that any
substance that is not an inherent

,.

.,

constituent of food may be regulated as
an “added substance.” See, for example,
United States v. Cartons of Sword fish,..
3$?5F. SUPP. 1194 (S.D.N.Y. 1975).
Furthermore, if the quantity of the
constituent exceeds the amount that
would normally be present because of ~
some technological adjustment to the
product, that excess quantity may also
he viewed as “added substance” within
the meaning of the section. See United’.
States v. Anderson Sea Foods, Inc., 622;
F.2d 157 (5th cir. 1980). Thus, section ~
40~(a)(l) applies to most of the harmful,
substances that may occur in human ,”:
food. For example, is a food produced
by new biotechnology contains a higher
level of a substance than it mb$t ~1.
ordinarily have, then that level “may be
injurious to health” and the agency i
could regulate the product under section
4(t2[a)[l). Similarly, if a food produced
by new biotechnology contains. as a ‘
result of the production process. a ‘~.
harmful or deleterious substances not I
contained ordinarily in the food, the ‘?
food could be in violation of the sectiom:

The o?her primary statutory
?.

provisoins that FDA relies upon in .”~
determining the safety of food and foodh,
constituents are sections 201(s) and 4@~
the food additive provisions of the Act{<
The definition of food additive appea~$
in section ZOI(S)of the Act and includ~$.
both artificial and natural substances. ~
The definition provides thati i

the term food additive means wry subskmc~’
the intended use of which results or may *
reasonably be expected to result, directly o~,.
k!i,.cctly. in its becoming a ccrnponen: Gr
otherwise affecting the characteristics of a$
food (including any substance intended fo~ “!

4

use in producing, manufacturing, packi.~..
processing. preparing, treating. packagmg~:
transporting, or holding food; and includi

,“
,’
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any source of radiation intended for any such
use). if such substance is not generally
recognized as safe by qualified experts.
If the substance is generally recognized
as safe (GRAS) for a given food use, the
pr~duct is net a focal additive.

Comments questioned whether a
substance (including microbes) that is
GRAS could lose its GRAS status solely
because it was produced or modified by
new biotechnology. The answer is yes, if
the substance (and its contaminants)
has been altered in such a way that it
can no longer be generally recognized
by qualifed experts to be safe. In this
instance, the substance would be a food
additive and the provisions of section
409 would apply. Section 409 provides
that in order to be lawfully used in food,
a food additive must be the subject of an
approved food additive regulation,
published upon approval of a food
additive petition. The FDA may not
approve a food additive regulation until
certain basic evidentiary criteria are
met. Most important of these is that the
additive must be shown to be safe under
the conditions that it will be used. This
requires a demonstration to a
reasonable certainty that the additive
will not adversely affect the health of
consumers.

FDA anticipates that the techniques of
new biotechnology used in producing
food will, for the most part, involve
rDNA and microbial isolation. The
agency applies certain general principles
that it will follow in determining the
safety of foods produced by such
techniques.

When determining the safety of food
produced by rDNA techniques, the
a~ency takes into consideration, but is
not restricted to, whethe~

1. The cloned DNA as well as the
vector used are properly identified

2. The details of the construction of
the production organism are available;

3. There is information documenting
that the inserted DNA is well-
characterized z and free from sequences
that code for harmful products, and

4. The food produced is purified,
characterized, and standardized.
~~When determining the safety of food

produced by microbial isolation, the
agency will take into consideration, but
is not restricted to, whethe~

1. The microbial isolate used for
production is identified taxonomically,
and if the strain of the isolate has been
genetically manipulated, whether each
strain contributing genetic information
to the p~duction strain is identified

*As defined by the BSCC definitions in the
Preamble, ‘,we]l.characterimd” nwrna that the
Producer can document the exact nucleotide
‘Wence of the insert and any flanking nwkxrtides.

2. The cultural purity and genetic .
stability of isolate has been maintained

3. Fermentation has been performed
with a pure culture and monitored for
plwity

4. The microbial isolate us~d for
production alao produces antibiotics or
toxins;

5. The isolates are pathogenic;a and
6. Viable cells of the production strain

are present in the final product.
As a general rule, the extent of testing

required on a food product produced by
biotechnology will depend upon many
factors, including the novelty of the
substances used to produce the food
{e.g., whether a substance is an
“intergeneric” organism, as defined by
the FtSCC definitions in the preamble),
the purity of the resulting product, and
the estimated consumption of the
product.

The agency will require that the final
product intended for commercialization
be the article tested. A complete
discussion of FDA’s toxicology
requirements is found in the FDA
publication, “Toxicological Principles
for the Safety Assessment of Direct
Food Additives and Color Additives

s A pathogen ie a virus or microoganiam
(including its Vimsea and plasmida,if any) that has
the ability to cause disease in other living organisms
(i.e., humans, animals, plants, microorganisms).

A microorgmrism willbe includedwithinthis
definitionif:

a. The microorganism belongs to a pathogenic
species, according to sources identified by the
agency, or from information known to the producer
that the organism is a pathogem excepted are
organisme belonging to a strain used for laboratory
research or commercial purposee and generally
recognized as nonpathogenic according to sources
identified by a federal agency, or information
known to the producer and the appropriate federal
agency an exrrmple of a nonpathogenic strain of
species which contains a pathogenic strain is
Escherichia coli K-12examplee of nonpatirogenic
species are Bacillus subtilis, Lactobaci!lus
acidophihrs, and Saccharomyces specie~ or

b. The microorganism has been deri~ed from a
pathogen or has been deliberately engineered such
thai it contains genetic mate;~al frum a pathogenic
organism as defined in item a. above, Excepted are
genetically engineered organisms developed by
transferring a well-characterized, non-coding
regulatory region from a pathogenic donor to a non-
pathogenic recipient.

“Well-characterized, non-coding regubitory
region’” means that the producer of the
microorganism can document the following

a. The exact nucleotide base sequence of the
regulatory region and any inserted flanking
nucleotideq

b. The regulatory region and any inserted ftanking
nucleoiidea do not code independently for protein,
peptide, or functional RNA moleculex and,

c. The regulatory region solely controls the
activity of other sequences that code for protein or
peptide molecules or act as recognition sitee for ihe
initiation of nucleic acid or protein synthesis.

This definition excludes organisme such as
competitor or colonizer of the same substrates,
commensal or mutualis tic microorganisms, or
opportunistic pathogens.

Used in Food.” This publication’is “’
available through the National
Technical Information Service
(publication # PB 83-170696] 5285 Port
Royal Road. Springfield, VA 22:[61.
Questions concerning the publication
can be directed to Dr. Alm_rM. ?luiis ill
the Center for Food Safety and Applied
Nutrition (CFSAN) at (301) 472-5676.

Obligations Under the National
Environmental Policy Act

All premar~et@g approvals of FDA-
regulated products are”subject to the
requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act ~NEPA) as
defined by the Council on
Environmental Quality’s regulations (40
CFF. Parts 1500-1508) and as further
described by FDA’s NEPA-implementing
procedures (21 CFR Part 25, final rule
published April 26,198550 FR 16836),
For new products or majm new uses for
existing products, these procedures
ordinarily require the preparation of an
environmental assessment. An
environmental impact statement is
required if the manufacture, use, or
disposal of the product is anticipated to
cause significant environmental impacts.

International Aspects

FDA is committed to the policy
described in the section entitled
“International Aspects” in the Office of
Science and Technology Policy General
Preamble, published in today’s Federal
Register.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[0 PTS-0M49A]

Statement of Policy; Mkrobial Products
Subject to the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and the
Toxic Substances Control Act

AGENCKEnvironmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTIOW Notice.

SUMMARK This notice describes how
EPA is addressing certain microbial
products of biotechnology under the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA). The
notice outlines EPAs plan for review of
microbial pesticides under FIFRA with
particular emphasis on small-scale field
testing of genetically engineered,
nonindigenous, and pathogenic
microbial pesticides. It also announces
EPA’s policy for addressing new
microbial products that fall under TSCA
authority. This includes EPA’s
interpretation of the new chemical
premanufacture notification (PMN)
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provisions of TSCA section 5 for new
genetically engineered microorganisms
used for commercial purposes, and the
Agency’s intentions to develop, under
‘1’SCA,a significant new use rule for
pathogenic microorganism a rule
modifying the PMN research and
development exemption so that small
scale field testing of microorganisms for
TSCA purposes is subject to PMN; a
section 8(a] reporting rule for other
microorganisms prior to their release in
the environment; and section 5(h)[4)
exemptions as appropriate.
DATES The following policies and
requirements announced in this notice
are effective June 26, 1986 (1) The
notification and reporting requirements
for small-scale field tests and the
experimental use permit and registration
requirements for microbial pesticides
under FIFRA, described in Unit 11.Dof
this notice; (2) premanufacture notice
requirements under TSCA for “new”
microorganisms, as defined in Unit
IILC.1 and Unit IV of this notice, except
those produced only in small quantities
solely for reseamh and development;
(3) TSCA section 8(e) reporting
requirements for information on
substantial risks posed by
microorganisms subject to TSCA, as
described in Unit HLC.5 of this noticw
and [4) FIFRA section 6(a)(2) reporting
requirements for information on
unreasonable adverse effects posed by
microbial pesticides. EPA requests that
persons wluntarily comply with other
policies announced in this notice, as
summarized in Unit I.C, until rules
implementing them are promulgated.
ADDRESS Comments on this EPA notice
should be identified by Docket Number
OPTS-00049A and addressed to:
Document Control Officer (TS-790),
Office of Toxic Substances,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E-2ol, 401 M, St. SW., Washington, DC
20460.

Information submitted as comments
on this EPA notice may be claimed
confidential by rcarking any part or all
of that information as “Confidential
Business Information.” Information so
marked will not be disclosed except b
accordance with procedures set fortiiin
40 CFR Part 2. A sanitized copy of any
material containing Confidential
Business Information must be provided
by the submitter for inclusion in the
public record. Information not marked
confidential r-wy be disclosed pub!icly
by EPA without prior rmtice.

C~~~~merltsr~ceivcd on tl,is no; ice,

except those containing Confidential
. .Business Information, will be available

for review. and copying from 6 a.m. to 4
p.m., Monday through Friday, except

legal holidays, in the ISCA public
Information Office, Rrn. E-107 at the
address given above.
FOR FURTNER INFORMATION CONTACT2

For general information including copies
of this EPA notice and related materials
Edward A. Klein, Director, TSCA
Assistance Office (TS-799), Office of
Toxic Substances, Environmental
Protection Agency, Rm. E543, 401 M St.,
SW., Washington, DC 20460,To11-free:
(800-424-9065), in Washington, DC:
[202-554-1404), outside the USA:
(operator 202-554-1404).

For technical information regarding
the FIFRA section of the EPA policy:

By mail: Frederick S. Betz, Hazard
Evaluation Division (TS-769C), Office
of Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Age ficy, 401 M St, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460.

Office location and telephone numbe~
Rm. 1128, Crysta] Mall #2, 1921
Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington,
VA (703-557-9307).
For technical information regarding

the TSCA sections of the EPA policy
Anne K. Hollander, Office of Toxic
Substances (TS-W4), Environmental
Protection Agency, Rm. E-511. 401 M St.t
SW., Washington, DC 20460 [202-382-
3852).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
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L Overview

A. Purpose

For centuries, humans have used
organisms to generate commercial “:,
products or to perform useful functions.
During the last decade, advances in the
biological sciences have increased the .,
ability of humans to change or combine.
the inherited characteristics of
microorganisms, plants, and animals.
These advances, along with more
traciitiona! genetic engineering and ‘
biological techniques, are expected to ‘
lead to a wide variety of useful
products. Among these are
microorganisms that will be used to :’
degracie toxic pollutants, leach minerals”
enhance oil recovery, produce industrial
chemicals, and act as pesticides. As . +
with cheniicals used for the same type$~’
of purposes, many of these
microorganisms will be reviewed by ~
EPA for potential hea!th and :,

environmental risks.
~

Specificaiiy. EPA reviews and may
rcgi:;ter pesticide p:oducts a~dc~ the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and --
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), and reviews ~~

4

chemical substances [except those use
as pesticides, foods, food additives,” ~”:’

:?,
.
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cosmetics, drugs, and medical devices)
under the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA). EPA’s Office of Pesticides and
Toxic Substances (OPTS) is responsible
for implementing bG!h FIFRA and TSCA.

This notice describes how EPA plans
to address microbial products that are
subject to FIFRA and TSCA, and
explains the scope of coverage and
procedures for review of these products
under both statutes. The following
questions are addressed in this notice:

I. What microbiaI products are
subject to review under FIFRA and how
will they be reviewed? (Unit 11)

Z. What microbial products are
subject to review ur,der TSCA and how
will they be reviewed? (Unit 111]

3. What definitions will be used to
identify the products that will be
addressed by the appropriate statute?
(Unit IV)

In reviewing products, the Agency is
required under both FIFRA and TSCA to
consider the potential benefits to society
as well as any potential risks. EPA will
take both risks and benefits into account
in its regulatory decisions concerning
these products, and will implement the
two statutes in as consistent a fashion
as possible within statutory constraints,

B. Background

1. December 1984 proposal EPA
issued for comment a “Proposed Policy
Regarding Certain Microbial Products”
as part of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy’s “Proposal for a
Coordinated Framework for Regulation
of Biotechnology.” This proposal was
published in the Federal Register of
December 31,1964 (49 FR 50680) and is
hereafter referred to as the “December
84 notice.” Briefly, in the December 64
notice EPA proposed a mechanism for
review of genetically engineered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides
under FIFRA, It also described how EPA
proposed to address certain genetically
engineered microorganisms subject to
the new chemical substance
premanufacture notification [PMN)
provisions of section 5 of TSCA.

2. Comments on the Decembe? 84
notice. EPA received comments on the
December 64 notice from 68
organizations and individuals. All the
comments received by EPA are
available for review and copying from 8
a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday,
except legal holidays, in the TSCA
Public Information Office, Rm. E-107,
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.

The Agency has carefully evaluated
these comments. Several of the
proposed policies set forth in the
‘December 64 notice have been revised
or clarified in this notice in response to

these comments and as a result of the
regulatory experience EPA has gained
over the past year.

One of the most frequent comments
addressed EPA’s authcri ty wrcier TSCA
and FIFR.A. Th c Agency has contirw~d
to evaluate the extent and limit of its
statutory authority and has concluded
that TSCA and FIFRA provide sufficient
authority for the Agency to meet its
goals and responsibilities in regulating
biotechnology products. However, some
new regulations.will be required and
others will have to be modified in order
to fully implement certain aspects of
EPA’s policies. These regulations and
modifications are discussed in Units 11
and 111of this notice.

Numerous corrrmenters addressed the
scope of EPAs policy and raised
questions about which microbial
products are subject to TSCA and
FIFRA. In Units 11.B,and IILB, the
Agency provides detailed explanations
of which microorganisms are and are
not subject to FIFRA and TSCA, and
from among the products that are
subject, which are subject to regulatory
review prior to any environmental
application.

Many commenters expressed concern
that the Agency was relating a
microorganism’s potential for risk to the
process by which it was made,
particularly in the definition of which
microorganisms are “new” and therefore
subject to PMN under TSCA. First,
commenters suggested that the process
by which an organism was modified
was too indirect as an indicator of its
newness. They pointed out that while
certain processes can be used to
produce new combinations of traits in
microorganisms, their use does not
necessarily mean that new
combinations of traits have been
formed. Second, the process-based
approach was believed to be an
insufficient indicator of risk, because
genetic engineering processes do not
necessarily produce organisms that
present risks, nor are non-engineered
organisms necessarily safe. Finally,
because the process-based approach
would single out certain techniques for
regulation, it would result in market
distortions that favored the more
traditional techniques even though the
newer techniques could be as safe or
safer.

After reviewing the comments, the
Agency considered a number of
alternatives to the “process-based”
approach. In choosing among these
alternatives, EPA carefully considered
how well the options approximated risk
(there was uncertainty with all the
options in this respect], whether they
could be implemented and enforced

through criteria that were unambi~uous
to all affected persons, and (in the case
of organisms subject to TSCA] the
TSCA maridate to review “new”
suhs!anccs. The a]:ernatlve EPA !las
chojen gives particular attention, under
both FIFRA and TSCA, to
microorganisms that (I) are used in the
environment, (z) are pathogenic or
contain genetic material from pathogens,
or [3) contain new combinations of traits
(e.g., organisms that are genetically
modified to contain genetic material
from dissimilar source organisms and
organisms that are nonindigenous). EPA
believes tfiese categories have
sufficiently high potential for
widespread exposure, adverse effects,
or uncertainty concerning potential
effects to deserve particular regulatory
scrutiny. This approach takes a
significant step towards separating
products on the basis of potential risk.

The Agency also received comments
on the information and data to be
submitted by companies filing
notifications of intent to conduct field
tests with certain microbial pesticides.
These requirements have been clarified
and additional references have been
cited in the FIFRA unit of this notice
that should provide useful guidance on
what information to submit. The TSCA
unit contains similar guidance on the
submission of information.

Finally, several cornmenters
addressed issues pertaining to
confidential business information (CBI).
Some expressed concern that CBI be
adequately protected from disclosure,
while others stressed the need for public
access to information on new
biotechnology products. EPA has
summarized its position with respect to
CBI and public disclosure later in this
overview (Unit I.G).

A background document providing
more detail on the Agency’s response to
comments on the December 64 notice
has been placed in the public record for
this notice and is available in the TSCA
Public Information Office (address listed
in Unit VI of this notice].

C. Summary of EPA Policy ‘

This notice focuses on oversight and
review procedures for microorganisms
that are subject to FIFRA or TSCA.
Microorganisms intended for use as
pesticides are subject to FB?RA, and
many microorganisms intended for
general commercial and environmental
applications (e.g., metal leaching,
pollutant degradation, enhanced
nitrogen fixation) are subject to TSCA.
This notice addresses the rationale for
various requirements and provides
guidelines for compliance.
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Specifically, EPAs policies that apply
to microbial products subject to FIFRA
or TSCA jurisdiction will include the
following specific requirements:

I. Microorganisms deliberately formed
to contain genetic material from
dissimilar source organisms [inter-
generic) will be subject to review before
any environmental releases, including
small-scale field testing and other
environmental research and
development (R&D). Under the statute,
those that are subject to TSCA and used
in closed systems (i.e., never
intentionally released to the
environment) must be reported before
they are manufactured for non-R&D
commercial purposes, However, EPA is
considering promulgating a rule to
exempt certain contained uses from this
requirement.

2. Microorganisms formed by genetic
engineering other than inter-generic
combinations will be subject to the
followiitg provisions (a) if any source
organism is a pathogen, the resulting
microbial products are subject to review
under FIPRA or TSCA prior to any
environmental release, except if used
solely for non-pesticidal agricultural
uses, in which case they are subject only
to U.S. Department of Agriculture
(TJSDA) review (see the USDA notice in
this Federal Register) (b) if source
organisms are not pathogens, the
resulting microbial products are subject
to abbreviated review under FIFRA (if
they are pesticides) before any small-
scale environmental release, or will be
subject to the reporting requirements of
sections 8 (a) and (e) of TSCA.

3. Nonengineered microorganisms: (a)
indigenous pathogens will be reviewed
under FIFRA or TSCA prior to use on
greater than 10 acres of land and greater
than 1 acre of water, except those that
are solely for non-pesticidal agricultural
purposes, which will be subject only to
USDA authoritjj (b) nonindigenous
pathogens will be reviewed under
FIFRA prior to any environmental
release, and umier TSCA prior tG
release at greater than 10 acres, unless
they are pathogens used solely for non-
pesticidal agricultural purposes in which
case they will be reviewed by USDA
(see USDA notice in this Federal
Register] (c) nonindigenous microbial
pesticides that are not pathogens will be
subject to abbreviated review under
FIFRA before any small scale
environmental release; (d) indigenou~
microbial pesticides that are not
pathogexis will be reviewed under
FIPRA prior to use on greater than 10
acres.

4. All other microorganisms used or
intended for use as pesticides and not
covered in Unit I.C. 1 through 3,

regardless of source, mode of action, or
method of manufacture will be reviewed
under FIFRA prior to use on greater than
10 acres unless exempted by regulation.

5. Manufacturers and importers of
microorganisms under TSCA, if they are
not otherwise subject to review, will be
required to submit general information,
before environmental release, that the
Agency can use to monitor
environmental uses and to determine if
additional requirements are necessary
in the future. EPA will gather such
information by means of a TSCA section
8[a) reporting rule.

8. Manufacturers and importers of all
microorganisms subject to TSCA must
report any information on substantial
risks under TSCA section 8(e).
Registrants of microbial pesticides must
report any information regarding
unreasonable adverse effects of the
pesticide on the environment under
FIFRA section 6(a)(2).

A table at the end of Unit I
summarizes the policies for prior
notification and review of
microorganisms applied in the
environment.

This policy is immediately effective
for microbial pesticides under FIFRA
and for “new” microorganisms subject
to premanufacture notification under
TSCA. Implementing other aspects of
the policy for TSCA substances,
however, will require rulemaking. Until
final rules are effective, EPA expects
manufacturers to comply with most
aspects of the policy voluntarily. The
one exception is that manufacturers of
microorganisms, described in Unit 1.C.5,
that are excluded from other TSCA
notification requirements are not
expected to repoFt until a final section
6(a) rule is promulgated.

This notice also describes the types of
information EPA expects to receive from
persons subject to these policies to
permit an evaluation of possible risks.
EPA will determine specific informahon
needs on a case-by-case basis, and will
freqwmtly use non-Agency experts with
specific knowledge of the relevant
microorganisms and uses to assist in
reviews. In addition, EPA is es!ablis~ing
a biotechnology Science Advisory
Committee (SAC] to provide peer review
of specific cases and advice on technical
issues. The SAC will be composed of
non-Agency scientists and members of
the lay public. More information on the
SAC may be found in Unit LF.

Although many of t}le policies
described ix, this l,otice are immediately
effective, the Agency recognizes that
biotechnology is a repidly developing
field and that newly available
information may affect the judgments
underlying these policies. Accordingly,

EPA recognizes that modifications of
these policies may be necessary in the
future, and it is willing to make such
modifications as may be appropriate.
Therefore, EPA encourages all
interested persons to provide comments
on the policies described in this notice.
Comments should be submitted to the
address provided at the beginning of
this EPA notice. The public will have
additional opportunities for comment
when the Agency proposes rules for
those parts of its policy that require
rulemaking procedures. Thse parts are
specifically indicated in Units 11and III.

D. Rationale for Approach

This unit provides a discussion of
EPA’s rationale for giving special focus
to erivirmmental release, pathogens,
and microorganisms with new
characteristics (e.g., containing genetic
material from dissimilar source
organisms or nonindigenous organisms).

1. Environmental releases. Physical
containment can be used to mitigate
undesirable or unexpected
characteristics of a microorganism by
providing the means to control a
microorganism’s growth, reproduction,
and exposure to other organisms.
However, microorganisms meant to be
released in the environment are not
subject to this control mechanism.
Although many microorganisms will be
biologically contained, that is, they will
have existing and inherent limitations
on their growth and survivaL some of
them may reproduce and thereby
increase in number in the environment
beyond the amounts originally released.
Some will also have independent
mobility, or may be spread beyond the
area in which they are used. Thus, to
ensure that environmental releases of
microorganisms do not pose
unreasonable adverse effects, the
Agency has determined that it should
review and evaluate proposals for
certain environmental releases before
they are allowed to proceed. The
microorganisms to be subject to review
before any environmental release are
described in the following paragraphs,
and in Units 11and 111of this notice.

The Agency acknowledges the
difficulty of defining environmental
release. For now, the Agency’s approach
will focus on when an organism is
considered to be contained rather than
when it is released. Guidance is
provided in Unit IV on how to determine
whether a micrxmganism is considered
to be contained. The definition of
environmental release will be refined in
subsequent rulemaking activities.

2. Pathogenic microorganisms. Given ‘?’
their ability to cause disease in plants, ““
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animals, humans, and microbes, EPA
generally believes pathogenic
microorganisms should be reviewed
before they are released in the
environment

As used in thi~ notice, a “pathogen” is
a microorganism that has the ability to
cause disease in living organisms. This
includes previously documented
pathogens, and microorganisms
deliberately formed to contain genetic
material from pathogens (e.g., through
genetic engineering techniques). A
complete discussion of the definition of
pathogenicity is included in Unit IV, as
well as guidance to aid in the
determination of whether a particular
microorganism falls within the scope of
the EPA policies that address pathogens,

Pathogens are a clearly defined
category of organisms known to cause
adverse effects. In addition, because of
the increased uncertainty about
behavioral changes that may be
associated with genetically engineered
pathogens, the Agency has decided to
review genetically engineered pathogens
prior to any environmental release
[including small-scale field testing).
However, the Agency will defer review
of nonengineered indigenous pathogens
until they are used in larger scale
applications (greater than 10 acres),
because ample experience indicates that
nonengineered, indigenous pathogens
are sufficiently well controlled by
natural mechanisms in small-scale
environmental applications. Further, the
Agency will not review pathogens used
solely for non-pesticidal agricultural
purposes (except those formed through
inter-generic combinations, which are
“new”) because these are adequately
reviewed by the USDA (see the USDA
notice in this Federal Register).

The Agency’s decision to focus on
pathogsms does not mean that EPA has
conciuded that nonpathogens are
necessarily safe or that all pathogens
present unreasonable risks. In fact, the
Agency expects to identify widely
varying degrees of risk among different
uses of pathogens. It should be clear
that other considerations besides
pathogenicity will affect the evaluation
of risk, e.g., functions of the recombined
genes, possibilities for genetic transfer,
environmental fate, and potential
competition with other organisms. When
other considerations indicate that it is
appropriate, the Agency will consider
excluding specific categories of
pathogens from review, or may provide
guidance that would limit the
information requirements associated
with its reviews of pathogens. As
explained in Unit IV, the Agency has
already exempted from review as

pathogens organisms that incorporate
only certain genetic material from
pathogens.

3. Microorganisms with new
choracterist its. A third factor that
makes potential adverse effects of
microorganisms less predictable is the
existence of new traits or
characteristics. These traits may be new
to the organism, or new to the
environment in which the organism is
released.

a. Microorganisms having significant
potential to exhibit new tmits. Modern
genetic engineering techniques permit
genetic material to be intentionally
combined in organisms that would not
normally share that genetic material,
Some of these genetically engineered
microorganisms may exhibit new or
altered traits affecting, for example,
their survivability, host range, subtitrate
utilization, competition with other
organisms, or protein or polysaccharide
production. In some cases such
microorganisms may be able to evade or
overcome natural controls on their
growth, or controls on their ability to
cause adverse effects. In many other
cases, their natural hardiness will be
reduced.

In addition to the possibility that
certain engineered organisms may
exhibit new traits, if they are released
they may be transported through natural
dispersal mechanisms to other areas in
the environment that have not
previously contained organisms having
these new combinations of traits.

Because of these considerations,
EPA’s policies will give particular
regulatory attention to organisms that
have a significant probability of
exhibiting a new trait or combination of
traits (standards for this are explained
below). This approach accomplishes
two important objectives. First, it
identifies a group of microorganisms
whose behavior in the environment
poses significant uncertainty and thus
warrants regulatory review.
Simultaneously, it provides a way of
defining “new” microorganisms that are
subject to PMN requirements under
TSCA (see Unit IILC.1).

EPAs policy, specifically, focuses on
microorganisms that have been
deliberately altered to contain genetic
material from dissimilar source
organisms, because such organisms are
more likely to exhibit new combinations
of traits and their behavior is therefore
less predictable. Given this conceptual
basis, the question then becomes how
dissimilar two organisms must be before
combinations of genetic material
between them are likely to produce
“new combinations of traits,”

Based on the following . ;~ ~”’”
considerations, EPA has decided that
inter-generic combinations
[combinations from source organisms of
different genera] bl{t not intra-generic
combinations (source organisms from
the same genus) are sufficiently likely to
result in new combinations of traits that
they should be given special attention.
First, combinations of genetic material
from microorganisms from different
genera are more likely to result in new
traits than combinations of genes from
microorganisms within the same genus.
Also, while genetic exchange occurs
naturally and somewhat commonly
among many microorganisms, it is more
likely to occur in nature within a single
genus than acl’oss many different genera
(Refs. 2,12, 13). Finally, genus
designations provide a practical
criterion for administrative and
regulatory purposes.

The Agency has decided to exclude
certain combinations from special
consideration as inter-generic
organisms. Excluded are inter-generic
combinations in which the genetic
material added to the recipient
microorganism consists only of well-
characterized, non-coding regulatory
regions. The resulting organisms do not
possess new combinations of traits;
rather, they exhibit quantitative changes
in preexisting traits. In addition, if
experience or data indicate that certain
other inter-generic combinations
warrant exclusion, the Agency will use
the appropriate statutory or policy
mechanisms under FIFRA and TSCA to
waive certain requirements for
reviewing them. For example, EPA is
considering exempting from PMii
review under lSCA those inter-generic
combinations used only in physically
contained systems.

Although EPA considers intra-generic
combinations to be less likely to
produce new combinations of traits than
inter-generic combinations, the Agency
realizes that science provides no
absolute standard for such distinctions.
Nevertheless, EPA believes the
approach it has adopted is practical and
facilitates the identification of those
microorganisms that should be.subject.
to special attention and also that should
be considered “new” under TSCA. If
experience reveals that intra-generic
combinations that could cause adverse
effects will be developed, the Agency
will modify its policies to require review
of these products.

Unit IV contains more detailed
guidance for determining if a given
microorganism is the result of an inter-
generic combination. The
determinations are based on taxonomic
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designations of organisms. The Agency
is aware that microbial taxonomy is a
dynamic and often controversial science
(Refs. 4, 18) and that new information
concerning microorganisms’ properties
and interrelationships will alter
taxonomic designations. However, the
Agency believes that its procedures can
be sufficiently flexible to accommodate
the developments that will occur, and
that there are many significant
advantages to using taxonornk
standards. These advantages are ,
discussed in more detail in Unit IV.

b. Nonindigenous m“croaganisms.
Another category of organisms that are
likely to exhibit traits new to an
environment is nonindigenous
microorganisms. Application of
nonindigenous microorganisms in the
environment could pose a high degree of
uncertainty with respect to their
behavior. Experience shows that
scientists cannot always accurately
predict how such organisms will behave
in their new environment (Ref. 15, 16). It
can be di~lcult to predict whether a
nonindigenous microorganism will be
subject to the physical and biological
control factors present in the
environment where it is to be
introduced. In a small number of cases,
nonindigenous pathogens such as the
chestnut blight fungus and the Dutch elm
disease fungus have caused significant
adverse effects. As a result, there exist
today regulations that govern the
intentional movement of some, but not
all, nonindigenous species (e.g., the
Plant Pest Act administered by USDA).
EPA believes that nonindigenous
microorganisms whose uses are covered
@ FIFRA should be subject to Agency
review and evaluation before they are
released in the environment, to minimize
the uncertainties with respect to their
behavior. However, EPA does recognize
that small-scaIe use of certain
nonindigenous microbial pesticides (i.e.,
pathogens) may pose greater potential
risk than others, and has accordingly
adopted abbreviated review procedures
for small-scale use of nonpathogenic
nonindigenous microbial pesticides. Unit
II addresses these issues, and Unit IV
provides guidance on determining
whether a microorganism is
nonindigenous.

E. Explanation of Jurisdiction—EPA and
USDA

Both EPA and IJSDA seek to assure
the safety of microbial products and yet
minimize impediments to intellectual
and economic advances in
biotechnology. Because some of the
statutes the agencies administer entail
overlapping responsibilities, the two. .
agencies are eliminating duplicative

requirements wherever possible and
coordinating their reviews.

Where allowed by statuta, EPA and
USDA have sought to eliminate
overlapping reviews altogether. This
notice reflects many instances where
this has been done. Where overlaps
could not be avoided, the agencies have
established mechanisms for
coordinating their reviews. EPA and
USDA will identify principai liaisons
who will have the responsibility to share
information, coordinate data request%
and keep one another informed of
communications with submitters. Also,
the agencies will form a coordinating
committee to meet periodically and
work out general coordination problems
that may transcend specific reviews.
Finally, the National Biological ImPact
Assessment Program that has been
established within USDA will provide a
common resource of scientists available
to both agencies to review procedures,
protocols, and projects on an advisory
basis.

Submitters are encouraged to contact
either agency if they have jurisdictional
questions, but general guidelines are
described below.

First, inter-generic microorganisms
containing genetic material from a
pathogenic sowce organism must be
reported to both agencies (definitions of
“inter-generic” and “pathogen” may be
found in Unit IV). In tlds case, statutory
constraints make it necessary for both
WA and USJJA to review the products
because the microbes are potential
“pests” subject to the Plant Pest Act,
and they are “new” and therefore
subject to TSCA premanufactura t
notification (or they are pesticides and
subject to FIFRA notification). However,
the agency reviews have somewhat
different purposes, in that the EPA
review is for a general use of an
organism under TSCA or for use as a
pesticide under FIFRA, while the USDA
review is for a specific permit
application. The agencies will
coordinate these reviews as explained
earlier.

Second, persons developing inter-
generic organisms that contain no
genetic material from a pathogen and
that do not meet the USDA definition of
a “plant pest” will be expected to report
only to EPA, they will not report tO
USDA at all. EPA will inform USDA and
the submitter if any data suggest that
the organism has pest qualities which
may require F.permit froni USDA. This
avoids unnecessary duplication of effort
and is consistent with the non-
discretionary responsibility under TSCA
to review new organisms and under ~
FIFRA to review pesticides.

Tkrir~ in the case of intra-generic
engineered organisms that contain
genetic material from a pathogen, the
use of the organism will determine
which agency reviews it. When used
solely for non-pesticidal agricultural
purposes, such organisms must be
reported only to USDA under the Plant
Pest Act. When used for non-agricultural
purposes, such organisms should be
reported to EPA, either vohmiarily
under the TSCA section 6(a)(2) rule EPA
will be developing or, if the organism is
a pesticid~ under FfFRA. In hth case%
the microorganisms should also be
reported to USDA as potential plant or
animal pathogens. When such dual
reporting is necessary, the agencies will
assist the submitter by coordinating
through the mechanisms described
above.

In the case of intra-generic microbes
containing no genetic material from
pathogens and nonengineered
microorganisms, EPA will gather general
information under section 8(a) of TSCA
and conduct abbreviated reviews under
FIFRA (see Units II and 111of the EPA
notice). Both agencies agree that
members of this category of microbes, in
general, present the lowest risk and
therefore do not need a high level of
scrutiny before any release into the
environment. However, the FWRA
abbreviated reviews and the TSCA
section 8(a) reporting will ensure that
both agencies are aware of
environmental releases of these
organisms and can take appropriate
action when necessary.

F, EPA Biotechnology Science Advisory
Committee

EPA is establishing a Science
Advisory Committee for biotechnology.
The formation of this committee is
consistent with intentions stated in two
Federal Register notices issued by the
Office of Science and Technology Policy
(49 FR 50904, December 31, 19d4 and 50
FR 47174, November 14, 1985]. The
comm,ittee’s primaq~ functions will be to
provide peer review of specific product
submissions under TSCA, FIFRA, and
other EPA statutes and scientific ; .
oversight of the Agency’s biotechnology
programs.

The committee will consist of
independent scientists and members of

,:

!i
i

the ~ay public. It will be of sufficient size ,
and diversity to provide the range of
expertise required to assess the
scientific and technical issues pertinent L
to its responsibilities. The committee ..!
will be supplemented by consultants
when they are needed to extend the ,,...,$
range of expertise of the standing

~
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form subcommittees or panels forany
purpose consistent with its charter.

Scientific members of the committee
,wi!!be selected on the basis of their
professional qualifications to examine
the questions of hazard, exposure, and
risk to humans, other non-taiget
organisms, and ecosystems. Some
committee members will serve as
liaisons (holding joint membership) with
the FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel
(SAP) and with the EPA Science
Advisory Board (SAB). The SAC will
also include nonvoting representatives
from other Federal egencies that are
involved in regulating products of
biotechnology.

The Agency intends for meetings of
the SAC to be open to the public.
Meetings may be closed by the
Chairperson when necessary, such as
during discussion of issues subject to
statutory confidentiality requirements,
but EPA will encourage open public
discussion of issues to the greatest
extent possible (see unit I.G].

G. Confidential Business Information

Both FIFRA and TsCA generally
prohibit the Agency from releasing
certain confidential business
information (CBI). These prohibitions

apply to’info~a~on on products of
biotechnology, and the Agency will meet
its obligations to protect information
claimed confidential by applicants and
other data submitters. However, the
Agency also recognizes that there is
strong public interest in many aspects of
biotechnology, particularly in the
possibility of adverse effects resulting
from the environmental release of
genetically engineered organisms.
Accordingly, it is the Agency’s policy to
carry out as much of its review as
possible in the open, in order to provide
an opportunity for public participatiorl
and to increase public confidence in the
review process. The Agency is
encouraged by the extent to which
industry and other submitters have been
willing to authorize the release of
relevant information to date and urges
future data submitters to limit
confidentiality claims as much as
possible in order to foster a~ open
review process,

~, International Aspects

EPA is committed to the policy
described in the section entitled
“International Aspects” in the Office of
Science and Technology Policy
Preamble, published in this Federal
Register.
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ILApplicability of the Federal
becticide, Fun@tide, and Rodenticide
kt (FI~A) to Microbial Products

A. Background

Biological agents, including
@croorganisms, may be used as
Pesticides, and as such they are subject
~ regulation under FIFRA urdess
%cifically exempted by regulation.
Ffw establishes EPA’s authority over
~ distribution, sale, and use of

pesticide products, Before EPA can
register a pesticide, it must have
sufficient data to determine that the
product, when used in accordance with
widespread and commonly recognized
practice, will not cause (or significantly
increase the risk ofj unreasonable
adverse effects to humans or the
environment. in recent years, the
Agency has put in place policies,
procedures, and regulations to address
the human health and environmental

concerns raised by the application of
biological pesticides (including
gen~tica!ly engi~teered and
nonindigenous microbia! products) in
the environment. This unit outlines
EPNs regulatory mechanism for these
products and updates its policy on
small-scale field testing of microbial
pesticides.

Regulations promulgated under FIFRA
and appearing at 40 CFR 162.5(c)(4)
specify that microorganisms, when used
as pesticides, are re~lated under
FIFRA. The specific kinds of data and
information that are required to support
the registration of each microbial
pesticide under FIFRA are detaiied in 40
CFR 158.65,158.170, and 162.163. The
Agency has also published guidance for
developing these data in the Pesticide
Assessment Guidelines: Subdivision
M—Biorational Pesticides (Ref. 20).

The Agency must conduct a complete
evaluation and review of the data
submitted to support any pesticide
registration before determining whether
the pesticide should be registered. This
evaluation is conducted with respect to
the general criteria set forth in 40 CFR
162.7(d) and (e) and 16.2.167.Prior to
registration, producers may test their
pesticide products under an
experimental use permit (EUP], issued
pursuant to section 5 of FIFRA and 40
CFR Part 172. The data and information
needed to support the issuance of an
EUP for microbial pesticides are
specified at 40 CFR 158.170.

The regulations governing EUPS
include a generally applicable
presumption that EUPS will not be
required for certain small-scale
experimental uses of new pesticides (or
new uses of previously registered
pesticides). Recently, however, the
Agency issued a statement of interim
policy on small-scale field testiW of
nonindigenous and genetically altered
microbial pesticides, publiOhed in the
FederaI Register of October 17,1964 (49
FR 40659); see also 49 FR 50tj62,
December 31,1984. Briefly, the policy
statement announced that the small-
scale field test provision of 40 CFR 172.3
would not automatically apply to, and
that the Agency should be notified
before the initiation of, any field testing
of genetically altered or nonindigenous
microbial pesticides to determine if
EUPS arerequired. This policy is being
revised by this notice and is discussed
in detail in Unit 11.D.

B. Scope of FZFU

1. Pesticides, addressed by this notice,
All pesticides whose active ingredient(s)
consist of microorganism(s) (i.e., all
microbial pesticides) are addressed by
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this notice. Microbial pesticides may
mcluae bacteria and blue-green algae,
fungi, viruses, and protozoa used as pest
control agents.

Z. Pesticides not addressed by this
notice. The Agency has determined that
certain nonmicrobial organisms which
fall within the definition of biological
control agents are already addressed by
other agencies, specifically USDA and
the Department of the Interior. Examples
of these biological control agents are
vertebrates, insect predators,
nematodes, and macroscopic parasites.
Therefore, pursuant to section 25(b) of
FIFRA and 40 CFR 162.5(c)(4), these
nonmicrobial biological control agents
have been exempted from regulation
under FIFRA. However, if EPA, in
cooperation with other agencies,
determines that certain biological
control agents exempted by $ 162.5(c)(4)
are not being adequately regulated,
these organisms will be referred to the
attention of the appropriate agency or
added to the exceptions in S 162.5(c)(4)
by amendment. In the latter case, those
organisms would no longer be
considered exempt from the provisions
of FIFRA.

This unit of the notice does not
address any chemical pesticide product
or byproduct produced by
microorganisms. Such chemicals are
covered under current pesticide
regulations, registration procedures,
data requirements, and testing
guidelines (see 40 CFR Parts 158 through
lW and Subdivisions D through O of the
Pesticide Assessment Guidelines).

3. Information-gathering policy. In
order to expand its level of knowledge
and expertise, monitor the industry, and
determine whether its current policy
needs modification, the Agency needs as
complete a data base as possible.
Accordingly, those developing microbial
products intended for use as pesticides
that are not otherwise subject of FIFRA
review are encouraged to keep the
Agency apprised of their activities. In
addition, registrants of microbial
pesticides are reminded that, pursuant
to FIFRA section 6(a)(2), they must
report any information regarding
unreasonable adverse effects of the
pesticide on the environment.

C. MicrobiaI Pesticides—History and
Long-Term Regulatory Strategy

I. History. Microbial pesticides have
been in use for many years. In 1948, the
Federal Government registcrec! the fiw!
such product, i?aci!lus popilliue. LO
control Japanese beetle larvae in turf.
However, it was not until the late 1980s
and early 1970s that interest in microbial
pesticides began to increase-. At that
time, EPA began to develop poiicies and

procedures to specifically address
microbial pesticide products. In 1963,
EPAS Office of Pesticide Programs
issued testing guidelines for microbial
pesticides (Ref. 20). A year later, EPA
issued a final regulation (4o CFR Part
158) specifying the data requirements for
pesticide registration (including
genetically engineered microbial
pesticides). As of 1985, there were 14
microbial pesticides used in several
hundred separate products registered for
use in agriculture, forestry, mosquito
control, and homes.

As indicated in Unit ILA above, EPA
issued an interim policy on small-scale
field testing of genetically altered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides in
October 1984 (49 FR 40659). To date,
under this policy, EPA has received and
reviewed five notifications for
genetically engineered microbial
pesticides and two notifications for
nonindigenous microbial pesticides.
Three EUP applications, required in part
to address unresolved issues identified
in the review of these notifications, have
since been received. These applications
were for genetically engineered
microbial pesticides.

2, Long-term regulatory strategy.
Although EPA has an established
regulatory mechanism for microbial
pesticides, the Agency envisions some
further modifications in the future to
specify certain policies in more detail,
keep the assessment process current
with existing scientific knowledge, and
ensure an efficient review mechanism.
Some of these anticipated modifications
are discussed here.

As noted in Unit I, EPA intends to
revise the EUP regulations [40 CFR Part
172) to incorporate the concepts
embodied in the interim policy on small-
scale field testing. Specifically, Part 172
will be revised to specify more clearly
which applicants must notify EPA
before conducting small-scale field tests
with microbial pesticides and the
conteut of notification.

As ncted ifi the overview to this EPA
notice [Unit I.F), EPA is forming a
Science Advisory Committee. The
Scientific Advisory Panel, an advisory
group mandated by FIFRA, will continue
to serve in its advisory capacity on
specific submissions under FIFRA, until
the SAC is formed.

FIFRA requires EPA to review and
periodically update its guidelines, and
OPP has begun this process for the
Subdivision hi Pesticide ,Issessment
Guidelines. The Guideline: are current!y
being revised to reflect current testing
methodology and advances in risk
assessment capabilities resulting from
OPP’S recent experience in evaluating
genetically engineered microbial

pesticides. In addition, as the Agency
gains risk assessment experience and
assembles a larger body of risk
assessment data, it may be appropriate
to amend the Part 158 data requirements
regulation to add to or modify the data
requirements that apply to genetically
engineered and nonindigenous microbial
pesticides.

D. Regulatory Review of Microbial
Pesticides

This unit describes EPAs data ~
requirements and review procedures for
microbial pesticides. fn particular, Unit:
11.D.1describes the requirements and ,
review plan for those microbial
pesticides subject to review under ‘
FWRA before they maybe used in any
application in the environment (i.e.,
small-scale field testing). Unit 11.D.2 .’
outlines the regulatory review for those
microbial pesticides subject to the
FIFRA requirements for an experimental
use permit or registration. In most
instances, microbial pesticides subject
to the provisions in Unit 11.D,l will also’
be subject to the provisions in Unit
H.D.2 when they are to be used for
larger scale or commercial purposes in
the environment.

1. SmalI-scale field testing. Prior to
obtaining a registration for a pesticide
product, applicants generally need to .,
conduct field studies in order to gather ~~
product performance, use, and other
types of data necessary to support the .:
registration of their product. The ~
regulations governing field studies [40
CFR Part 172) include a generally
applicable presumption that EUPS will ‘
not be required for certain small-scale ~
uses of new pesticides (or new uses of ,
previously registered pesticides). The .:
Agency issued a statement of interim ;
policy addressing small-scale field
testing of microbial pesticides in 1984. {.
The interim policy announced that the -:
Agency should be notified before ~
initiation of any field testing of ‘~
genetically altered or nonindigenous t
microbial pesticides. The purpose of thi$
policy is to provide a mechanism for thtj
Agency to evaiuate these proposed ~~
small-scale field tests for possible risk’”+
to human health or the environment an!
determine whether EUPS are required ~,
before the tests can be initiated.

Small-scale field studies are (1) 2
terrestrial field studies that involve 10
acres or less of land; and (z) aquatic
field studies ~,at involve 1 surface acre
or less uf water.

To minimize the regulatory burden 011
producers of genetically engineered ad
nonindigenous microbial pesticides, a?d
more closely correlate the level of J
Agency review with potential risk of the
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microorganism, the Agency has adopted
Btwo-level review system based on its
evaluation of the potential risks posed
by various types of microorganisms. The
twfi-level system will allow t?re Ageucy
to ?eceive some basic informa!icm or.
sulall-3cale testing of genetically
engineered and nonindigenous
microorganisms that are less likely to
pose significant risks to humans or the
environment (Level I reporting), while
reserving full notification and review
procedures for microorganisms about
which there is more concern (Level II
notification). The review system is
designed so that producers of microbial
pesticides may proceed with their small-
scale field tests without Agency
approval. unless they are notified within
s specified time that additional
information or an EUP is required. In the
case of level I reporting, producers need
only provide a limited amount of
information, and are assured of an
expedited response from the .Agency if it
is determined that additional
information is required.

The two-level system is based on the
analysis aet forth at Unit I.D. in which
the Agency hasr defined groups of
microorganisms that raise more
concerns about their Likelihood to pose
risks to humans or the environment,
when released into the environment,
than other microorganisms. Specifically,
these include microbial pesticides
formed by deliberately combining
genetic material from organisms of
different genera and genetically
engineered or nonindigenous microbial
pesticides derived from pathogenic
source organiama. However, other
genetically engineered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides are
less likely to pose significant risks to
humans or the environment when
applied in small-scale field test.
Accordingly, the Agency has determined
that this second category of microbial
pesticides will be subjected to a
reporting requirement and will be
reviewed as described in Unit H.D.1 a
through c below. The Agency will have
Up to 30 days to review the reported
information. The kind of information
needed to fulfill the reporting
~quirement is typically already
available to an applicant as an essential
part of product research and
development, and is not generally
expected to require generation of new
data.
“MI microbial pesticides formed by

deliberately combining genetic material
fmm organisms of different genera, and
~11genetically engineered or
~onindigenous microbial pesticides
derived from pathogenic source
,,

organisms will be subject to the full
notification requirements [Level Xl)as
described in Unit 11.D.l.e below. The
Agency has determined that these
organ!srlls sh~rdd continue tc bo
subjected to the full noti.t’ication and
review procedures set out in the original
interim policy published on October 17,
1964. The Agency will have up to 90
days to review a Level II notification.

The scope and requirements for Level
I reporting and Level 11notification are
detailed below. The interim policy as
revised by this notice does not apply to
studies conducted under enclosed,
contained conditions, as defined in Unit
Iv.

a. Level I reporting. Level I reporting
for small-scale field testing applies to all
genetically engineered or nonindigenous
microbial pesticides not otherwise
covered by Level II notification as
detailed in U. D.l.dbelow. Small-scale
field tests of additional groups of
genetically engineered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides now
covered by Level II notification may
also be determined to warrant only
abbreviated review in the future. The
Agency will make these determinations
on a case-by-caae basis.

b. Level [ information. Each report
should include the following
information, or, where specific
information is not submitted,
documentation of why it is not
practicable or necessary to provide the
information.

(1) Identity of the microorganism,
including characteristics, and means
and limits of detection.

[2] Description of the natural habitat
of the microorganism or its parental
strains, including information on natural
predators, parasites, and competitors.

(3) Information on the host range of
the parental strain(s) or nonindigenous
microorganism.

(4) Information on the relative
environmental competitiveness of the
microorganism, if available.

(5) If the microorganism is genetically
engineered, information should be
provided on the methods used to
genetically engineer the
microorganism(s); the identity and
location of the rearranged or inserted{
deleted gene segment(s) in question; a
description of the new trait(s) or
characteristic(s) that are expressed
information on potential for genetic
transfer and exchange with other
organisma, and on genetic stability of
any inserted sequence.

(6) A description of the proposed
testing program, including site location,
crop to be treated, target pest, amount of

test material to be applied, and mith~
of application.

,.

c. Levei I reporting process. EPA will
have up to 30 days to review the above
;Ilfmnation M make a preliminary
det~rnlinati~n of the need for an EUP. lf
the Agency does not notify the applicant
of the need for an EUP within the 30
days, t!re applicant may proceed with
the proposed field test. If, on preliminary
assessment, the test raises sufficient
concerns such that the Agency
determines that additional information
or monitoring is warranted, then an EUl>
will be required (e.g., microorganisms
for which there is limited scientific
information or regulatory experience, or
that raise significant questions
concerning genetic stability,
competitiveness, or mode of action, or
that warrant specific environmental
monitoring during the test). In this case,
the applicant ha~ two options. First, the
applicant may apply for a permit,
providing the necessary data and
information required to support the
application. Alternatively, the applicant
may provide all additional data and
information required under Level H
notification as outlined in Unit U.11.l.e
below. If the latter option is chosen, the
Agency will have an additional 60 days
to review the full notification package
and make a final determination as to
whether an EUP is required.

d. Level II notification. Level iI
notification for small-scale field testing
applies to microbial pesticides:
Microbial pesticides formed by
deliberately combining genetic material
from organisms of different genera,
genetically engineered microbial
pesticides derived from source
organisms that are pathogens (as
defined in Unit IV), and nonindigenous
pathogenic microbial pesticides (as
defined in Unit IV).

e. Leve[ 11requirements. Notification
should include adequate information to
allow the Agency to evaluate the small-
scale field testing program. Each
notification should include fhe following
information, or, where specific
information is not submitted,
documentation of why it is not
practicable or necessary to provide the
information.

(I) Background information on the
microorganism.

(a) Identity of the microorganism,
including tables of characteristic, and
means and limit of detection using the
most serrsitive and specific methods
available. ,’

(b) Description of the natural habitat
of the microorganism or its parental
strains. including information on natural
predators, parasites, and competitors.
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(c) Information on host range,
especially infectivity and pathogenicity
to nontarget organisms.

(d) Information on survival and ability
of the microorganism to increase in
numbers (biomass] in the environment
(e.g., laboratory or containment facility
test data).

(e) If the microorganism is genetically
altered, the following information
should be provided in addition to the
~-h:~ation listed in (a) through (d)

i. Information on the methods used to
genetically alter the microorganism.

ii. The identity and location of the
rearranged or inserted/deleted gene
segment(s) in question (host source,
nature, base sequence data, or
restriction enzyme map of the gene(s)).

iii. Information on the controi region
of the gene(s), and a description of the
new trait(s) or characteristics) that are
expressed. /

iv. Information on potential for genetic,
k transfer and exchan~e with other

organisms, and on g~netic stability of
any inserted sequence.

v. Information on relative
environmental competitiveness
compared to the parental strains.

(2) Description of proposed field test.
(a) The purpose or objectives of the

proposed testing.
(b) A detailed description of the

proposed testing program, including test
parameters.

(c) A designation of the pest
organism(s) involved (common and
scientific names).

(d) A statement of composition for the
formulation to be tested, giving the
name and percentage by weight of each
ingredient, active and inert, production
methods, contamination with
extraneous microorganisms, potency
and amount of any toxins present, and
where applicable the number of viable
microorganisms per unit weight or
volllme of the product (or other
appropriate system for designating the
quantity of active ingredient).

[e) The amount of pesticide product
proposed for use and the method of
application.

(~ The State(s) in which the proposed
program will be conducted, and specific
identification of the exact location of the
test site(s) (including proximity to
residences and human activities, surface
water, etc.).

(g) The crops, fauna, flora,
geographical description of sites, modes,
dosage Iates, freqilency, and situation of
application on or in which the pesticide
is to be used.

(h) A comparison of the natural
habitat of the microorganism with the
proposed test site.

[i) The number of acres, number of
structural sites, or number of animals/
plants, by State, to be treated or
included in the area of experimental use,
and the procedures to be used to protect
the test area from intrusion by
unauthorized individuals.

(j) The proposed dates or period(s)
during which the testing program is to
be conducted, and the manner in which
supervision of the program will be
accomplished.

(k) A description of procedures for
monitoring the microorganism within
and adjacent to the test site during the
field test.

(1)The method of disposal or
sanitation of plants, animals, soils, etc.,
that were exposed during or after the
field test.

(m) Means of evaluating potential
adverse effects and methods of
controlling the microorganism if
detected beyond the test area.

In addition, the following references
should be consulted for further guidance
on the kinds of data and information
that may be relevant to the evaluation of
genetically engineered microorganisms:
“Proposed Points to Consider for
Environmental Testing of
Microorganisms” developed by the
National Institutes of Health
Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee
Working Group on Release into the
Environment (Ref. 11); “Subdivision M:
Biorational Pesticides” (Ref. ZO); a report
by the Cornell Ecosystems Research
Center titled “Potential Impacts of
Environmental Release of Biotechnology
Products: Assessment, Regulation, and
Research Needs” (Ref. 9); a National
Science Foundation Report titled “The
Suitability for Environmental
Applications of Biotechnology” (Ref. 3);
and EPA “Points to Consider in the
Microorganisms” (avaiiable from TSCA
Assistance Office at the address given
at the beginning of this notice).

f. Level IIreviewprocess. Once the
supporting data have been submitted,
EPA has up to SIOdays to review each
notification of intent to conduct small-
scale field testing and to determine
whether an EUP is required. The Agency
encourages prospective applicants to
meet with EPA prior to submission of
their notification to discuss their field
test and determine what specific data
would be necessary to evalaute the
product.

EPAs review process will include
some or all of the elements described in
the fol!owing paragraphs. As the Agency
builds a baseline of risk assessment
data and gains more experience in
evaluating these products, certain steps
may no longer be necessary. In addition,
an abbreviated review process may be

appropriate in some situations [e.g.,
review of a proposal that is similar to an
already reviewed case). Such a
determination will be made on a case-
by-case basis.

Once a notification is received, OPP
reviews each proposal and assesses
potential risks associated with the
proposed experiment. OPP develops a
written scientific position for each
proposal which identifies potential
problems or significant unanswered
questions and sets forth a statement of
the overall likelihood of significant risk
from the proposed field testing. As the
review process proceeds, it may be
necessary for OPP to request
supplement al informs tion.

OPP obtains comments on its
assessment from a workgroup within
EPA and from other Federal agencies as
appropriate [e.g., USDA, National
Institutes of Health, Food and Drug
Administration, and National Science
Foundation). Their comments are
incorporated into the scientific position,
as appropriate.

OPP contacts the appropriate State
pesticides regulatory authorities to
ensure that they are aware of the
proposal and to discuss EPAs
assessment. These contacts ensure that
the actions of EPA and the State
agencies are as consistent as possible.
OPP also notifies the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service [APHIS) of
the USDA so that they can determine
whether any aspect of the proposed
experiment falls within APHIS
jurisdiction and, if so, to avoid
duplicative or conflicting assessments.

Thus far, reviews of small-scale field
testing proposals for genetically .,.
engineered microbial pesticides have
emphasized some quesiions that have
not been as significant in the
assessments of naturally occurring
microbial pesticides. For example. Opp
has identified potential risks associated
with the transfer of inser:f=d genetic
material to other organisms, the
competitiveness of the engineered
organism compared with the parental ;
organisms in the environment, and the. .
ability of the engineered organism to .
become established in a new ecological
niche and thereby pose a potential .i

adverse environmental impact. ‘ -~
OpP has addressed these and simiIar~

questions on a case-by-case basis in its,’
risk assessments. In some cases. ‘“
applicants have addressed questions by
redesigning the proposed apFlicaricn or
twt microorganism to rainimize the
potential risk. In other instances, mA~
has established data requirements and@u
test methods as a baseline, and has...
designed specific laboratory test(?) [O

‘$,,,
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tiered series of tests) to establish
whether the effect of cmcern is likely to
materialize under field conditions.

If the notification raises complex or
controversitil scientific questions, OPP
prcvidcs th[, notificatiwr pac!(agc and its
scientific evaluation to a group of
independent scientists constituted as a
subpanel of FIFRA’s Scientific Advisory
Panel. Separate subpanels maybe
formed to review each proposal since
each microorganism and its proposed
use may differ and raise questions that
require the analysis of individuals with
different expertise. The purpose of the
SAP subpanel is to obtain an
independent peer review of the OPP
scientific position, to address specific
scientific questions raised by OPP, and
to identify any additional points,
questions, or problems. As noted
previously in Unit LF, the Agency is
forming a Science Advisory Committee
which will assume these responsibilities
in the future.

At the conclusion of the review, the
Agency then decides whether an EUP is
required. The decision document sets
forth OPPS conclusions with respect to
potential risks associated with the
proposal, identifies any remaining
questions or additional data that maybe
needed to complete the risk assessment,
and, if an EUP is required, may
recommend restrictions, limitations, or
modifications of the proposal to address
areas of concern. If an EUP is not
required, the applicant may proceed
with the proposed field test. If an EUP is
required, the applicant must apply for a
permit, providing the necessary data
and information required to support the
application. The Agency may decide to
require an EUP to ensure that the
experiment is conducted within certain
defined limitations, the necessary data
are developed to assess the proposal, or
certain kinds of data are developed
during the test and reported to the
Agency,

2. EUPS, la~e-scale testing, and
registration. Before a pesticide may be
marketed as a commercial product, it
must first be registered as provided for
in section 3 of FIFRA. Large-scale field
testing of a microbial pesticide is often
necessary to evaluate a potential
product and obtain data needed to
support registration of the product. This
testing, like small-scale field testing
under an EUP, is subject to section 5 of
FIFRA which authorizes EPA to approve
applications for EUps for limited use of
an unregistered product or use of a
registered product for an unregistered
use. Data requirements for registration
are specified in 40 CFR 158.170 and a
subset of these requirements applies to

L...

large-scale field testing proposals to be
performed under EUPS. The regulatory
review process consists of the same
basic elements in both situations and is
described in this unit.

a. Scope. All miawbial pesticides to
be used in large-scale field tests are
subject to review under FIFRA EUP
regulations. The conditions under which
an EUP is required are specified at 40
CFR Part 172, which also provides
guidance on how to determine whether
an EUP must be obtained. Likewise, all
microbial pesticides are subject to the
FIFRA registration requirements.

b. General requirements for microbial
pesticides. The exjsting pesticide data
requirements and regulations governing
large-scale field testing (4o CFR Parts
158 and 172) and registration (4o CFR
Parts 158 and 162) are applicable to all
microbial pesticides, both naturally
occurring and otherwise.

The agency believes that these
requirements are adequate for the
assessment of indigenous microbial
pesticides, and provide a basis for
evaluating genetically engineered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides as
well. However, the Agency beIieves that
additional data and information,
determined on a case-by-case basis,
may be necessary to evaluate some
properties of genetically engineered and
nonindigenous microbial pesticides. Part
158 explicitly provides the necessary
flexibility to require additional data
($ 158.65] as well as the flexibility to
waive data requirements that are not
applicable (~ 156.45].

c. Additional requirements for
genetically engineered and
non indigenous microbiaI pesticides.
Any additional data requirements will
be determined on a case-by-case basis
depending on the particular
microorganism, its parent
microorganisms, its native habitat, the
pesticide use pattern, and the manner
and extent to which the microorganism
may have been engineered. These
additional requirements could include:

(1) Description of the natural habitat
of the microorganism or its parental
strains, including information on natural
predators, parasites, and competitors.

(2) Information on relative ability to
survive and increase in number or
biomass as compared to the parental
strains.

(3) Selected environmental fate tests
from 40 (XR 158.170.

(4) Additional toxicology tests from 40
CFR 158.170.

(5) If the microorganism is genetically
altered, then information on the genetic
modification techniques used, the
identity of inserted gene segment(s)

(base sequence data or restriction “ ‘
enzyme map of the gene), the control
region of the gene(s), a description of the
new traits or characteristics that are
intended to be expressed, and tests to
eva[uate gmetic stability and exchange,
may be required as specified previously
at Unit H.D.l.b above.

d. Review process for genetically
engineered and nonindigenous
microbial pesticides. EUP applications
will be reviewed in compliance with the
EUP regulations under 40 CFR Part 172.
The registration, reregistration, and,
classification procedures of 40 CFR Part ‘
162 will be followed for registration
applications. The review process wiil
contain the same major elements as
those outlined previously for small-scale
field testing notifications (see Unit
11.D.1.c).Briefly, this process involves
scientific review and risk assessment by
EPA scientists and, if appropriate,
review and comment from other Federal
agencies and independent expert
consultants.

Once the supporting data have been
submitted, EPA has up to 120 days to
review an EUP application and
determine whether to grant a permit.
Past experience indicates that the
registration process for a new microbial
pesticide may vary from 9 months to
several years depending upon the
particular product, its use pattern, and
the completeness of the registration
package submitted to EPA.

Both the EUP and registration process
may provide an opportunity for public
comment. For example, $172.11 of the
EUP regulations specifies that if an
application may be of regional or
national significance the Agency will
announce receipt of the application in
the Federal Register. The announcement
is accompanied by a description of the
experimental program and public
comments are solicited. Similarly,
$162.6 of the registration regulations
specifies that if a registration
application relates to a new active
ingredient or a new use, notice of receipt
of that application shall be published in
the Federal Register with a request for
public comment. Information on the
submission is made available for public
inspection.

EPA has several regulatory options for
responding to either an EUP or
registration application. For example,
after completing its review, the Agency
may determine that the field test or
registration poses no unreasonable risks
to humans or the environment and may
grant the application. Alternatively, EPA
may conclude that some additional
information or data are needed to assess
the potential risks adequately. In this
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case, the application would be asked to
provide the necessary data before EPA
would decide whether to grant the
application. In other cases, the Agency
may impose additional limitations or
restrictions on the field test or
registration to address a potential risk.
Finally, EPA will deny those
applications where it has determined
that it has all the necessary data to
complete a risk assessment and that the
field test or registration would pose an
unreasonable risk to humans or the
environment, even if additional limits or
restrictions are imposed.

111.Applicability of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) to
Microbial Products

A. Overview of This Um”t

As discussed in the December 84
notice (49 FR 50888), EPA will review
certain microorganisms and uses of
microorganisms under TSCA.
Microorganisms and their DNA
molecules are “chemical substances”
under section 3 of TSCA, and thus are
subject to all the provisions of TSCA,
except to the extent they are
manufactured, processed, or distributed
in commerce for use as pesticides. foods,
food additives, drugs, cosmetics, and
medicaf devices. For purposes of
analysis and convenience of
administering TSCA, EPA has chosen to
focus on the microorganism as the
“chemical substance.”

This unit explains the statutory
requirements of TSCA as they apply to
microorganisms. It begins by describing
which microorganisms are within the
scope of TSCA and which are not.
Following that are units describing five
categories of microorganisms or uses of
microorganisms that are or will be
subject to reporting requirements under
TSCA.

B. .%ope of TSC.4

?.fany organisms are not subject to
TSCA requirements be-se of statutory
exemption~ others will be exempt from
certain TSCA requ~rements as a matter
of regulatory policy. In general, the use
of a microorganism determines whether
it is subject to TSCA or to otherlaws.

Many of the comments received by
OTS indicated misunderstandings of
TSCAS scope. Therefore, those
organisms which are and are not subject
to TSCA are described in this lJnit.

1. Ozymisms mm su.$ject to TSCA—a.
fiiicrobes used as foods, }bod additives,
drugs, cosmetics, medical devices, and
pesticides. Microorganisms are
sometimes used directly as foods, food
additives, drugs (including both human
and animal vaccines), cosmetics,

medical devices, and pesticides. When
microorganisms are used for these
purposes, they are explicitly excluded
from TSCA and from the policies
described in the TSCA portions of this
notice (TSCA section 3(2)(B), 15 U.S.C:
2602[2)(B)).

Microorganisms that are used as
foods, food additives, drugs, cosmetics!
medical devices, and pesticides are
regulated by the Food and Drug
Administration [FDA), USDA, or the
EPA Office of Pesticide programs.
Applicable requirements for pesticides
are described in Unit II of this notice.
Requirements for foods, food additives,
drugs, cosmetics, and medical devices
are described in the FDA and USDA
notices in this Federal Register.

b. Microbes used to produce foods,
food additives, drugs, cosmetics, and
medical devices. In addition to being
used themselves for food, drug, and
other purposes, microorganisms are
often used to produce chemicals that are
in turn used for such purposes. For
reasons explained in the December 84
notice, microorganisms will not be
reviewed under TSCA when used to
produce foods, food additives, drugs
(including vaccines), cosmetics, or
medical devices. Further information on
these uses may be found in the FDA and
USDA notices in this Federal Register.

Microorganisms used in the
production of chemical end products
other than foods, food additives, drugs
(including vaccines), cosmetics, and
medical devices are subject to TSCA.
They are described in Unit 111.B.3below.

Z.Plants and animals not subject to
these policies. Plants and animals are
not subject to the TSCA policies in this
notice, either as whole organisms or as
in vitro cultures for the reasons set forth
in the December 84 Notice. (Definitions
of plants and animals for regulatory
purposes are provided in Unit IV of this
EPA notice.) There are two exceptions
to this general rule. First, if plant or
animal gene segments are intentionally
incorporated into microorganisms, the
microorganisms that contain those plant
or animal genes may be subject to
TSCA, depending on how they are used
(see Units IILB. 1 and 3). Second, a
chemical extracted from a plant or
animal may be subject to TSCA, again
depending on how it is used. The USDA
and FDA notices in this Federal Register
contain information about regulations
that apply to plants and animals.

3. Orgcn ‘sins subjtwt to TSCA—
nlic)oor$allis47G Lw2cfforpcrpascs Ilot
excluded by law. With the exceptions
described above, all microorganisms
produced for environmental, industrial,
or consumer uses are potentially
regulable under TSCA. It is not possible

to list all the applications that could be
subject to TSCA because many are yet
to be developed. Some of the
microorganisms that are expected in the
near future and that would be subject to
TSCA include microorganisms used in
conversion of biomass for energy,
pollutant degradation, enhanced oil
recovery, metal extraction and
concentration, and certain non-food and
non-pesticidal agricultural applications,
such as nitrogen fixation.

Microorganisms used in the
production of a chemical end product
will be subject to TSCA if the end
product is any chemical substance used
for a purpose other than as a food, food
additive, drug, cosmetic, 01 medical
device. For example, microorganisms
are subject to TSCA if they are used in
the production of pesticides, fuels!
solvents, dyes, cleansing agents. etc.
TSCA jurisdiction over such
microorganisms, which may be used
entirely in closed manufacturing
systems, is consistent with TSCA
coverage of conventional chemicals. For
example, chemical intermediates—even
those used in closed systems–fall under
TSCA authority and are subject to PMN
requirements if new [40 CFR Part 720).
Similarly, as described in Unit 111.C.1of
this notice, “new” microorganisms used
in chemical production are subject to
PMN requirements.

4. Chemicals produced by
microorganisms-Status under TSCA.
Although the purpose of this notice is to
provide information on the applicability
of TSCA to microorganisms, some
readers may wish to obtain information
on requirements that apply to chemicals
produced by microorganisms. For
example, various proteins and
polysaccharide gums are produced by
microorganisms and may be subject to
TSCA, depending on how they are used
(see Unit HI.B.1). These chemicals
produced by microorganisms are subject
to the same requirements and
procedures as chemicals produced by
other means. Any special concerns
pertaining to the microbial production
method, such as the possibility of
contaminants, will be considered during
the review of the microorganisms used
in producing the chemicals. This
approach is explained in the December
84 notice at page 50890.

C. Specific Requirements Under TSCA

The fact that a microorganism is
potentially subject to TSCA does not
necessarily mean that it will be
regulated under TSCA. The rest of this $

i
unit explains the specific provisions that
apply or will apply to various types of ‘+
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microorganisms falling within TSCAS
jurisdiction.

In overview, microorganisms are (or
will be) subject to TSCA requirements in
the following manner

As of the date of this notice,
microorganisms that are subject to
TSCA and contain genetic material from
dissimilar source organisms (i.e.,
organisms from different genera) are
subject to PMN requirements.

Microorganisms other than inter-
generic combinations that are subject to
TSCA and are pathogenic or contain
genetic material from pathogens, will in
the fu!ure, if reIeased into the
environment, be subject to “significant
new use” reporting requirements under
TSCA section 5(a](2). One exception is
that agricultural uses of such
microorganisms will be reviewed by
USDA rather than EPA. EPA expects
voluntary notification to begin
immediately for uses that will be subject
to significant new use reporting
requirements.

The research and development
exemption from PMN and significant
new use notification requirements will
be amended so that it no longer applies
to microorganisms released to the
environment. EPA expects voluntary
notification of such uses to begin
immediately,

EPA will issue a rule requiring
manufacturers and importers to submit
general information on environmental
uses of microorganisms that are subject
to TSCA but not otherwise subject to
notification requirements, so that EPA
can monitor environmental releases.

All manufacturers, processors, and
distributors of microorganisms subject
to TSCA are reminded of the
requirement to report any information
on substantial risks under TSCA section
8(e).

EPA is considering initiating
rulemaking that would exempt from
PMN requirements inter-generic
microorganisms used solely in contained
systems and never intentionally
released to the environment.

1. Premanufacture notification
requirements—a. Overview. EPA has
determined that any microorganisms
that are subject to TSCA (described in
Unit 111. B),and that through deliberate
human intervention contain genetic
material from dissimilar source
organisms, are “new” and therefore
subject to PMN requirements of TSCA.
This interpretation is effectjve as of the
date of publication of this notice.

Organisms are considered dissimilar
for the purposes of this policy if they are
from different genera. In the case of
chemically synthesized genes, the
Agency will follow the same principle,

as clarified below in Unit IV. Detailed
guidance on how to determine if
organisms are from different genera is
also provirled in Unit IV.

The agem:y is excluding certain inter-
generic combinations from PMN
requirements, i.e., those inter-generic
combinations in which the genetic
material added to the recipient
microorganism consists only of well-
characterized, non-coding regulatory
regions (see Unit IV). The resulting
microorganisms do not possess rrew
combinations of traits but rather exhibit
quantitative changes in preexisting
traits.

EPA is leaving unanswered, for now,
the question of whether microorganisms
containing genetic material from other
microorganisms in the same genus (i.e.,
products of deliberate intra-generic
combinations) and those which are
developed from a single source
microorganism (e.g., products of
undirected mutagenesis, microorganisms
with deletions) should also be
considered “new.” In the future, it is
possible that EPA will decide that such
microorganisms are “new,” but for now
they are not subject to PMN
requirements.

b. Background. For purposes of
administering TSCA, EPA must decide
what constitutes a “new”
microorganism which is subject to PMN
requirements. As mentioned in the
introduction to the EPA portion of this
notice, EPA originally proposed a
“process-based” approach to
determining whether a microorganism is
new. This approach stated that a
microorganism would be considered
new if significant human intervention
had been used in developing it. For
example, microorgairisms altered by
certain techniques—such as
recombinant DNA and cell fusion—were
presumed to be new because they
involved significant human intervention.
Tbe question of which other techniques
should be considered to produced new
microorganisms was left open and
comments were solicited.

After reviewing the comments, EPA
considered a number of alternative
ways to define “new” microorganisms.
These are described in the “Response to
Comments” document available as
background to this Federal Register
notice. In choosing among the
alternatives, EPA carefully considered
the TSCA mandate to review “’new”
substances. The Agency also considered
related issues, for example, how well
the options approximated risk (there
was uncertainty with all the options in
this respect) and how readily they could
be implemented and enforced.

.. .
c. Rationale. Having reviewed the ~ ~

TSCA section 5 PMN requirements, ‘the
PMN regulations, the public comments,
and line current state of science
regarding genetic engi:leeriag, EPA has
concludeti that microorganisms resulting
from intentional, inter-generic
combinations of genetic material, except
those in which the transferred material
is only a well-characterized, non-coding
regulatory region, constitute new
microorganisms for purposes of PMN
reporting. The reasons for this are set
forth below.

First, the Agency considered the
regulatory precedents established in
compiling the inventory of existing
chemical substances under section 8(b)
of TSCA. Any chemical substance not
on this inventory is “new” under section
5(a] of TSCA and is therefore subject to
PMN requirements. Naturally occurring
substances and substances derived from
nature with limited human intervention
are not explicitly listed on the inventory
but are considered impl~itly to be on it,
and thus are not “new” (see 40 CFR
710.4(b)). A more detailed explanation of
the TSCA inventory and related issues
is found in the December 84 notice at
pages 50887-50888.

Second, the Agency evaluated these
regulatory precedents in the light of
scientific knowledge about genetic
engineering and microorganisms found
in nature. On this basis, EPA concluded
that microorganisms found in nature and
developed without any deliberate
combination of genetic material are not
new, because they occur naturally and
are derived through limited human
intervention. Furthermore, from a
scientific standpoint, these
microorganisms have a very low
probability of exhibiting new
combinations of traits. Therefore, the
Agency considers that from a legal and
scientific standpoint they must be
considered naturally occurring (not
new). Because such microorganisms are
naturally occurring, they are, as
explained above, implicitly listed on the
TSCA chemical substances inventory
and not subject to PMN requirements.

Third, where genetic material has
been combined among source organisms
from different genera (inter-generic), the
resulting microorganisms should be
considered “new” because of the degree
of human intervention involved, the
significant likelihood of creating new
combinations of traits, and the greater
uncertainty regarding the potential risks
of such microorganisms. However,
transfer of genetic material consisting
solely of well-characterized, non-coding
regulatory regions is a special case.
Where only regulatory material is
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transferred, no distinctly new
combinations of traits are introduced
instead, existing traits in the receiving
microorganisms are amplified or
changed quantitatively. For this reason,
EPA believes that microorganisms
formed only through inter-generic
transfer of well-characterized, non-
coding regulatory regions should not be
considered “new” under section 5 of
TSCA. This is reflected in the definition
of “inter-generic” found in Unit IV.A.

It is possible to argue that some
microorganisms formed through intra-
generic combinations are products of
significant human intervention and may
exhibit new combinations of traits, and
therefore that they shouhidso be
considered new. Howeuer, the Agency
at this time beIieves that it is
appropriate to exctude such
microorganisms form its definition of
“new” because distinctly new
combinations of traits are unlikely to
occur through transfers of genetic
material among closely related
organisms. because transfers among
closely related organisms are more
likely to occur in nature, and because
the current state of taxonomy with
regard to species designations is
sufficiently unstable that it makes it
difficult to include such microorganisms
in a definition of “new” (the mtionale is
found in Unit LD.3.a]. As explained
previously, however, the Agency will
continue to review the status of such
microorganisms and may, in the future,
determine that certain combinations
among similar organisms should be
considered new.

In summary, EPA madders
microorganisms deliberately formed to
contain genetic material from different
genera to be new, except where only
weli-characterized, non-coding
regulatory regions are transferred.
Conversely, intra-generic and non-
engineered microbes are considered
naturally occurring. These conclusions
are based on the TSCA section 5
mandate to review “new” substances,
and they also reflect a number of
scientific considerations. Among these
are (1) the Agency’s concern that
microorganisms formed with genetic
material from different genera warrant
regulatory review, because of the
inherent uncertainty about the
characteristics and behavior of such
microorganisms, (z) the observation that
microorganisms from differeut genera
are iess li!w!y tG exchanqe genetic
material in nature than rnic~oorganisms
that are more closely related, (3) the
regulatory precedent that significant
human intervention creates new
substances for purposes of PMN under

TSCA section 5, and (4) the necessity of
having a definition of “new” that can be
readily interpreted and enforced given
the current state of science. These
scientific and legal issues are more fully
described in Unit IV.A.

d. How to comply with the PMN
requirements for new microo~anisms.
The following requirements apply to
“new” microorganisms produced for
uses subject to TSCA authority (see Unit
111.B.1and 3), Detailed criteria for
determining whether a microbe meets
the definition of “new” microorganism
(i.e., whether it contains genetic material
from organisms from different genera)
may be found in Unit IV.A.

Certain PMN policies in this notice
are immediately effective. As of the date
of publication of this notice,
microorganisms that are being
manufactured or imported for any TSCA
commercial purposes other than
research and development [R&D] are
subject to PMN requirements 90 days
prior to manufacture or import. This
requirement applies to both contained
and environmental uses that have gone
beyond R&D. The requirement is based
on the current provisions of 40 CFR Part
720. The definition of R&D under these
regulations is clarified in the Faderal
Register of April 22,1986 (51 FR 15096).

In addition, new microorganisms that
are being manufactured or imported for
R&D that involves environmental
release will have to be reported to EPA
at least w days before such activities
begin. This policy will be implemented
through amendments to 40 CFR 720
(explained fully in Unit 111.C.3);in the
meantime. persons manufacturing or
importing new microorganisms for R&D
activities involving environmental
release are expected to comply with this
policy voluntarily.

EPA believes that there are no
manufacturers who are presently
beyond the research and development
sttige with new microorganisms subject
to TSCA. However, if any companies
are now engaged in such activities, they
should contact EPA and determine
whether a PMN ismecessary. If a
company in this position contacts EPA
promptly, it will not be considered out of
compliance with policy. Further
information on TSCA PMN requirements
may be obtained from the TSCA
Assistance Office (address provided at
the beginning of the EPA portion of this
notice].

{1]lfow tcl .kriow if u rni~roargocis m 1s
subject to PMN. As stated above, all
microorganisms containing deliberate
combinations of genetic material from
organisms from different genera are new
and subject to PMN. An exception to

this policy is an inter-generic
combination in which the genetic
material added to the recipient
microorganism consists only of well-
characterized, non-coding regulatory
regions. Unit IV.A of this notice contains
detailed guidance that manufacturers
should use to determine if their
microorganisms meet this definition.

Submitters should consult the Agency
if they have any questions about how to
determine if a microorganism contains
genetic material from different genera.

[2) PA41Vexemptions, EPA considers it
a priority to exempt from PMN
requirements new microorganisms that
can be shown to meet the findings for
exemption under TSCA section 5[h)[4).
Further information on exemptions the
Agency is considering maybe found in
Unit IILC.6 of this notice.

(3] Submitting the PMN. EPA expects
manufacturers and importers to contact
EPA well in advance of PMN
submission, to allow sufficient time for
prenotice consultation. These
consultations will help the Agency and
the submitter anticipate potential
problems and expedite the review.

Information regarding new
microorganisms should not be submitted
on the standard PMN form, as this form
is not applicable to microbial products.
Instead, EPA and the submitter will
discuss the level and types of
information appropriate for the notice
during prenotice consultations. The
general kinds of information EPA
expects to see in most submissions for
microorganisms are described in the
next unit below.

(4) What information to submit.
Section 5[d](l)(A) of TSCA specifies the
information PMN submitters must
provide in their notices, including
information on production, workplace
exposure, and release. In addition,
under section 5[d)[l)[B) submitters must
provide all test da~a related to the
health and environmental effects of the
new chemical substance in their
possession or control. For more
information on PMN requirements,
persons should consult EPAs PMN rule
(40 CFR Part 720).

In general, information to assess a
substance’s potential risk should be
developed in a step-wise fashion. PMN
submitters should begin with published
literature on the source organisms, then
move through laboratory, microcosm,
grow th cha.nber, ancf/or gieerihouss
studies that simulate as cioseiy as
possible the conditions of the eventual
use or environmental application.

The remainder of this unit describes
the types of information EPA expects
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submitters to provide in PMNs on new
microorganisms.

(a) Identifying the microo~anism.
Phl~ suhmit?ers must provide
information that identifies
microcrgariisins well enough to be listed
on the TSCA chemical substance
inventory. If the identity andlor use of
the microorganism are claimed as
confidential business information by the
submitter, the PMN must also include a
generic description of these item$ so
that the information can be published in
the Federal Register. Confidential
submissions will be considered
incomplete unless this generic
information is included (see 40 CFR
720.65, 720.85, and 720.87).

Once a new microorganism is actually
manufactured or imported, it will be
listed on the inventory and will be no
longer subject to PMN requirements.
(See 40 CFR 720.102 concerning
submission of a Notice of
Commencement of Manufacture or
Import.) EPA proposed an approach to
inventory listings in a background
document to the December 84 notice.
The Agency received very few
comments on this document, but those
who commented stated that a general
method for listing all microbes does not
seem possible at this time. The Agency
agrees and therefore intends to list
microorganisms on the inventory on a
case-by-case basis while developing
more general procedures for different
classes of microorganisms, and gaining
experience that will help in developing
standard listings. For now, the inventory
definition will usually include the genus
and species designations of source
organisms and of the microorganism
being reported, and other relevant
phenotypic information such as
nutritional and substrate requirements.
proteins expressed, primary
characteristics for which the microbe
was engineered, and characteristics that
are a typical for the species.

To identify the microorganism, EPA is
likely to require information on:

i. Source organisms (e.g., taxonomy,
source, reproductive cycle, and capacity
for genetic transfer).

ii. Methods used to manipulate source
organisms genetically to obtain the
resulting product [e.g., source and
function of genetic material to be
combined; description of methods for
vector construction and introduction,
fusion of cells, injection of DNA, etc.).

iii. The special functions obtained
[e.g., new traits intended to be
expressed; selection method; nature and
amount of source genetic material
remaining in the product microorganism,
genetic stability of new trait).

(b] Risk assessment information. Data
required for conducting the risk
assessment will vary according to the
sFec~fics Gf sach case bui in general
will fall into several major categories:
Information on exposure, environmental
fate, and human health and
environmental effects.

If the microorganisms will be
produced in enclosed, commercial-scale
facilities, or used solely in physically
contained systems, the notice should
include the following information:

i. Production processes (e.g., culture
conditions and requirements; sites,
methods, and amounts of manufacture,
processing, storage, and shipmenh
voiume, composition, and disposal of
wastes).

ii. Workplace exposure and worker
practices (e.g., potential for exposure,
worker protection practices, and
equipment).

iii. Containment and possible reIeases
(e.g., potential sources and
characteristics of releases, physical
containment methods, emergency back-
up systems, monitoring, and detection
methods in event of a release).

In the case of small-scale field tests
and other environmental releases, EPA
expects that the submitter wilI provide
information on

(A) Purpose and intended effect of
application.

(B) Site of application and
surroundings, including geographi~
physical, chemical, and biological
features.

(C) Numbers of microorganisms and
methods of application.

(D) Containment and mitigation
measures [e.g., procedures in event of
accidental release, for emergency
termination of the application, and to
reduce dispersal beyond the site].

(E) Monitoring (e.g., detection
procedures including their limits,
sampling procedures).

For field tests and other
environmental releases, data on
environmental fate and effects will be
essential. In such cases, manufacturers
should assume, in the absence of data to
the contrary, that the microorganisms
may present a risk because of their
potential to reproduce and exhibit new
traits. Therefore, EPA will expect
manufacturers to provide test and other
data demonstrating the microorganisms’
safety, These data should include:

(i) General background information on
the source organism (e.g., habitat and
geographic distribution, interactions
with other organisms, involvement in
biological cycling processes, potential
for genetic exchange in nature).

(ii) Test data on the new
microorganism itself, indicating its

&
.,..’ -..

potential for surwval, replicationl~$ +4;:6
dissemination, and genetic exchang” .~:,-$$;
with other organisms.

For filrther gui~ance, uwmnfacturers
should refer to the “Proposed Points to
Consider for Environmental Testing of
Microorganisms” developed by the
National Institutes of Health
Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee
Working Group on Release into the
Environment (Ref. 11). This document is
particularly useful in developing data
and information for submissions on
small-scale field tests. While some
points in this document relate solely to
recombinant DNA techniques, mcst of
the considerations are relevant to
environmental tests of microorganisms
regardless of the techniques involved in
their production.

In addition, the Agency has prepared
a more detailed guidance document
entitled “Points to Consider in the
Preparation and Submission of PMNs for
Microorganisms.” This document
provides guidance on both
environmental and industrial
applications of microorganisms and is
available from the TSCA Assistance
Office (see address at the beginning of
this notice].

At least three other documents will be
useful to submitters. These are the “EPA
Pesticide Assessment Guidelines:
Subdivision M—Biorational Pesticides”
(Ref. 20), a National Science Foundation
report titled “The Suitability and
Applicability of Risk Assessment
Methods for Environmental
Applications of Biotechnology” (Ref. 3],
and a report by the Cornell Ecosystems
Research Center titled “Potential
Impacts of Environmental Release of
Biotechnology Products: Assessment,
Regulation, and Research Needa (Ref. 9),

e. The PMNreview. All reviews of
microorganisms will follow established
administrative steps that are the same
for all substances subject to PMN
review. First, within 5 days of receiving
the PMN, EPA will issue an
announcement in the Federal Register
describing the submission. The
announcement will include information
on the identity of the new
microorganism, the type of use,
occupational exposure, production
volume, a summary of test data
submitted in the notice, and the
submitter’s identity. It will have
confidential business information
deleted according to the manufacturer’s
instructions, although EPA wiil strongly
encourage manufacturers to release as
much information as possible. If identity
and use are claimed confidential, the
Agency will include a generic
description provided by the submitter.
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EPA will have 90 days to review the
PMN (expendable to 180 days), during
which time the microorganism cannot be
manufactured or processed for purposes
other than research and development.
Within the review period, the Agency
may take action under section 5[e) of
TSCA to prohibit or limit the activities,
pendingreceipt of more data, or under
section 5[f) or 6 to prohibit or limit the
activities if there is sufficient
information to make an unreasonable
risk finding. Alternatively, EPA may
take no action. In this case, manufacture
and use may begin without restriction.

(1) Case-by-case assessments.
Because of the very recent development
of genetically engineered
microorganisms for environmental use,
there is little direct experience for
conducting risk assessments on
environmental releases of engineered
microorganisms. In the absence of such
experience, the Agency will conduct
case-by-case reviews by using ~
information from various scientific
disciplines and by directly considering
the features of specific genetically
engineered microorganisms and their
uses.

Many existing risk assessment
approaches that are used for non-
engineered microorganisms will
contribute to the analysis of risks of
engineered microbes in the environment.
Some of these will be adopted with few
if any changes, while others will require
modifications to address special
problems.

EPA believes that standardized
protocols and procedures should be
gradually blended with the case-by-case
approach. As experience is gained,
increasingly detailed guidance on
routine testing and procedures can and
will be developed.

(2) Use of experts. 11..pert judgmext
will be critical in determining
information needs, evaluating protocols
for testing, and reviewing potential
risks. Because of the range of expertise
that may be required in any given case,
EPA intends to supplement its staff
expertise by using experts from other
government agencies, academia, and
other independent sources. Persons will
be specifically chosen for their
knowledge and experience with
organisms and uses related to the PMN
under review.

As announced in the December 84
notice (and further described in Unit I of
this notice), EPA is forming r.
biotechnology Science Advisory
Committee to provide scientific advice
and promote consistent review

(: procedures.j,:, .
+;:,{ Many academic experts may have

+;:! financial or contractual relationships
\

with biotechnology companies. Using
non-Agency experts to assist in PMN
reviews may therefore raise two
potentially sensitive issues: Conflicts of
interest and access by non-Agency
experts to confidential business
information. To address these issues, the
EPA Office of Toxic Substances has
developed special procedures to ensure
that scientists contributing to
biotechnology PMN reviews will not
have conflicts of interest, and will have
the necessary access to CBI to review
the PMN without compromising trade
secrets or violating TSCA CBI
procedures. A document describing
these procedures will be placed in the
public record for this policy statement.

(3) Majorparts of the reviewpmcess.
As stated earlier, EPA expects persons
developing biotechnology products to
engage in prenotice consultations with
the Agency. During these discussions,
EPA and the consulting company can
identify preliminary concerns by
considering the source organisms and
intended uses of the microorganism
subject to PMN. Significant time may be
saved later in the PMN process if these
concerns are addressed before the PMN
is submitted.

Once the PMN is submitted, EPA will
develop hazard and exposure
assessments based on information
submitted in the PMN, other available
information, and consultation with non-
Agency experts. Reviewers will consider
the types of issues and questions
described here and in the various
guidance documents on risk
assessments for microorganisms. As
appropriate, they may also consult with
external scientific experts, and their
analyses may be peer reviewed by the
Agency’s biotechnology Science
Advisory Committee.

As a risk/benefit statute, TSCA
requires that benefits be estimated and
considered in judging whether the risk
may be unreasonable. While the risk
assessments are being developed,
Agency economists will estimate the
benefits of the product based on
information from the submitter,
independent economic research, and
consultation with non-Agency experts.

Finally, EPA staff will prepare a
summary of the risks and benefits to use
in reaching regulatory decisions.

(4) Public involvement in the review.
EPA will issue for publication a section
!i(d)(z) notice after receipt of a PMN for
a new rnicroorgariism. EPA will also
maintain a copy of the PiMN, from which
CBI has been deleted, in the 01S Public
Information Office at the address listed
in Unit VI of the EPA notice. EPA will
welcome comments from interested
members of the public on the PMN. The

public is generally given 30 days to
comment on a PMN after publication of
the section 5(d)(2) notice.

In addition to the normal procedures
for public comment on PMNs, EPA
intends that meetings of its
biotechnology Science Advisory
Committee will be open to the public,
although certain portions of meetings
may have to be closed to discuss CBI.
EPA also intends to charter its
committee to include representatives
from the lay public. These features will
help to ensure that the public has access
to information about EPA biotechnology
policies and decisions.

[5) Possible regulatory decisions. The
Agency may come to one of three
decisions at the conclusion of a
particular PMN review: (a) There is
sufficient information lC determine that
the risks are reasonable, [b) there is
sufficient information to determine that
the risks are unreasonable, or (c) there
is insufficient informs tion to make a
reasoned evaluation of risk, and the
substance may present an unreasonable
risk or there may be significant or
substantial exposure to it.

Where the first decision is made, the
Agency will notify the PMN submitter ,
that the manufacture and use may
proceed without restriction. In any
event, unless the Agency notifies the
company to the contrary before the end
of the W-day review period (with a
possible 90-day extension), the “
submitter may begin to manufacture and
use the organism.

A decision that risks will be
unreasonable leads to two regulatory
options. The Agency may require
measures to reduce the risks to an
acceptable level as a condition of
manufacture and use. Alternatively, the
Agency may prohibit manufacture or uss
of the microorganism if there are no ~
alternatives available or practical to
reduce the risk sufficiently. Such actio~
can be taken under TSCA section 5[fi.

If the information submitted with the
PMIJ is insufficient for a reasoned
evaluation, and EPA finds that the
microorganism may present an +2
unreasonable risk.~r that there may bd~
significant or substantial human f-;
exposure to it, or substantial .*

environmental release, EPA may, und~
TSCA section 5(e), limit or prohibit the”
manufacture or use of the

.-

microorganism until sufficient data are
submitted to the Agency !Oevaluate tie
risks.

2. Significant new uses of
microorganisms-a. Overview. EPA ~$
intends to supplement its PMN ;f
requirements by requiring persons to ~~
notify the Agency before they introduc~~
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pathogenic microorganisms (including
microorganisms containing genetic
material from pathogens] into the
environment. Notification will be
reqvired fo” new enviror,mental
applications o! genetically engineered
pathogerls prior to their release in any
amounts into the environment, while
notification for nonengineered
pathogens will be required at a
somewhat later stage, prior to them
introduction on more than 10 acres of
land (or some equivalent measurement
standard in cases where acreage is not
applicable, e.g. aquatic uses). If a
pa!hogen used for agricultural purposes
is subject to USDA review, it will not be
subject to this policy. Applicable
definitio~may be found in Unit W.

EPA intends to implement these
notification requirements through a
significant new use rule [SNUR) under
TSCA section 5(a)(2). The public will
have the opportunity to comment on the
proposed rule, including its scope and
possible categories that could be
excluded from coverage.

Until the rule is final, EPA expects
persons introducing pathogens into the
environment for non-agricultural new
uses to report to EPA voluntarily. In the
unlikely event that an imminent hazard
would arise during this interim period,
the Agency could use its authority under
section 7 of TSCA to immediately limit
or prohibit the manufacture, processing,
distribution in commerce, use, or
disposal of the hazardous product.

b. SNUR background. Section 5(a)(2)
of TSCA (15 U.S.C. 26tM(a)[2))
authorizes EPA to deterrniue that a use
of a chemical substance is a significant
new use. The Agency must make this
determination by rule, after
consideration of all relevant factors,
including those listed in section 5(a)(2].
Once EPA determines that a use of a
chemical substance is a significant new
use, section 5(a)(l)(B) of TSCA requires
persons to submit a notice to EPA at
least w days before they manufacture,
import, or process the substance for that
use.

Persons subject to a SNUR must
comply with most of the same notice
requirements and regulatory procedures
as submitters of PMNs under section
5(a) of TSCA. EPAs review procedures
and regulatory authority are the same
for SNUR notices as for PMNs.
However, if EPA does not take action on
a SNUR notice, section 5(g) of TSCA
requires the Agency to explain in the
Federal Register its reasons for not
taking action, Procedures and
requirements for PMN review are
described above in Unit HLC.1.

C.SNUR rationale. As explained in
the December w notice, EPA recognizes

that any approach to defining “new”
microorganisms, including the one -
described in Unit 111.C.1,excludes some
types of microorganisms from PMN
review and t}jerefore ~ilay Imt address
some significant potential risks. EPA
believes there is one currently
identifiable category of microorganisms
that is not being treated as “new” under
TSCA at this time but that should be
reviewed before environmental release.
That category includes pathogens and
microorganisms that contain genetic
material from pathogens (henceforth,
both are referred to collectively as
“pathogens”). As explained in more
detail m Unit I, the Agency believes it is
necessary to review pathogens released
to the environment because of their
ability to cause disease in microbes,
plants, animals, and humans.

EPA intends to take a slightly
different regulatory approach with
nonengineered pathogens. The Agency
will not require SNUR reporting on the
use of nonengineered pathogens until
they are to be used on more than 10
acres of land, or some equivalent
standard (to be determined) for uses
where acreage is tin inappropriate
standard (e.g. aquatic or subterranean
uses). The reason for this exception is
explained in Unit I.D., “Rationale for
Approach.”

To avoid duplicative requirements
with USDA, EPA will exclude pathogens
used solely for agricultural purposes
from the scope of its SNUR. USDA
permits to use such microorganisms are
marxiatory, while EPA review would be
discretionary because these are not
“new” microorganisms. However, new
environmental applications of pathogens
for non-agricultural purposes will be
subject to EPA review as significant
new uses, and will in some cases also be
subject to USDA oversight (if they are
plant or animal pests under the USDA
definition). In such cases, USDA’S
review will primarily be for the purpose
of detecting potential adverse
agricultural effects, while EPA’s review
will focus on the potential non-
agricultural impacts. See Unit I.E for an
explanation of how the agencies will
work together to coordinate their
review.

EPA is considering whether it should
also include provisions in the SNUR
requiring notification prior to small-
scale releases or commercial uses of
other categories of microorganisms
besides pathogens. For example, some
people have expressed concern over
nonindigenous microorganisms, and
others have expressed concern over
microorganisms that degrade structural
components of nature such as lignin and
cellulose. Members of neither category

. ...,
are subject to PMN when ~e : ;.,
microorganisms involved we nahu a’ly
occurring or intra-generie (not new], and
they would not be subject to the
previsions ibr pathcgens described
above. However, they may present
certain risks because they are new to
the environment in which they are used
or because of their degradative
capabilities. The literature contains
much documentation of the adverse
effects that have occasionally been
caused by nonindigenous
microorganisms such as the chestnut
blight fungus and Dutch Elm disease
fungus. There is, on the other hand, very
little known about many degradative
microorganisms and their potential for
adverse effects. The Agency wili request
comments on these concerns when it
issues its proposed S.NUR.

d. Guidelines for voluntary
compliance. The SNUR that EPA will
propose will describe, in detail, the
persons who will be subject to the rule
and the microorganisms and activities
for which significant new use reporting
will be required. In the meantime, EPA
strongly encourages persons who are
planning to manufacture, import, or
process pathogenic microorganisms for
non-agricultural, new environmental
uses, except those used solely for
agricultural purposes, to report their
activities to the Agency and to provide
information similar to that required for a
PMN for a new microorganism.

For purposes of voluntary reporting,
persons may use the following
definitions and assumptions. These
guidelines may be changed in the
proposed and final forms of the SNUR.

(I) HOW to know if a use wouId be
considered a significant new use. For
purposes of voluntary reporting, ihe
Agency encourages people to be as
comprehensive as possible and to
consider that any new, non-agricultural
release of a pathogen to the .<:,,
environment is appropriate to’report.
“Environmental release;’ is defined in
Unit IV.D, this definition should be used
in the interim until the SNUR is final.
Cases that may not be entirely clear,
e.g., use in waste water treatment plants
and use in mines or oil wells, should be
reported until the Agency provides
further guidance.

Many microorganisms that are
pathogens or that contain genetic
material from pathogens are being used
in the environment already. For
example, specific naturally occurring
pathogens are used for waste treatment
purposes and are tested in non-
contained experiments. These
applications of these specific
microorganisms cannot be considered
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significant “new” uses because they”are
ongoing. Therefore, persons now using
pathogens in environmental applications
will not be expected to notify the
Agency of such uses of these pathogens,
except for informational purposes (see
Unit 111.C.4).

In developing the proposed and final
rule, the Agency will have t6 determine
exactly which types of uses should.be
considered significant new uses, taking
into account that the purpose of the rule
is to ensure the Agency has the
opportunity to review releases of
pathogens that could entail significant
exposure or risk to the environment or
the public. Considerations relating to the
appropriate scope of the rule will be
discussed in the proposed SNUR, and
the public will be invited to comment.

(z) How to know if a microorganism is
a patfrogen. Unit IV.B of this notice
contains the definition of “pathogen”
that the Agency will use for purposes of
administering TSCA and FIFRA, and
provides guidance on how to determine
if a microorganism is a pathogen.

(3) How to know if a microorganism is
genetically engineered. As discussed in
Unit IH.C.2.C, EPA will not requirw
nonengineered pathogens to be reported
until they are used on more than 10
acres of land (or some equivalent
standard, not yet determined, for uses
where acreage is an inappropriate
standard). For now, a pathogen should
be considered nonengineered if there
has been no deliberate attempt to
promote genetic changes. Any human
intervention beyond removal from the
environment and selection for the
desired variant populations should be
considered to result in an engineered
microorganism.

[4) Submitting tfie significant new use
notice. Persons subject to the SNUR will
have to noti~ the Agency at least 90
days prior to any new, non-agricultural
use involving environmental release of
engineered pathogens. The Agency will
treat nonengineered pathogens slightly
differently; producers of nonengineered
pathogens will be subject to significant

.’ new use notification w davs mior to
., new uses involving enviro;m~ntal

applications on more than 10 acres of
land. Significant new use notifications
for microorganisms should contain the
same general types of information as
PMN submissions for microorganisms.
In all cases, SNUR notice submitters
should initiate prenotice consultations
with EPA well in advance of the actual
siibrnksion, to expedite the Agency’s
review of the notice.

e. Significant new use notice revie w.
EPA reviews of significant new uses of
microorganisms will be conducted in a
fashion similar to PMN reviews of

microorganisms. The review must be
completed in w days, extendable for
good cause to 160 days. In conducting
the review, EPA will use Agency and
non-Agency scientists selected for their
expertise on issues relevant to the
specific case.

The Agency recognizes that various
environmental uses of different types of
pathogens pose very different levels of
potential risk to human health and the
environment. For example, risks should
generally be lower when pathogens are
applied in areas distant from host
organism% the manufacturer has used
nonpathogenic strains of a pathogenic
specie% transferred genes are for a trait
not directly involved in pathogenicity,
the pathogenic source organisms have
very narrow host ranges; and pathogenic
genes have been deleted.

Because it recognizes these variations
in risk, the Agency expects to subject
some pathogenic microorganisms to
more rigorous regulatory oversight than
others.

3. Research and development (R&D)
exemption—a. Overview. TSCA section
5(h](3) exempts from PMN and SNUR
notification requirements chemical
substances manufactured in small
quantities solely for R&D. However, to
ensure adequate review prior to
environmental release, EPA intends to
require persons developing “new”
microorganisms and certain engineered
pathogens to notify EPA prior to any
research involving environmental
release. This will be accomplished by
amending the PMN rule [and possibly
the general SNUR rules in 40 CFR Part
721) to specify that field testing of
microo~anisms does not fall within the
definition of “small quantities” for R&D.
Until the necessary rule changes
implementing this policy are final, EPA
expects submitters to comply with this
policy voluntarily. Notice submitters are
advised to consult the Agency if they
are unsure whether a particular test is
subject.

b. Background. As explained in the
December 64 notice [at page w891.),
section 5(h)(3) of TSCA exempts from
PMN requirements new chemical
substances produced “only in small
quantities solely for purposes of
research and development.” (“Small
quantities” must be defined by rule.)
The same exemption applies to
substances produced for significant new
uses. if this exemption as now defined
were applied to living microorga~isms,
n~any microorganisms would go
unreviewed by EPA mtil perhaps years
after their initial testing in the
environment. Because microorganisms
can reproduce in the environment and
have the potential to exhibit new traits,

this has raised the question of whether
these field tests for R&D purposes could
present significant risks that would go
unreviewed.

Because of this concern, an important
issue for EPA in implementing the
biotechnology program has been
whether to alter the R&D exemption of
TSCA section 5 notice requirements in
the case of living microorganisms. EPA
requested and received substantial
public comments on this issue, which it
considered carefully in developing this
policy. The comments and EPA’s
response to them are described in the
EPA “Response to Comments”
document, available as part of the
public record of this EPA notice.

c. Rationale. The PMN rule fiefrnition
of “small quantities” for R&D has been
appropriate for most chemicals subject
to TSCA because of the assumption that
chemical R&D generally involves limited
exposure and therefore limited risk. In
the case of field tests involving living
microorganisms, this assumptiofi will
not always apply. Microorganisms that
survive may reproduce, potentially
leading to significant exposure and
risks. Because of their ability to
reproduce and therefore increase
beyond the amount originally released,
living microorganisms used in the
environment cannot be considered to
meet the commonly understood meaning
of “small quantities” for research and
development, and thus do not qualify for
the exemption.

d. Implementation. To implement the
change in the R&D exemption, EPA
intends to amend the PMN rule (4o CFR
720.3(cc) and 720.36) and possibly the
SNUR general provisions in 40 CFR Part
720. The amendments will specify when
a microorganism is considered not to
qualify for the R&D exemption, and will
provide enforceable standards for that
determination.

Until the R&D rule amendments are
final, EPA expects commercial
researchers intending to release new,
living microorganisms and engineered
pathogens into the environment to
report their activities to the Agency as
explained in the units on PMN and
SNUR notification (Units IILC.1 and 2).
In addition, EPA strongly encourages
researchers, prior to the time of
reporting, to maintain records regarding
containment procedures used in their
experiments. Researchers should use the
definiticm of “environmental release”
pr~vic!ed in Unit IV.D as a guide. ask
EPA for further guidance if questions
arise, and in general be as inclusive as .;:
possible in their estimation of what ‘k.
should be reported. “$
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e. Noncommercial R&D.
Noncommerical R&D is exempt from
section 5 of TSCA under section 5(g)
and would therefore be exempt from
PMF! and SINURrcquiwmen!s even
under [he proposed amenc!meilts. EFA
has defined “noncommercial” for all
chemical substances subject to TSCA
secticn 5 in a final rule published in the
Federal Register of April 22,1986 [51 PR
15096]. As a general guide, R&D done by
a commercial company should be
considered commercial, and purely
academic R&D should be considered
noncommercial. For more specific
guidance, the reader should examine the
definition of “’noncommercial” in the
final ru!e and the discussion of
‘“noncommercial” in the proposed PMN
ruIe revisions published in the FederaI
Register of December 27,1964 (49 tXR
50208). Readers should also note that the
NIH Recombinant DATAAdvisory
Committee (RAC) and USDA
Agriculture Biotechnology Recombinant
DNA Advisory Committee (ABRAC)
have jurisdiction over many
noncommercial R&l) activities,
specifically recombinant DNA
experimentation at institutions that
receive funds from NIH and USDA. Both
of these committees encourage
submission of experiments from other
sources as well.

4. General information reporting
requirements-a. Overview. EPA
intends to collect general information
prior to the environmental use of
microorganisms that are subject to
TSCA, but that are not the subject of
premanufacture or significant new use
notification requirements. EPA will
gather such information by means of a
section 8(a) reporting rule. The
information EPA collects will primarily
be used to monitor environmental uses
of microorganisms, thus making the
Agency aware of cases that may require
special regulatory action under other
TSCA authorities. It will also be used to
help the Agency evaluate and modify
the scope of its biotechnology programs
over time.

b. Section 8[a) background. Section
8[a) of TSCA authorizes EPA to issue
rules requiring manufacturers, importers
and processors of specified chemical
substances to submit information to the
Agency. TSCA section 8(a)(2) authorizes
the Agency to obtain a broad range of
data, including information on chemical
identity and structure, production, use,
exposure, disposal, and health and
environmental effects. Small
manufacturers, importers, and
processors, as defined by EPA, are
exempt from section 8[a) reporting and

recordkeeping requirernents, with
certain statuto~” exceptions.

c. Rationale for section 8[a) rule. As
explained in the overview to the EPA
portion of this notice, the biotechnology
review procedures described in this
notice are intended to focus on the
current areas of highest priority based
on considerations of risk and on
determinations about what makes a
microorganism “new.” However, there is
a relatively high degree of scientific
uncertainty involved in establishing
these priorities at this early stage in the
development of tbe biotechnology
industry. The Agency cannot say
definitively that all the microorganisms
and uses that are not at this time subject
to notification requirements will never
need to be regulated or should never be
subject to notification requirements in
the future.

EPA believes that TSCA section 8(a]
is the best mechanism available for
determining whether specific
microorganisms or categories of
microorganisms not subject to PMN or
SNUR notice requirements may need to
be regulated. The Agency must be
aware of how microorganisms are being
used in the environment to fulfill its
responsibility to identify and prevent
important or immediate hazards that
might unexpectedly arise with specific
uses. The section 8(a] reporting will also
provide EPA with necessary information
to assess whether its overall priorities
with regard to biotechnology regulation
have been, in fact, appropriately set and
whether they should change over time.
As was pointed out by many comments
on the Agency’s first proposed
statement on biotechnology, flexibility
and incorporation of new information
should be major components of any
regulatory scheme.

d. Implementation—[1] Who will have
to report under section 8[a)? When
promulgated, EPA intends for this rule to
apply to manufacturers, importers, and
processors of microorganisms that are
subject to TSCA and to be released in
the environment, but are not otherwise
reviewed under the PMN and SNUR
policies described earlier. In other
words, general information will be
required prior to environmental releases
of all microorganisms that are subject to
TSCA and that are non-engineered
pathogens, or that are intra-generic or
naturally occurring non-pathogens.

Although the rule will apply in general
to the above groups, small
manufacturers, importers, and
processors are usually exempt from
section 8(a) reporting and recordkeeping
requirements. EPA has established
general exemption standards for small

manufacturers (40 CFR Part 704], The
Agency will consider whether these
standards should be retained or altered -
in some way to reflect considerations
~articu!ar to the biot?ck.olagy indtistry.

When EPA issues its notice of
proposed rulemaking, the pub!ic will
have an opportunity to comment on the
question of who will have to report
under the rule.

(2] What information will hgve to be
reported under section 8[a)? EPA is in
the process of considering exactly what
information it will propose to require on
microbial products and uses under the
section 8(a] reporting rule. In deciding
what information should be reported on
microorganisms, EPA will consider w-hat
inforrndtion is necessary for the Agency
to assess the safety of planned
environmental releases, to evaluate its
biotechnology regulations over time, and
to consider necessary and appropriate
improvements. The Agency will also
consider the economic impact of special
information and whether the
information is generally “known to or
reasonably ascertainable by” potential
respondents to the rule.

5. Reporting of information on
substantial risks. All manufacturers,
processors, and distributors of microbial
products subject to TSCA, including
those involved in research and
development, are reminded of their
responsibility to notify EPA immediately
of any new information which
“reasonably supports the conclusion
that such substance or mixture presents
a substantial risk of injury to health or
the environment” (TSCA section 8[e)).

Guidance on the section 8(e)
requirement was published in the
Federal Register of March 16,1978 (43
ET?11110). Manufacturers, processors,
and distributors will fiid that this policy
statement provides general guidance on
TSCA section 8(e) reporting, but it
should not be considered exhaustive in
terms of the types of information that
would reasonably support a conclusion
of substantial risk. Specifically with
regard to microorganisms, the types of
information that should be reported
include but are not limited to (I)
pathogenicity to humans, plants,
animals, or microbes, (z) significant
ability to displace other organisms in the
intended uae area, (3) significant
potential to transfer genetic material to
other organisms, and (4) any other
significant potential to cause harm to
human health or the environment.

Manufacturers, processors, and
distributors should be vigilant and
immediately report substantial risk
information concerning microorganisms
subject to TSCA.
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6. Exemptions from premanufacture
notification requ~rements. Section
5(h][4] of TSCA allows EPA, by rule, to
exempt from PMN requirements
clremicul substances that it finds will
not present unreasonable risks. EPA
expects to use ‘this authority, where
appropriate, to reduce the burden of
PMN reporting requirements.

In its December 84 notice [at page
50891), EPA asked for comment on the
issue of whether certain microorganisms
or categories of microorganisms should
be exempt from PMN requirements
under the autho~ity of section 5(h)(4) of
TSCA. Ten respondents stated that
microo~ganisms used in closed systems
should ~e exempt under the .s[h)~4)
provision, although several specifically
remarked that appropriate biological
and physical containment conditions
should first be determined and met.
Others suggested modifications to this
approach, such as .sxpedited reviews or
reduced information requirements rather
than outright exemption, or application
of the exemption only to specific
microorganisms or substances (e.g., E.
coli. used in contained systems). One
commenter stated that an exemption
was not auuropriate because there is no
current F~dera-l authority to determine
safety in the event of accidental release.

Under TSCA, the PMN policy
described in Unit 111.C.1extends to
commercial-scale, closed system uses of
microorganisms as well as
environmental releases. The statute
requires that all manufacturers of “new”
substances must submit PMNs,
regardless of whether they are used in
contained facilities or open
environments. Nonetheless, EPA
believes that closed-system uses of new
microorganisms will often present lower
risks than environmental releases of the
same organisms. The contained uses
may therefore warrant a section 5(h)(4)
exemption, and EPA is hereby
announcing its intent to pursue that
possibilityy.

Since ihe Agency does not yet hzve
sufficient information to make the
necessary finding under section 5[h)[~)
that such activities “will not present an
unreasonable risk of injury to human
health or the environment,” it is
soliciting more data to support that
finding in the case of closed system
uses. The Agency would appreciate
receiving data that would support an
exemption either for a!l inter-generic
microorganisms user? in c!osed systems,
or for specific categories of such
microbes. For example, a category that
has been suggested for exemption is
inter-generic combinations involving
microorganisms that exchange DNA by

known physiologic processes, and that
are m the NIH RAC exchanger list. This
possible exclusion is mentioned in the
OSTP preamble published in this
Federal Register.

Information and data relevant to this
issue should be sent to EPA at the
address listed at the beginning of this
notice.

In addition to supporting the use of
section 5(h)[4] exemption% the Agency
will try to identify categories of
microorganisms that pose lower risk
even though they may not meet the
necessary findings for exemption. In
such cases, the Agency will consider
reducing the burden of PMN reporting
by lowering the information
requirements associated with the PMN,
and by conducting expedited reviews.
The Agency requests any data or
information that could be used to
support exemptions or expedited
reviews.

IV. Definitions of Terms for Regulatory
Purposes

As explained in the previous units of
this notice, EPA intends at this time to
focus its regulatory programs on
microorganisms containing genetic
material from dissimilar source
organisms [defined as organisms from
different genera), pathogenic
microorganisms, microorganisms
containing genetic material from
pathogens, nonindigenous
microorganisms, and TSCA
nonagricultural environmental
applications. Applicable requirement ts
are described in Units 11and 111of this
notice. The purpose of this unit is to
provide detailed information on how a
person should determine whether a
specific product is a pathogen, contains
genetic material from a pathogen,
contains genetic material from
organisms of different genera [inter-
generic combination), is nonindigenous,
is released to the environment, or is
used for nonagricultural TSCA purposes.

A. How To Determine if a Product Is an
Inter-Generic Combination

For purposes of implementing its
concept of “new” microorganisms, the
Agency is defining “new”
microorganisms as those formed by
deliberate combinations of genetic
material from organisms of different
genera.

This standard is purposely based on
the taxoncmic designations ~~f
microorganisms. IA’hiie ilnperiect iri
many ways, taxonomy appears to
provide tlie best available standard for
“dissimilarity” among organisms, for the
following reasons:

1. Although subject to periodic
revision within the scientific community,
taxonomy is a common language used
by scientists to describe how organisms
are similar and dissimilar (Refs. 4 18].

2. Taxonomy reflects the most recent
scientific observations about phenotypic
and genotypic differences between
organisms.

3. Taxonomy provides a universa~y
available point of reference tha$ can be
understood by industry and enforced by
the Agency.

4. EPA expects microorganisms being
used in biotechnology research and
development will have or can be
assigned clear taxonomic designatiomx
therefore, the use of taxonomic
standards imposes few if and additional
requirements on industry.

5. There is a significant adminslrative
advantage to independently established
criteria such as taxonomic standards,
because EPA will net have to create and
maintain a separate set of criteria for
regulatory purposes.

The Agency expects alI manufacturers
to know or determine the currently
accepted designations (genus, species]
of the source organisms they have used
in producing microbial products subject
to FIFRA and TSCA. In addition, EPA
expects submitters to use taxono,mic
literature and taxonomic experts, if
necessary, to determine the correct
identity of their microorganisms. A
number of commenters on the December
84 notice stated that organisms
manipulated by modern genetic
engineering will in most cases already
be well characterized. This fact strould
make implementation of this policy
relatively easy in most cases.

Excluded from this policy on inter-
generic combinations are
microorganisms that have resulted from
the addition of inter-generic material
that is well-characterized and contains
only non-coding regulatory regions such
as operators, promoters, origins of
replication, terminators, and ribosome-
binding regions.

“Well-characterized, non-coding
regulatory regions” means that the
producer of the microorganism can
document the following:

a. The exact nucleotide base
sequences of the regulatory region and
any inserted flanking nucleotides.

b. The regulatory region and any P
inserted flanking nucleotides do not
code for protein, peptide, or functional
RNA mo!ecu]es.

c. ‘i%: regulatory rcgicm saiely
controls the activity of other regions that
code for protein or peptide molecules or. ~
act as recognition sites for the initiation ~
of nucleic acid or protein synthesis. ?

‘“i
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EPA emphasizes that this policy
excludes only inter-generic
combinations that have resulted solely
from the addition of well-characterized,
nml-coding re~u!atory regions. If &
final microorganism contains any
regions from organisms of other genera
that do not meet this restriction, such as
coding regulatory regions or any poorly
characterized regions, the
microorganisms is considered new and
does not come under the exclusion for
regulatory regions discussed above.

To document these features, EPA
expects that companies will use sources
such as citations to published scientific
literature, copies of unpublished studies
relied upon, or data from tests
performed to determine the above
characteristics.

If persons do not know the genera of
particular organisms, they should
consult standard sources such as the
following:

i. Bacteria

(1) Skerman, V.B.D., V. McGowan, and
P.H.A. Sneath. 1980. Approved list of
bacterial names. International Journal of
Systematic Bacteriology 30:2254?0.

(2) Moore, W.E.C., E.P. Cato, and LV.H.
Moore. 1985. Index of the bacterial and yeast
nomenclature changes published in the
International Journal of Systematic
Bacteriology since tbe 1980 approved list of
bacterial names (1 January 1980 to 1 January
1985).International Journal of Systematic
Bacteriology 35:38&407.

Manufacturers should consult issues
of the International Journal of
Systematic Bacteriology for validly
published names and for names placed
on Validation Lists since January 1985.

ii. Algae

(1) DeToni, 1ss9. Sylloge Algarum.
(~] fndex Kewensis. 1895-present.(Royal

Botanical Gardens, Kew.)

iii. Protozoa

(1] Nomenclator Zoologicus. 175tl-present.
Published in fow volumes and ttvo
supplements from 1939 onwards. Edited by
S.A. Neave. Zoological society, London.

(2) Index Zoologicus. 1800-1900. Charles
Owen Waterhouse. (Published 1902.) Edited
by David Sharpe. Zoological Society, London.

(3) Index Zoologicus. W02-present.
(Zoological Society, London.)

iv. Fangi

(1) Saccardo, P.A. 1S82-1921. Sylloge
Fungorum. (Pavia, 25 vol.]

(2) Clements, F.E. and C.L. Shear. 1931. The
Genera of Fungi (H.W. Wilson and Co., N.Y.]

(3) Index to Fungi. ltMO-present.
Commonwealth Mycological Institute, Kew,
Sumey. England.

(4) Petrak’s List of Fungal Names. 1922-
1940.Commonwealth Mycological Institute,
Kew, Surrey, England.

(5] Hawksworth, D.L., B.C. Sutton, and G.C.
Ainswortb. lg83. Ainsworth and Bisfry’s

Dictionary of the Fungi. Commonwealth
Mycological Institute, Kew, Surrey, England.

v. Virases

(1) Mathews, R.E.F. 1979. Classification and
nomenclature o!’virwms, 3rd report of the
lnternatiorml Committee on Taxonomy of
Viruses. Intervirology 12(3-5):1-199.

If the taxonomic positions of source
organisms are ambiguous or if the
boundaries of a genus are in dispute, the
Agency expects the submitter to be
aware of these controversies.
Ambiguities at the species level or lower
will not affect the FIFRA and TSCA
policies. However, if the taxonomy at
the genus level is controversial, such
that organisms may be considered by
some to belong to the same genus and
by others to belong to different genera,
the submitter must comply with the
applicable requirements of FIFRA or
TSCA, or come to EPA for a case-
specific determination [address
provided at the begiming of this notice).
In general, submitters should expect that
microorganisms will be considered
inter-generic if the taxonomy of either
source organism, at the genus level, is
controversial.

In the case of chemically synthesized
genes, the Agency will follow a similar
principle. The genetic sequence of the
synthesized gene may be identical to a
sequence known to occur in an organism
in the same genus as the recipient
microorganism. If so, the resulting
microorganism will be considered intra-
generic. However, the producer should
be prepared to document how it made
this determination. Conversely, the
sequence of the synthesized gene may
be different or not known to be identical
to a sequence in the genus of the
recipient microorganism. In this case,
the resulting product will be considered
inter-generic.

EPA’s definition of inter-generic
combinations contains a standard of
intent on the part of the manufacturer or
producer. Inter-generic combinations
that occur as unintentional byproducts
of microorganisms coming in contact
with one another will not be considered
subject to the provisions of TSCA and
FIFRA that apply to inter-generic
combinations. For example, inter-
generic combinations may occur at very
low frequencies if microorganisms from
different genera are applied to the same
plot of land, or are sold together as
mixtures. Similarly, if manufacturers
develop microorganisms that are
naturally infected with viruses, and if
the developer did not intend to promote
and did not pro~’ide conditions actively
promoting the infection of the
microorganisms with the naturally
occurring viruses, then the

microorganisms containing naturally .:
occurring inter-generic combinations. -.
would not be considerd inter-generic
under the FIFRA and TSCA policies.

~ln the Other hand, if the nla~uf~cturer
or producer intentionally provides
conditions to promote genetic transfer,
or if inter-generic microorganisms are
primary components of a product or
mixture, then the microorganisms will
be considered inter-generic and subject
to the applicable provisions of FIFRA .
and TSCA.

Submitters should consult the Agency
if they have any questions about these
distinctions.

B. How to Determine if a Product Isa
Pathogen

For the purposes of this policy, a
pathogen is defined as a virus or
organism [including its viruses and
plasmids, if any) that has the ability to
cause disease in other living organisms
(i.e., humans, animals, plants, or
microorganisms). A disease is an
abnormal physiological function in an
organism, occurring as a consequence of
the activity of proliferating
microorganisms directly associated with
or infecting the host organism, or due to
biologically active substances such as
toxins, antibiotics, or growth regulators
produced by a microorganism (Refs. 5,6,
7,8,14, 19),

This policy is not meant to include
such organisms as competitors or
colonizers of the same substrates,
commensalistic or mutual” tic

?“”.microorganisms, or oppo tmlstic
pathogens. However, if a microorganism
has more than one mechanism for
affecting other organisms and one of
these is pathogenicity, then the
microorganism is considered to be a
pathogen.

A microorganism will be subject to
EPA policies regarding pathogens ifi

1. The organism belongs to a
pathogenic species or to a species
containing pathogenic strains, according
to sources identified by EPA below, or
from information known to the producer
that suggests that the organism is a
pathogem excepted are organisms
belonging to a strain used for laboratory
research or commercial purposes and
generally recognized as non-pathogenic
according to sources identified by EPA,
or information known to the producer
and EPA an example of a
nonpathogenic strain of a pathogenic
species is l?scherichia coli K-12
examples of nonpathogenic species are
Bacillus subtilis, LactobaciIlus
acidophilus, and Saccharomyces
species; or,
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Z. The organism has been derived
from a pathogen or has been
deliberately engineered such that it
contains genetic material from a
pathogenic organism as defined in item
1, above. An exception to this
requirement is a genetically engineered
organism developed by transferring
well-characterized non-coding
regulatory regions from a pathogenic
donor to a nonpathogenic recipient.

“well-characterized, non-coding
regulatory region” means that the
producer of the microorganism can
document the following

a. The exact nucleotide base
sequences of the regulatory region and
any inserted flanking nucleotides.

b. The regulatory region and any
inserted fJanking nucleotides do not
code for proteim peptide, or functional
RNA molecules.

c. The regulatory region solely
controls the activity of other regions that
code for protein or peptide molecules or
act as recognition sites for the initiation
of nucleic acid or protein synthesis.

To document. these items, EPA
expects that companies will use sources
such as citations to published scientific
literature, copies of unpublished studies,
or data from tests perfoimed to
determine the above characteristics.

The Agency. is, exti~uding genetically
engineered organisms containing
material from pathogens if the material
transferred is from a pathogenic donor
to a nonpathogenic recipient, and
consists solely of well-characterized,
non-coding regulatory regions. In this
case, the transferred material does not
code for traits directly associated with
pathogenicity. The Agency believes that
these organisms do not pose significant
risks because they do not possess new
combinations of traits or pathogenic
traits, but instead exhibit quantitative
changes in preexisting traits in a
nonpathogenic recipient.

The Agency is excluding opportunistic
pathogens for two reasons. First, in
terms uf risk priorities, outright
pathogens are of significantly greater
.conce~ than organisms that would not
act as pathogens except under unusual
circumstances. Second, because of the
very large number of microorganisms
that could be considered to be
opportunistic, their inclusion would
result in an inappropriately restrictive
policy.

There are a rmmher of siamlard
scurces that can be used to determine
whether a microorganism belongs to a
pathogenic species: EPA is compiling a
list of such sources, and is considering
developing a list of pathogenic species,
as part of future rulemaking activities.

As interim .euidance, persons should
consider so~rces such as the following:

[1)Anne, W., ed. 1980.Fish Diseases.
Springer-Verlag, New York.

[z) Anver, M.R.and C. Pond. 19g4. Biology
and Diseases of Amphibians. In Laboratory
Animal Medicine, J.G. Fox, B.J. Cohen, F.M.
Loew, eds. Academic Press, Orlando, FL

[3) Bliss, D.E., ed. 1982-1985. Biology of
Crustaceans (Volume 6 Pathobiology).
Academic Press, New York.

[4) Blood, D.C., J.A. Henderson. and O.M.
Radostits. 1979. Veterinary Medicine A
Textbook of the Diseases of Cattle, Sheep.
Pigs, and Horses. 5th edition. Lea & Febiger,
Philadelphia, PA.

(5) Braude, A. 1986. Medical Microbiology
and Infectious Diseases. 2nd edition. W.B.
Saunders, Philadelphia, PA.

(6) Buchanan, A.M. 1962. Veterinary
Microbiology. Elsevier Scientific, Amsterdam.

[7) Buchanan, R.E. and N.E. Gibbons, eds.
1974. Bergey’s Manual of Determinative
Bacteriology. t3th edition. Williams and
Wilkins Co., Baltimore.

(8) Cantwell, G.E., ed. Insect Diseases, JM.
Dekker, New York.

(9) Commonwealth Mycological Institute.
Descriptions of Plant Pathogenic Bacteria,
Fungi, and Viruses. Commonwealth
Agricultural Bureaux, Kew, Surrey, England.

(10) Davidson, E., ed. 1981. Pathogenesis of
Invertebrate Microbial Diseases. Allanheld,
Osmum, Totowa, NJ.

[11) Ellis, A.E., ed. 1985. Fish and Shellfish
Pathology. Academic Press, London.

[12) Gherna, R., W. Nierrrran, and P. Pienta,
eds. 1985. Catalogue of Bacteria, Phages.
rDNA Vectors. 16th edition. American Type
Culture Collection, Rockville, Maryland.

(13) Hagan, W.A. and D.W. Bruner 1981.
Hagan and Bruner’s Infectious Diseases of
Domestic Animals: With Referenca to
Etiology, Pathogenicity, Immunity
Epidemiology, Diagnosis and Bilogic Therapy.
7th edition. Comstock Publishing Associates,
New York.

(14] Hitchner, S.B., ed. 19s0. Isolation and
Identification of Avian Pathogens. 2nd
edition. American Association of Avian
Pathologists, College Station TX.

(15) Jacobson, E. 1984. Biology and
Diseases of Reptil$s. In Laboratory Animal
Medicine, J.G. Fox, B.J. Cohen, F.h4. Loew.
eds, P.cademic Press, Orlando. FL

[16) Jong, S.C. and M.J. Gantt, eds. 1985.
Catalogue of Fungi/Yeasts. 16th edition.
American Type Culture Collection, Rockvil!e,
Maryland.

(17) Kinne, O. 198~1983. Diseases of
Marine Animals. Vol. L General Aspects,
Protozoa to Gastropod, published by John
Wiley, Vol. 11Bivalvia to Arthropods, Vol. 111,
Echinoderrnata to Vertebrate, Vol. W. Pisces
Applied Aspects, Volumes II-IV published by
Biologische Anstalt, Helgcdand, Germany.

(18] Krieg, N.R. and J.G. HoIt, eds. 1984.
Bergey’s Manual of Systematic Bacteriology,
Vol. I, Williams and V1’ilkinsCo., Baltimore,
MD.

(13) Marcus, L.C. 1s!81.l’etel~m.ry Bio!ogy
and Medicine of Capitve Amphibians and
Reutiles. Lea and Febi~er, Philadelphia, PA.

~20]Padhye, A.A. 19;8. Fungi pa~hogenic to
Man and Animals. In A.1. Laskin and H.A.
Lechevalier, eds. Chemical Rubber Company.

Handbook of Microbiology, 2nd edition,
Volume 11,pp. 319-340.

(21) Sparks, A.K. 1985. Synopsis of
Invertebrate Pathology Exclusive of Insects.
Elsevier, Holland.

(22J Starr, M.P., H. Stolp. f-f.G.Trupert A.
Balows, and H.G. Schlegel, eds. 1981. The
Prokaryotes-A”Handbook on Habitats.
Isolation, and Identification of Bacteria. Vols
1 and 2. Springer-Verlag.

(23) Steinhaus, E.A., ed. 1963. Insect
Pathology An Advanced Treatise, Academic
Press, New York.

[24) U.S. Department of Agriculture. 1960.
Index of Plant Diseases in the United States.
Crops Research Division. Agriculture
Research Service. Agriculture Handbook No.
165.

(25) U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. 1977. Classification of Etiologic
Agents on the Basis of Hazard. In A.L Laskin
and H.A. Lechevalier, eds. Chemical Rubber
Company Handbook of Microbiology, tid
edition, Volume L pp. 559-573.

(26) U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services. 1984. Biosafety in Microbiological
and Biomedical Laboratories. Public Health
Service, Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta,
GA.

(27) Whiteman, C.E.,and A.A. Bickford.
1983. Avian Diseases Manual. 2nd edition.
American Association of Avian Pathologists.
Kennett Square, PA.

The Agency expects that producers
will be sufficiently familiar with the
relevant literature and the species of the
microorganisms under development that
the pathogenicity or lack of it will
already be known. Therefore. the
Agency does not believe that
determining whether a microorganism
belongs to a pathogenic species based
on published sources will be
burdensome.

Where there is disagreement among
sources about whether a strain belongs
to a pathogenic species, the submitter
must assume that it belongs to a
pathogenic species, or come to EPA for a
case-specific determination (address
provided at the beginning of this notice).

As part of further rulemaking, the
Agency plans to develop a list of
nonpathogenic strains of pathogenic
species, in addition to E. coli K-I2, that
will be exempt from Agency policies for
pathogenic microorganisms. In the
interim, if a submitter is using a strain
that belongs to a pathogenic species,
except E. co~i K-12, the submitter should
assume that it is pathogenic.

Because of the pathogenic potential of
most, if not all, viruses, and because the
species concept does not generally
apply in virus taxonomy, the Agency
wii! cans.ider any product that is or
contains genetic material fl cm a virus to
be a pathogen.

The Agency intends to update this
guidanc~periodically, particularly the
list of publicatiorls.
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c Ho w TO Determine if a Product IS a
~onindigenous Microo~anism

A microorganism will be considered
l;onindigenou~ tc any one cf the
geographic areas listed below if it is
isolated from outside that area:

I. The continental United States,
including AJaska, and the immediately
adjoining countries (i.e., Canada and
Mexico].

Z.The Hawaiian Islands.
3. The Caribbean Islands including

Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands.
For example, a microorganism from

IIawaiii developed for use as a
microbial pesticide in the continental
U.S.,will be considered to be
nonindigenous to the continental United
States. Under FIFRA, the Agency would
therefore be notified before initiation of
small-scale field testing of the microbial
pesticide in the continental U.S.

In normal usage? nonindigenous
organisms are generally considered to
be naturally occurring organisms placed
in environments where they are not
native or have not evolved. This concept
means that a microorganism could be
considered nonindigenous to an
ecosystem that is adjacent to the one in
which it evolved, nonindigenous to
ecosystems far removed, or even
indigenous to nearby or far-removed
ecosystems. This happens for a number
of reasons such as the widely varying
effects of geographic barriers aa
isolating mechanisms; microbial
dispersal mechanisms and the
biological, chemical, and physical
features shaping different environments.
Given the complexity and impracticality
Dfdetermini~ whether a particular
microorganism is indigenous to a wide
range of habitata that may exist within
Qions and states, the Agency has
ielected continental boundaries to
iescribe geographic regiona that are
:Iearly isolated and are easily used for
idrninistrative purposea. These
]oundaries will be used to determine
~hether a microorganism is
Ionindigenous and hence subject to
)articular proviaiona under FIFRA (see
hit II).

2 How TO Deternjine if a Product 1S
ieIeased to the .Environment

In the future, it is likely that a
Definitionof environmental release will
w developed. In the interim, the
~gency’aapproach will focus on when a
licroorganiam is considered to be
Ontained rather than when it is
eleased.
A microo%anism will be considered

nvironmentally contained if the
~imoorganiam is used in a laboratory
ht compiies with NIH RAC guidelines;

or the microorganism is used in a
contained greenhouse, fermenter, or
other contained stmcturs. In general,
“contairwri greenhouse, fermenter, or
other contained structure” means a
building or structure that has a roof and
walls. It should also have a ventilation
system to minimize microbial release to
the outdoors, a system for sterilizing
water runoff and wastea, and a system
for restricting insects, if any of these are
plausible routes for dissemination of
microorganisms. Experimenters should
control pests, sterilize soil or other
material containing m.icroo~anisms
before disposal or reuse, and generally
limit access only to those persons who
must have acceas for research purposes.

E. How to Determine if a Product Is
Used for Nonagricultural Purposes

An agricultural use of a
microorganism is my use or application,
the primary purpose of which is to
produce, enhance, or cultivate plants or
animals. The definition is not meant to
include pesticides.

F. Definition of Plants imd AnirnaIs

For the purposes of this EPA notice,
planta are defined as multicellular
organisma characterized by eukaryotic
cell walls, photosynthetic ability, and
embryonic development. Members
include mosses, liverworts, and vascular
plants (including moat terrestrial crop
plants]. Animals are defined as
multicellular organisms composed of
eukaryotic ceJVawith ingaative nutrition
and lacking rigid cell walls and
photosynthetic ability. Members include
coelenterates, flatworms, molhtscs,
segmented worms, arthropod,
echinoderms, and vertebratea.
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VI. Pubtic Record

EPA has established a public record
for this statement of policy (docket
number OPTS-00049A] which is
available to the public in the OTS Public
Information Office, 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except legal
holidaya.

The Public Information Office is
located in Rm F,-107, 401 M St. S.W.,

i
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Washington, D.C. .20460.The record
includes all information considered by
EPA in formulating this policy. The
record includes the following categories
of information

1. FederaI Register notices.
Z. Support documents and reports.
3. Public comments, summaries of

comments, and EPA’s responses to
comments on the EPA December 1984
Notice on biotechnology (49 FR 50880).

4. Communications.
The record also includes, by

reference, published literature cited in
this policy statement and generally
available.

The docket of the record detailing its
specific contents is available in the OTS
Reading Room.

VII. Regulatory Assessment
Requirements

A. ReguIato~ Flexibility Act

As required by the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 605[b)), EPA has

dw’asses the Impact of the immediately
effective aspects of this policy on small
businesses. EPA has determined that the
immediately effective requirements will
not create additional impacts on small
businesses over those already identified
in the final PMN-rule, 40 CFR Part 720,
and the Interim Policy for small-scale
field testing of microbial pesticides (49
FR 40859].

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection
requirements contained in this policy
have been approved by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) under
provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1980,44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. and
have been assigned OMB control
numbers 2070-0012 and 2070-0069.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Final Policy Statement for Research and
Regulation of Biotechnology Processes
and Products

AGENCV.Department of Ag,.iculture.
ACTIONFinal policy statement.

SUMMARYThis statement presents, in
final form, an explanation of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA)
policy for research and regulation of
biotechnology applications in
agriculture and forestry. New
Information is prtwided about policy for
agriculturalbintechnolog;research,
proposed regulations, and scientific
review .mechanis.ms. The ducuma: aiso
contains responses to comments and

-clarifications of the USDA policy
statement published in the Federal
Register on December 31,1984 (49 FR
50897-50904).

FORFURTHERINFORMATIONCONTAC~
For regulatory activities, contact Dr.
James W. Glosser. Associate
Administrator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS), USDA,
Room 313-E Administration Building,
Izth and Independence Avenue. SW.,
Washington, DC 20250, telephone Area
Code (2o2) 447-3580. For research
activities, contact Dr. John Patrick
Jordan, Administrator, Cooperative
State Research Service (CSRS) USDA,
Room 304-A, Administration Building,
12th and Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250, telephone Area
Code (202) 447-4423.

All written documents received by
USDA on this notice are avai!able for
public inspection in Room 313-E
Administration Building, 12th and
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC, weekdays between
&OOa.m. and 4:OOp.m.

Table of Contents
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II. Notices
111.USDA Research Policy Statement
IV. USDA Regulatory Policy Statements

A. Veterinary Biological Products
B. Plants and Plant Products
C. Meat and Poultry Products
D. Seeds

V. Scientific Review Mechanisms
W. Summary of Comments

I. Introduction

The USDA portion of the “proposal
for a Coordinated Framework for
Regulation of Biotechnology” (hereafter
referred to as the December 31, 1984
Notice) appeared at 49 FR 50897-50904.
As a part of its policy perspective,
USDA stated that agriculture and
forestry products developed by
biotechnology will not differ
fundamentally from conventional
products and that the existing regulatory
framework is adequate to regulate
biotechnology.

USDA has both research and
regulatory responsibilities for
biotechnology activities. This document
provides significant new information in
both areas. Section II describes 1985
Fedeial Xegister notices concerning
USDA policies and responsibilitiea for
biotechnology. Included in this
discussion is an explanation of the
assignment of responsibilities within
USDA for the oversight of USDA funded
research and for the regulation of the
products of biotechnology. An
unc!erstanding of the way in which
USDA has di <ified these responsibilities
should prove helpful to those in the
private sector seeking review and/or
approval of biotechnology applications.

A new section 111has been added
describing USDAS policy for

agricultural biotechnology research.
USDA is publishing as a companion
document, USDA Guidelines for
Biotechnology Research that will clos~
parallel the NIH Guidelines. The USDi
guidelines will be issued under the
authority of the Food Security Act of
1985 (Pub. L. 98-198). This Act amendf
section 1404(2) of the National
Agriculture Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act [NARETPA). The
Amendment gave the Secretary of
Agriculture responsibility for
establishing “appropriate controls wi!
respect to the development and use 01
the application of biotechnology to
agriculture.” All USDA funded
agriculture biotechnology research or
research conducted at an entity
receiving USDA funds would be subj[
to the USDA Guidelines for
Biotechnology Research unless the
specific research project is supported
and subject to the guidelines or
regulations of another Federal agency
These Guidelines would encompass a
phases of agricultural biotechnology
research, i.e. (I) Contained laborator~
experiments; (2) specialized isolation
research [e.g., greenhouse. biotron): a
[3) environmental research reIease (e.
controlled and segregated field plots)
USDA hopes that entities not requiref
comply with the Guidelines would
voluntarily adhere to the requirement
To encourage compliance, USDA
proposes to adopt the NIH policy of
providing the researchers not require
comply with these Guidelines the
opportunity to have their new
biotechnology research proposals
reviewed by USDA.

Those entities covered by the USD
Guidelines for Biotechnology Resear
would also be required to comply wi
any applicable statutes such as thos[
forth in section IV of this document,
any regulatory issues thereunder.

The Secretary of Agriculture has
established an Office of Agriculture
Biotechnology (OAB), which will ha~
primary responsibility for implement
and coordinating the Department’s
policies and procedures pertaining tc
facets of biotechnology. This include
the conduct of laboratory and field
research, exprimentation on
biotechnology products prior to theti
commercialization, and all matters (
oversight of biotechnology in
agriculture. The new office will repc
the -Assistant Secretary ior Science
Educai!on thrmg4 the a{l+hmity
provided in the amendment to the F
Security Act of 1985. The Assistant
Secretary for Science and Educatiol
seek to establish an Agriculture :
Biotechnology Recombinant DNA ‘
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Advisory Committee (ABRAC) and shall
continue the responsibilities for
agriculture formerly handled by the
NIH-RAC during the last 10 years The
0A!3 Shal! operaie in a close jxmdllel
manner’ to the Office of Recombinant
DNA Activities (ORDA) of the National
Institutes of Health. This includes the
responsibility of the ABRAC and the
implementation of the USDA Guidelines
for Biotechnology Research. The NIH
system is well respected both
domestically and worldwide, and has “ .
achieved a high degree of efficiency in
achieving broad confidence in the safety
of new biological research conducted
under its requirements.

The OAR also will serve as a focal
point for coordinating a National
Biological Impact Assessment Program,
which is to evaluate and monitor the
potential impacts of biotechnological
processes and products on safety and
the environment.

Section IV contains USDAS
regulatory policy statements for
veterinary biological products, plants
and plant products, meat and poultry
products, and seeds. USDA stated in the
December 31, 1984 Notice that while its
existing regulatory framework is
adequate, it would constantly
reevaluate its regulatory position and
should additional regulatory measures
become necessary, amend its
regulations (49 FR 50904). For veterinary
biological regulated under the Virus-
Serum-Toxin Act (VSTA), USDA has
identified three categories which may be
derived by recombinant DNA
techniques or developed from
hybridomas. The categories are based
on biological characteristics and safety
concerns, and are described fully in
section IV(A). The first category
consists of inactivated recombinant
DNA-derived vaccines, bacterins,
bacterin-toxoids, virus subunits, or
bacteriai subunits, as well as
monoclinal products. This category
presents no new or unusual safety or
environmental concerns. The second
category includes those products
containing live microorganisms that
have been modified by the addition or
deletion of one or more genes. Such
Products will be evaluated under current
regulato~ policies and procedures to
assure that the addition or deletion of
specific genetic information does not
impart increased virulence,
pathogenicity, or survival advantages.
The third category includes products
using live vectors to carry recombinant
derived foreign genes for immunizing
antigens and/or other immune
stimulants. Characteristics of safety and
transmission must be established fully

before questiona and concerns dealing
with safety to humans, animals, and
release into the environment can be
at?swcrcd er,d before such prochsts can
be considered for licensing. Section
IV(A) also includes new information
about revised USDA review procedures
for the importation of cell cultures and
hybridomas. A brief discussion is
included about the proposed regulations
implementing the provisions of the
amendments to the VSTA contained in
the Food Security Act of 1985.

For organisms and products derived
by the techniques of genetic engineering,
USDA is proposing new rules to reguiate
organisms which are plant pests or
which there is reason to I-telieve are
plant pests. It is USDA’s policy to
regulate certain genetically engineered
organisms if the donor, vector/vector
agent, or recipient organism is a member
of a group of organisms that are known
to contain plant pests, or if based on
experience, USDA determines that a
genetically e~ginaered organism or
product is a plant pest or if USDA has
reason to believe that a genetically
engineered organism or product is a
plant pest. The proposed regulations are
summarized in section IVIB).

The USDA pelicy for regulating meat
and poultry products and seeds derived
through biotechnology remains
substantially as stated in the December
31, 1984 Notic~ ~md appears in section
IV (C) and [D),

A new section (V) has been added
describing the scientific review
mechanisms to be established by USDA
to assist iJSDA Agencies in
biotechnology research and regulatory
decision-making, USDA has established
a Committee on Biotechnology in
Agriculture [CBA) chaired by the
Assistant Secretary for Science and
Education and the Assistant Secretary
for Marketing and Inspection Services.

A detailed summary of comments on
the December 31,1964 Notice and USDA
responses appears as section VI. The
comments are organized to conform to
the form of the December 31,1964
Notice, with general comments and
responses on the USDA regulatory
philosophy followed by comments and
responses on specific aspects of USDAS
regulatory structure.

11.Notices

Three Federal Register notices
concerning the Department’a
biotechnology related activities have
been published subsequent to
publication of the December 31,1984
Notice.

On July 19, 1985, a document
amending the delegations of authority of
USDA to assign responsibility for these

research and regulatory activitie8j7;, ‘“.
CFR Part Z) was published in the ~
Federal Register (50 FR 29367-29368].

In ;his documenL the Secretary of
Agricultiwe deiegated responsibility to
the Assistant Secretary for Marketing
and Inspection Services to coordinate
the development and carrying out of all
matters and functions pertaining to the
Department’s regulation of
biotechnology and to act as liaison on
all matters and functions pertaining to
the regulation of biotechnology between
agencies within the Department and
between the Department and
governmental and private organizations.
These responsibilities were further
delegated from the Assistant Secretary
for Marketing and Inspection Services to
the Administrator of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS).

Also in this document, the Secretary
of Agriculture delegated responsibility
to the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education to coordinate the
development and carrying out of all
matters and functions pertaining to
agricultural research involving
biotechnology conducted or funded by
the Department includhg the
development and implementation of
guidelines for oversight of research
activities, and to act as liaison on all
matters and functions pertaining to
agricultural reeearch in biotechnology
between agencies within the
Department and between the
Department and other governmental,
educational and private organizations. 1

On September 23,1985, USDAS
APHIS published a notice which
contained its policy statement and
requirements for the control and
protection of documents that contain
confidential business information
concerning biotechnology and the
veterinary biologics program [!io FR
38561-38563).

On November 14,1985, the Office of
Science and Technology Policy
published a notice in the Federal
Register announcing the establishment
of the Biotechnology Science

1The Assistant Secretary for Scienceand
Educationovereees the research activities of the
AgriculturalResearch Service (ARS),the
CooperativeState Research Service (CSRS),the
ExtensionService [ES),and the Office of Grants
and programSystems (OGPS).The Aasiatant
Secretary for Marketingand Inspection services
oversees the regulatory activities of the Anbnal and
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS], which
includes Veterinary Services (VS)and Plant
Protection and Quarantine (PPQ} the Agricultud
Marketing Service [AI@; and the Food Safety and
InspectionService [FSIS].The policies and
procedrms of these agencies for biotechnology were
described in the USDA potilon of the coordinated
policy statement at 49 FR W3W—WM4

}

I,
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Coordinating Committee (BSCC] (5o FR
4717@17195]. This Committee is to serve
as an interagency forum for coordinating
science issues related to research and
commercial applications of
b!ctechnology. The notice also stated
that USDA will establish a Committee
on Biotechnology in Agriculture (CBA)
to assist in assuring that research and
regulatory decisions are based on the
best science available.

HI. USDA Research Policy Statement

USDA supports research to promote
and protect the general health and
welfare of the people of the United
States.z Research program include:
Studies on production of food and
agricultural processing and marketing,
identity and development of new crop
and animal sources of food, fiber, and
ene~ increased agricultural efficiency
and reduction of dependence on
petroleum-based products; development
of improved management and
conservation of soil, water, forest, and
range resources. The programs are
fulfilled through State, Federal, and
private industry cooperative efforts.

In the areas of agricultural research
relevant to biotechnology, many plant,
animal, and microbial alterations have
been developed for reIease through
traditional genetic approaches such as
mutagenesis and hybridization. In a
complementary vein, beneficial
introduction of organisms from abroad
have established a sound base for
research and regulatory oversight. The
experience with these bases provide a
substantial knowledge base for
conducting evaluations of the safety and
efficacy of biotechnology processes and
products.

USDA will evaluate the
environmental impacts in the context of
iriclividual experiments that encompass
the entire range of experimentation from
contained facilities to open field testing.
As knowledge and experience are
gained, broadly applicable procedures
and guidelines will be developed.
Particular consideration will be given to
the stability of engineered changes and
the possibility that genetic elements
might be transferred from one organism
to another. Also important will be the
development of data that will enable
predictions of which organisms may
become established in new ecosystems,
and resulting environmental
consequences.

USDA considers products developed
through biotechnological techniques as
no different from those products
resulting from research using

2See Addendum for Research Legislative
Authorities.

conventional techniques providing
appropriate research review is
conducted with established protocols.
Agricultural biotechnology research
activities require approp?iete Ieview to
avoid untoward effects on human health
and the environment.

USDA expects to rely on the existing
network of scientific expertise in the
agriculture research community.
Thousands of plant selections, animal
breeding lines, and microorganisms are
tested annually at sites under varying
climatic conditions through the Nation.
This network of scientific expertise
permits continual, open assessment of
agricultural research and products of
that research in the field. USDA has
broad statutory authority to conduct and
support research in wide ranging areas
of agriculture. In addition to the
authorities described in the matrix of
Federal Laws related to biotechnology
found in the Federal Register Notice of
November 14,1985 (50 FR 47174-47195)
the Food Security Act of 1985 (Section
1404(2) of the National Agriculture
Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act Amendments of 1985, Pub. L.
No. 99-198), made the Secretary of
Agriculture responsible for establishing
“appropriate controls with respect to the
development and use of the application
of biotechnology to agriculture.”
Through this authority, and pursuant to
the Delegation of Authority Pertaining to
Biotechnology published in the Federal
Register on July 19,1965 [50 FR 29367-
68], the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education will complete
development of a national system of
agricultural biotechnology research
oversight in much the same manner that
agriculture has been a part for the last
10 years through the NIH-RAC.

The Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education has initiated the
establishment of the Agriculture
Biotechnology and Recombinant DNA
Advisory Committee (ABRAC), to be
managed through an Office of
Agriculture Biotechnology (OAB) which
is a parallel to the National Institutes of
Health Recombinant DNA Advisory
Committee (NfT-RAC) and Office of
Recombinant DNA Activities (ORDA).
The OAB will serve as the focal point
for developing and coordinating USDA
policies and activities pertaining to
biotechnology research and will perform
related interagency and public Iiai$on
functions. OAB will also assist in
carrying out the responsibilities
assigned to the Assistant Secretary for
Science and Education, including the
development and implementation of
policies and procedures, and guidelines

for the conduct of Iaooratory and ‘ie
research.

All federally-funded agriculture
biotechnology research or reseach
conducted at an entity receiving ~JSI
funds will be subject t~ the USDA
Guidelines for Biotechnology Resear
which are published as a companion
document to this policy statement,
unless the specific research project i
supported by and subject to the
guidelines or regulations of another
Federal agency. These Guidelines
encompass the entire spectrum of
degrees of containment in agriculture:
biotechnology research i.e.: [1)
Contained laboratory experiments; (
specialized isolation research (e.g.,
greenhouse, biotron); and (3)
environmental research agricultural
biotechnology release (e.g., controlle
and segregated field plots). Research
investigators not required to comply
with USDA Guidelines will be
encouraged to follow these Guidelim
To assure consistency, USDA adoptt
the model established by the NIH o{
providing such researchers with the’
opportunity to have their biotechnol~
research proposals reviewed as requ
by the Guidelines.

The USDA Guidelines for
Biotechnology Research require that
research organization use the
Institutional Biosafety Committee (11
concept as established by NIH. This
requirement assures that each reseal
organization and its investigators “J

employ a multidisciplinary team to,
assist in carrying out their ;

responsibilities under the Guideline9
The IBC’S, as described in the ‘j
Guidelines, would consist of persons
with relevant agricultural expertise~
areas such as recombinant DNA ;I;
technology, biological safety, physia
containment, and ecology. Requests:
review beyond IBC should be sent tC
Office of Agriculture Biotechnology,{
(OAB) through the Assistant Secre~
of Science and Education, Room 324

{

Administration Bldg., Washington,.
20250.

These Guidelines,also would req ‘
1compliance with existing statutes o ~

I
USDA involving the movement of ~
regulated organisms that require th

4
issuance of a permit. The moveme.n
microorganism injurious to plants

1
animals as well as the movement o
certain non-indigenous plants and ~

1

animals would continue to follow 1.
established procedures for USDA *
approval. After review, a permit, if
needed, may be issued that allows
movement. it is the responsibility o J
research scientists to obtain that p ..

:1

I
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Coordinating Committee (BSCC) (5o FR
47174-47195). This Committee is to serve
as an interagency forum for coordinating
science issues related to research and
commercial applications of
biotechnology. The notice also stated
that USDA will establish a Committee
on Biotechnology in Agriculture (CBA)
to assist in assuring that research and
regulatory decisions are based on the
best science available.

111.USDA Research Policy Statement

USDA supports research to promote
and protect the general health and
welfare of the people of the United
States.2 Research program include:
Studies on production of food and
agricultural processing and marketing;
identity and development of new crop
and animal sources of food, fiber, and
energy; increased agricultural efficiency
and reduction of dependence on
petroleum-based products; development
of improved management and
conservation of soil, water, forest, and
range resources. The programs are
fulfilled through State, Federal, and
private industry cooperative efforts.

In the areas of agricultural research
relevant to biotechnology, many plant,
animal, and microbial alterations have
been developed for release through
traditional genetic approaches such as
mutagenesis and hybridization. In a
complementary vein, beneficial
introduction of organisms from abroad
have established a sound base for
research and regulatory oversight. The
experience with these bases provide a
substantial knowledge base for
conducting evaluations of the safety and
efficacy of biotechnology processes and
products.

USDA will evaluate the
environmental impacts in the context of
individual experiments that encompass
the entire range of experimentation from
contained facilities to open field testing,
As knowledge and experience are
gained, broadly applicable procedures
and guidelines will be developed.
Particular consideration will be given to
the stability of engineered changes and
the possibility that genetic elememts
might be transferred from one organism
to another. AISOimportant will be the
development of data that will enable
predictions of which organisms may
become established in new ecosystems,
and resulting environmental
consequences.

USDA. co~sidcrs prod,lcts developed
through bi~tscimoiogical techniques as
no different from those products
resulting from research using

2 See Addendum for Research Legislative
Authorities.

conventional techniques providing
appropriate research review is
conducted with established protocols.
Agricultural biotechnology research
activities require appropriate review to
avoid untoward effects on human health
and the environment.

USDA expects to rely on the existing
network of scientific expertise in the
agriculture research community.
Thousands of plant selections, animal
breeding lines, and microorganisms are
tested annually at sites under varying
climatic conditions through the Nation.
This network of scientific expertise
permits continual, open assessment of
agricultural research and products of
that research in the field. USDA has
broad statutory authority to conduct and
support research in wide ranging areas
of agriculture. In addition to the
authorities described in the matrix of
Federal Laws related to biotechnology
found in the Federal Register Notice of
November 14,1985 (50 FR 47174-47195)
the Food Security Act of 1985 [Section
1404[2) of the National Agriculture
Research, Extension, and Teaching
Policy Act Amendments of 1985, Pub. L.
No. 99-198), made the Secretary of
Agriculture responsible for establishing
“appropriate controls with respect to the
development and use of the application
of biotechnology to agriculture.”
Through this authority, and pursuant to
the Delegation of Authority Pertaining to
Biotechnology published in the Federal
Register on July 19, 1985 (50 FR 29367-
68), the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education will complete
development of a national system of
agricultural biotechnology research
oversight in much the same manner that
agriculture has been a part for the last
10 years through the NIH–RAC.

Tfie Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education has initiated the
establishment of the Agricultwe
Biotechnology and Recombinant DNA
Advisory Committee (ABRAC), to be
managed through an Office of
Agriculture Biotechnology (OAB) which
is a parallel to the National Institutes of
Health Recombinant DNA Advisory
Committee (NIT-RAC) and Office of
Recombinant DNA Activities (ORDA).
The OAB will serve as the focal point
for developing and coordinating USDA
policies and activities pertaining to
biotechnology research and will perform
re!ated interagency and public liai~on
fu,lcticm. OAB \vill a!so assis: ir.
carrying out the responsibilities
assigned to the Assistant Secretary for
Science and Education, including the
development and implementation of
policies and procedures, and guidelines

for the conduct of Iaooratory and field
research.

All federally-funded agriculture
biotechnology research or reseach
conducted at an entity receiving USDA
funds will be subject to the USDA
Guidelines for Biotechnology Research,
which are published as a companion
document to this policy statement,
unless the specific research project is
supported by and subject to the
guidelines or regulations of another
Federal agency. These Guidelines
encompass the entire spectrum of
degrees of containment in agricultural
biotechnology research i.e.: (1)
Contained laboratory experiments; (2)
specialized isolation research (e.g.,
greenhouse, biotron); and (3)
environmental research agricultural
biotechnology release (e.g., controlled
and segregated field plots). Research
investigators not required to comply
with USDA Guidelines wiil be
encouraged to follow these Guidelines.
To assure consistency, USDA adopted
the model established by the NIH of
providing such researchers with the
opportunity to have their biotechnology
research proposals reviewed as required
by the Guidelines.

The USDA Guidelines for
Biotechnology Research require that
research organization use the
Institutional Biosafety Committee (IBC)
concept as established by NIH. This
requirement assures that each research
organization and its investigators
employ a multidisciplinary team to
assist in carrying out their
resuonsibi]ities under the Guidelines.
Th~ IBC’S, as described in the I
Guidelines, would consist of persons
with relevant agricultural expertise in
areas such as recombinant DNA
technology, biological safety, physical
containment, and ecology. Requests for
review beyond IBC should be sent to the
Office of Agriculture Biotechnology
[OAB) through the Assistant Secretary
of Science and Education, Room 324-A,
Administration Bldg., Washington, D.C,
20250.

‘I%ese Guidelines also would require
compliance with existing statutes of the
USDA involving the movement of
regulated organisms that require the
issuance of a permit. The movement of
microorganism injurious to plants and
animals as well as the movement of
certain non-indigenous plants and Ianimals wouic! continue 10 :o1low-!or& ,
established procedures for USDA

1

approval. After review, a permit, if ‘
needed, may be issued that allows
movement. It is the responsibility of@
research scientists to obtain that permit
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The Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education will complete
establishment of a National Biological
Impact Assessment Program (NBIAP) as
indicated in !fi.e WDA Guidelines fci
Giotechwlogy Research. Nf31AP w~ulci
serve to assist USDA in the evaluation
and monitoring of biotechnology
research and impact over time.
Coordination of NBIAP w-ill be provided
through OAB.

IV. USDA Regulatory Policy Statements

The existing USDA regola tory
authority for biotechnology was listed in
the matrix of the December 31, 1984
Notice at M FR 50860-50874 and
described in brief at 49 FR 5089R-5089Y.
The statutes considered most applicable
to biotechnology applicatiorrs are the
Virus-Serum-Toxin Act (V!3TA) of 1913
(21 US.C. 151-158), the Federal Plant
Pest Act (FPPA) of May 23, 19s7 (7
U.S.C. 150aa-150jj), the Plant
Quarantine Act (PQA) of August ZO.
1912 (7 U. SC. 151-164, 166, 167), the
Organic Act of September 21, 1944 (7
U.S.C. 147a), the Federal Noxious Weed
Act [FNWA) of 1974 (7 U.S.C. 2tKt1 et
seq.), the Federal Seed Act (FSA) (7
U.S.C. 551 et seq.), the Plant Variety
Protection Act (PVPA] (7 U.S.C. 2321 et
seq. ), the Federal Meat Inspection Act
(FMIA) (21 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), and the
Poultry Products Inspection Act (PP!A]
(21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.).

A. Veterimry B!ologicol Proc!ucis

Under the Virus-Serum-Toxin Act of
1913, 21 U.S.C. 151-158, the USDA
exercises regulatory authority over ail
veterinary biologics imported into the
United States or shipped or delivered for
shipment interstate, Recer, t amendments
contained in the Food Security Act of
1985 have extended this authority to
products which are shipped intrtista te m-
reexported,and have given the
Department additional enforcement
mechanisms such as the power to detain
and seize products. Under the VSTA,
veterinary biologics may not be shipped
or delivered for shipment if they are
worthless, contaminated, dangerous, or
harmful. Veterinary biological products
must be prepared in a USDA-licensed
establishment under regulations
promulgated by the Secretary of
Agriculture. Those products which are
imported into the United States must be
imported under a permit issued by the
Secretary. The pertinent regulations for
veterinary biologics are found in Title 9
of the Code of Federal R@a ticms.
parts 101 through 117. fVew regulations
will be drafted to implement the
provisions of the amendments to the
VSTA. Such regulations wi~l provide for
a more comprehensive regulatory

scheme, including seizure and
condemnation and detention
procedures. They also will establish
procedures to be used in the issuance of
speciai licenses and exemptions
pruvided for by the legislative
arcendrnents.

Vc!erinary biological products are
defined in the governing regulations, 9
CFR 101.z(w] as “all viruses, serums,
toxins, and analogous products of
natural or synthetic origin, such as
diagnostics, antitoxins, vaccines, live
microorganisms, killed microorganisms,
and the antigenic or immunizing
c~mponcnts of microorganisms intended
for use in the diagrmsis, treatment, or
pre}’ention of diseases of animals.”

Licensing provisims for veterinary
biological products and establishments
are found in Part 102 of the USDA
regulations (9 CFR Part IOZ). A product
license requires the satisfactory
cornp]etion of various requirements to
assure purity, safety, potency, and
efficacy of the prod~cts. The specific
requirements were discussed in the
December 31, 1984 Notice at 49 FR
50899.

Pursuant to ~ 103.3 [a) through (g) of
the USDA regulations, a person may be
authorized to ship unlicensed biological
products for the purpose of evaluating
experimental products by treating
limited numbers of domestic animals if
USDA determines that the conditions
under which the experiment is to be
conducted are adequate to prevent
spread of disease and approves the
procedures set forth in the request for
such authorization (9 CFR 103.3 (a]-(g)).

Upon satisfactory completion of all
requirements, including review and
acceptance of labels, a U.S. Veterinary
Biological Product License may be
issurxi.

The application of new
biotechnological procedures for the
production of veterinary biological
products is expanding constantly. For
the purposes of licensing, biologics
rferivecf by recombinant DNA-
techniqucs or developed from
hybridomas, may be classified into three
broad categories. This division is based
upon the biological characteristics of the
new products and the safety concerns
they present, and is wholly analogous to
the approach used in other veterinary
biologics.

The first category includes inrrctivated
recombinant f)lNA-derived vaccines,
bacterins, bacterin-toxoids, virus
subunits, or bacteria! subunits. Tlrese
nonviable or kiHed products pose no
risk to the environment and present no
new or unusual safety concerns.
.Mcmr.donal antibody (hybridoma)

products used prophylactically,
therapeutically, or as components of
diagnostic kits also are included in this
category.

The second category incirrdes those
products containing iive microorganis[ns
that have been modified by the addition
or deletion of one or more genes.
Deleted genes may code for virulence,
oncogenicity, enzyme activity, or ottrcr
biochemical func:ions. Added genes
may result in the expression of new
immunizing antigens or the production
of novel biochemical byproducts such as
beta-galactosidase. Precautions must be
exercised to assure that this addition or
deletion of specific genetic information
does no! impart ~ncreased vim]ence.
pathogenicity, or survival advantages in
these organisms which are greater than
those found in natural or wild-type
forms.

Modifications also must not impart
undesirable new or increased adherence
or invasion factors, colonization
properties, or intrahost survival factors.
It is important that genes added or
deleted do not compromise the safety
characteristics of the organisms. In most
cases it is expected that they will be
improved, and would therefore not pose
any new threat to humans, other rrni,ma!
species, or to the environment.

The genetic information to be added
or deleted must consist of weH-
characterized DNA segments. Required
licensing da?a may include base pair
analysis, sequence information,
restriction endonuclease sites, as well
as phenotypic characterization of the
altered organism. A comparison is also
required to be ifi~de between the
genetically e~]gineered organism and the
wild-type form with respect to
biochemical pathways, virulence traits,
or other factors affecting pathogenicity.

The third caicgory includes products
u~ing live vectors to carry recombinant-
derived foreign genes that code for
immunizing antigens and/or other
immune stirnr.dants. Live \’ectors may
carry multiple recombinant-derived
foreign genes since they can carry large
quantities of new genetic information.
They also are efficient at infecting and
immunizing target animal species. These
properties, for example, make vaccinia
virus recombinant very popular
subjects for vaccine development
programs.

Live vectors currently being evaltmted
by licensees, applicants, and other
research organizations include vaccinia,
bovine papilloma virus, adenoviruses,
Simian Virus+, and yeasts.
Characteristics of safety and
transmission must be examined before
questions and concerns dealing with
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safety to humans, animals, and release
into the environment can be answered
and before such products can be
considered for licensing.

USDA will continue to avail itself of
additional expertise from the Public
Health Service “Interagency Group to
.Monitor Vaccine Development,
Production, and Usage.” This
interagency committee will be utilized to
consider potential human health
k:lz;lrds from the use of veterinary
biological products and to review issues
such as those arising from the potential
et’feet of organisms potentially
pt~thogenic to people or animals.

Veterinary biological products
prepar:?d using modern biotechnological
pw~.;erfures such as recombinant DNA.
frbemical synthesis, or hybridoma
technology will be treated similariy to
j~mriucts prepared by conventional
tt?,;hniques. The unlimited number and
kind of products that :91ay result from
ihese modern biotechnolog:~ prmxxl>}ms
~i~k~ it impossible to define ail
~fxlnirernents in specific turt?ls. Erich
product is evalLLateLfindividuality to
dc{errnine what will be necessary to
establish its purity, safety, potency, and
viiicacy. Scientific considerations may
dictate ger-r~r.icareasof concerns or I!le
use of certain tests for specific
Si(U21titJfiS.S~@@.dSSayS, pr~f(?rtlb]}~
l:sin~; \n vitra .&&hods, may he require d
t!;: ~:,!;.i]q ~nd ~t:]~iiit~ dL>tern)il~a iions.

:’iddltionaltests may be required to
as.; ure safety, especially when live
microorganisms are present in the
biological products.

USDA is authorized to issue three
tvpes of permits for importing biological
products into the United States (9 CFR
104.2]. A separate United States
Veterinary Biological Product permit is
required for each shipment of biological
product to be imported.

Permits are required for imported
\li{l\ogical produ(,ts used for research
,i~ld evaluation, distribution and sale, or
L?<lkiSit stlipment only. Requeqts fur
:+pplimtiorr (U.S. Form 14–5) sfroukf be
~[:}j,llilte(i to the veterinary Biologics
!i::~ff, L’t:terinary Services, A:~ini:il :In(l
i’lent iiealth Inspection !%’vice. 6NI.;
Wlcrest Road, Hyatt sville, Marylan d
2)782.

To provide gluidancc !0 current or
~~rwspective manufacturers employing
:I,():ier-nbiotec.hnological methods. the
!uliowing points are presented:

1. .lf(,J.’71fii”i?L717tDIY51-D$?F?*’C(i
/>,.L)d!{~/s.(;~ne~ic i;,~~,i]l~~~(),lcd(l~.i~f,)!
ii product of interest and other
sm]nences not indigenous to the host are
referred to as foreign DNA.
Recombinant DNA technology
encompasses the isolation,
,:~ij:rilctcriz{ition, and expression of

foreign DNA in organisms or vectors.
The specific cloned nucleotide segment
coding for the desired product or other
foreign DNA segments must be defined
in data supporting each license
application. These data must also
include a description of the source of the
DNA and the nucleotide sequence.

A vector is a cloning vehicle which
provides a suitable origin of replication
necessary for production of foreign
DNA. Such replicons maybe derived
from plasmids, bacteriophages or
viruses such as vaccina, bovine
papitlomavirus, adenoviruses. or SV--4O.

Production of functional gene
products depends on the efficient
expression of cloned DNA-vector
complexes in suitable host organisms.
Tissue culture cells, bacteria. Yeasts,
and virus cells may be used as hosts for
replication of vectors. The mechanisms
of transfer, the copy number, and the
physical state of the constructed vector
inside the host cell, integrated or
extrachromosomal, must be described.

LISDA’Slicensing procedure for
veterinary biological products derived
from recombinant DNA ini~olves a
careful evaluation of each product on an
individual basis to assure purity, safety,
pti[ei~cy, and efficacy. Scientific and
safety considerations may requise
specific safeguards and procedures in
scrne situatiorrs. The USDA strongly
recommends that all applicants
es~ablish Institutiorlal Biosafe[y
Committees which follow applicable
pro~-isions of the NIH Guidelines for
Research Involving Recombinant DNA
,Moiecules. USDA intends to propose
guidelines which specifically relate to
veterinary biological products.
Amendments of the regulations and
standards dealing with veterinary
biolrrgics will also be considered.

2. ChemicuIly Synthesized Ant@fis.
When the product consists of chemically
synthesized polypetides, the appropriate
amino acid sequences will mimic the
a~.tigenic site or epitope found in the
n:iti~’e antigen where one exists.
proced:lres used to increase or prolong
,+l.,;llji,,~ri~ response, SU(:IIas coupling to

carrier proteins o: addi!; on of adju~-ants,
must also be described. ImmunoIogic:~l
data derived from chemically
synthesized peptides must be as
d:?finitive as those from natriri~l
arriis ens.

3. ;?IL)nLdC)~~/ Antibody Prvdrmk. Th[?
s~.,cifit;ity aucf potency Gf nio,wclora]
,j:.:,Llr(IY-Kit]i)e comiwwd with !hcse Of
simi!ar poiyclonai antibody proriucts
where appropriate. The sensitivity and
specificity of monoclinal antibody
products used in diagnostic test kits and
their potency characteristics when used
tilerap~litically must be similar to

conventional antibody. Monoclinal
antibody must be derived from Master
Cell Stocks which meet the applicable
requirements of 9 CFR 113.52. In
addition, as is currently required, a
description of cell cloning procedures,
preparation, and characterization of cell
passages must aIso be provided.

The outline of Production must
describe all processes including scale-
up, ascites fluid or cell culture
supernatant preparation, purification!
concentration, and inactivation. Mouse
colonies must be screened to
demonstrate freedom from adventitious
agents, especially those detected by the
molise antibody production (MAP] test.
If the MAP test discloses the presence of
adventitious agents. the product shall
not be reieased urdessinactivation
procedures approved by Veterinary
Services have been performed and tests
col:ducied to ensure proper application
of the procedures.

+. Lfosler Seeds. Bacterial or viral
seed stocks used to prepare veterinary
biological products must meet
established procedures used to certify
Master Seeds for biological products.

The Master Seed for recombinant
DN&derived products may consist of a
plasmid or virus carrying the inserted
gene. This constructed plasmid is then
introduced into the appropriate
eukaryotic or prokaryotic expression
system selected for vaccine production.
Gcnomic DNA may also be transected
directiy into a variety of mammalian
cells. Alternatively, in such cases, the
stable transected cell Couid be
considered as the Master Seed.

The establishment of Master Seeds
consisting of constructed plasmids or
transected cells requires submission of
background information concerning the
recombinant DNA procedures used to
isolate, purify, and identify genetic
inaterial ilom one source and the
modification used for inserting of this
material into a new host. Data from
cioning, isolaiion. proliferation, and
selection of genetically unique cells
would be retained by licensed
applicants. In order to characterize
~dequateiy the foreign DNA used to
code for a particular antigen, the
manufacturer must provide a nucleotide
sequence analysis.

Tissue culture-propagated cells from
vertebrate animals used for vector
propag:itio:l end ont!gen production
mL!sLii1913L &e r~quiremcnts Gf9 (XT?
113.51 or 113.52.

If a Master Seed has been accepted by
Veterinary Services for use in a licensed
product. further genetic modifications
may be approved with reduced
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requirements for additional host animal
efficacy studies.

Each Outline of Production must be
prepared in accordance with 9 CFR
1149. Olit!ines mllst incllw!r procedures
10ensure consistency in producticri aml
recovery of specific antigenic material.
Recovery procedures must include
removal of excessive antibiotic levels (9
CFR 114.10) and undesirable
fermentation byproducts such as
excessive levels of bacterial endotoxins.
Serial release tests for purity, safety,
and potency will be required. In
addition product characterization tests
may be required to demonstrate
conskitent gene expression.

OG*anisms and Vectors

Pursuant to the Act of February Z,
1903, (21 U.S.C. 111], and the VSTA,
USDA has authority to issue such
regulations and take such imeasures as
may be deemed proper to prevent the
introduction or dissemination into the
United States of the contagion of any
contagious, infectious, or communicable
disease of animals and/or live poultry
from a foreign country into the United
States or from one State or territory of
the United States or the District of
Columbia to another. The importation
into the United States or interstate
shipment of organisms and vectors is
regulated under 9 CFR Part 122.
Organisms and vectors are defined in 9
CFR 122.1 as entities which may
introduce or disseminate any contagious
or infectious disease of animals, Such
substances may not be shipped
interstate or imported without a permit.
Permit applications must completely
describe the substances, intended use,
location of the permittee, and
safeguards.

A number of revised administrative
and technical provisions ha~’e been
instituted to expedite the USDA review
and issuance of permits for importation
or organisms and vectors which include
cell cultures and hybridomas. No
animal-origin biological materials, such
as cell cultures, monoclinal antibodies,
organisms, vectors, or related material,
may be imported into the United States
without a Veterinary Services (VS)
Permit (VS Form IO-3A). To obtain a
Permit, an application (VS Form’lr3-3]
should be submitted to: Import-Export
Staff, Organisms and Vectors, VS,
APHIs, USDA, 6505 Belcrest Road,
Hyattsvil]e, MD 20782. This is different
from the permit required to import
~r?terinary biologics pursuant to Fart 104
of the USDA regulations governing such
products. (VS Form 14-5 and 14-6).

Applicants must also complete tire
questionnaire entitled “Imprrrtation
Information” and subnlit it with their

application. Based upon the information
submitted by the applicant, a
determination will be made if the
material to be imported requires safety,
testing to ensllre i! is free from iilrestcc.k
pathogens. Safety testing is conriuctcd at
the Foreign Animal Disease Diagnostic
Laboratory (FADDL), Plum Island. New
York.

Applicants will be advised if a safety
test is required and will Lregiven an
estimate of the cost for conducting the
test. Applicants desiring to have
material safety tested must enter into a
Cooperative Trust Fund Agreement with
APHIS, VS, and deposit in advance
sufficient funds to cover the estimated
cost. The Import-Export Animals and
Products Staff will initiate the
Cooperative Trust Fund Agreement. in
order to expedite the procedure, VS may
issue a permit for the material to be
shipped to FADDL pending receipt of
the funds and Cooperative Trust Fund
Agreement. However, the signed
Cooperative Agreement, plus the
necessa~ funds, must be received by
VS before testing can be scheduled at
FADDL.

Usually 80 to w days is needed for
issuing a permit for importing material
to Plum Island, New York, tl,e
completion of safety tests, and the
transfer of the imported material to Ihe
applicant. A minimum of four vials, each
containing at least 1 million cells from a
uniform lot, is required for the safety
testing.

When the test is completed and a
determination made that the imported
material is free from livestock
pathogens, the remainder of the
imported material is released directly to
the importer under conditions specified
in the permit.

If an importer wishes to import cell
cultures rr)ld/or hybridoma cells on a
regular basis, the applicant may enter
into a continuous Cooperative Trust
Fund Agreement with VS and establish
an escrow account to ensure that
unnecessary delays will not occar due to
insufficient funds.

Each safety test utilizing susceptible
host animals usuallycost approximately
$2,OOOto $3,000. Sometimes it is possible
to reduce the cost by pooling samples in
one host animal test. Scientists at
FADDL developed in vitro safety tests to
detect certain livestock pathogens
resulting in substantial cost savings for
importers. The current cost of each in
vitro test is approximately $500,
depending upon the type of animal
disease present in the country of origin
as well as the intended use of the
imported material.

Safety testing may not be required for
srr]ne cell cultures imported for hornan

diagnostic purposes and research.
Examples of material which could enter
without safety testing include cultured
human bone marrow cells,
:imnioceritesis sarnF!es, wxf ce!!s
i~npwted for karyotype analysis.
Applications for such cell cultures will
be considered individually.

Permit applications are evaluated try a
new classification scheme that
correlates intended use of imported cell
cultures with the Ieve! of safety tesiin~
conducted at FADDL.

The following classification of cell
cultures is based on intended use and
generally indicates the level of safety
testing required.

Class I Ce!l cultures to be used for the
production of products such as
vaccines, hormones, or other
biological to be used in livestock,
poultry, or for commercial
distribution.

Requirement: These cell cultures must
be safety tested at FADDL using
susceptible host animals, approved in
vitro test, and/or laboratory animals.
Class 11Cell cultures to be used only for

in vitro studies and not to be used in
animals other than primates.
Requirement: These cultures may not

require safety testing. The material may
be sent directly to the importer when no
safety testing is required. The permit
(VS Form 16-3A) will specify
restrictions such as “FOR IN VITRO
LABORATORY TESTS: DO NOT
INOCULATE INTO LIVESTOCK,
BIRDS, OR LABORATORY ANIMALS.’”

Cell cultures imported onder permit
which do not require a safety test may
not be distributed to other laf-roratories
without prior approval from USDA,
APHIS, VS. Applications for the
distribution of imported material should
be submitted to the USDA, APIIIS, VS,
Import-Export Staff, Organisms and
Vectors.

When appropriate, a revieiv is
conducted by the Administrator’s Parent
Committee on Organisms and Vectors.
h4embers of this committee have wide
expertise in evaluating safety. Clearance
may also require testing in high security
facilities at the Veterinary Services,
FADDL, Plum Island, New York.

b’.Plank and Plant Products

Pursuant to the authority granted try
the Federal Plant Pest Act (FPPA) of
May 23, 1957, as amended (7 U.S.C. 150
aa through 150 jj), and the Plant
Quarantine Act (PQA) of August 20,
1912, as amended (7 U.S.C. 151 through
164, 166, and 167), USDA has regulator}
authority over the movement into or
within and through the United States of
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plants, plant products, plant pests, and
any product or article which may
contain a plant pest at the time of
movement. These articles are regulated
in order to prevent the introduction,
spread, or establishment of plant pests
new to or not widely prevalent in the
United States. The regulations
implementing this statutory authoriiy
are found in 7 CFR Parts 300 through
399.

“Plant Pest,” as defined by statute,
means any living stage of any insects,
mites, nematodes, slugs, snails,
protozoa, or other invertebrate animals,
bacteria, fungi, or parasitic plants or
reproductive parts thereof, viruses, or
any organisms similar to or ai!iecf with
any of the foregoing, or any infectious
substances, which can direr,tly cr
indiitic~!y inj~re or cause disease or
damage in any pIants or parts thereof, or
any processed, manufactured, or other
products of plants (7 U.S.C. 150aa(c)).

“Movement,” as defined by statute,
means to ship, deposit for transmission
in the mail, otherwise offer for shipment,
offer for entry, i,mport, receive for
transportation, carry, or otherwise
transport or move, or allow to be moved,
by mail or otherwise (7 U.S.C. 15!Oaa(g)).

The current permit sy:;lern
requirements for the movement into or
within and throiugh the LJni!ecfStates of
plants, plant products, plant pests, and
other articles regulated by FPPA and
PQA were fuIly described in the
December 31, 1964 Notice at 49 FR
~o~t)~l. The procedures far issuing
permits for the movement uf plant pests
were discussed separately from plants,
plant products and other articles which
may contain plant pests at 49 FR 509[)1-
02. USDA regulates the importation uf
noxious weeds through a permit system
similar to that established for plant
pests. The existing regulations in 7 CFR
Part :WOwhich designate plants as
noxious weeds and establish procedures
for obtaining an import permit were
described at 49 FR 50902.

Regulation of the Intnxfuction o]
C?rgonisms and Products Altered or
Produced’ Through Genetic Etlgineeri:t.g
Which Are or Which There Is Rea:;on IL)
Bp[ieve Are Plant Pests

The FPPA and PQA are applicable to
the movement of plants, plant prod,ucts,
,md other articles and plant pests
developed through genetic engineerin~ if
suc!r plants, pl~nt produ(!s, other

k )f~rticlcs, or pla~t pe~ts p;esent a ris .
!>lant pest introduction, sprt:ad, or
establishment,

Under the authority granted by the
#’PPA and PQA, LJSDA is proposing new
regulations which would impose
restrictions on the introduction of

organisms and products altered or
produced through genetic engineering
which are plant pests or which there is
reason to believe are plant pests.

In accordance with the provisions of
the FPPA and PQA, USDA must
determine the plant pest status of plants,
plant products or articles to be moved
into or within or through the United
States. The evaluation process for
determining what safeguards, if any, can
be imposed which would allow the
movement of the plant pest without risk
that the plant pest would be
disseminated were described in the
December 31, 1964 Notice at 49 FR
50901-02. For genetically engineered
material from dissimilar source
organisms (inter-generic combinations),
the determination may be complex.
Information about genetically
engineered organisms produced through
the use of donor, vector/vector agent
am.1recipient organisms that are from a
list of known plant pests is needed in
order that such organisms be properly
reguiated.

During the post year, USDA has
received permit applications to move
genetically engineered organisms into or
through the United States. USDA is
confident that organisms altered throi-igh
genetic engineering will pIay a major
role in increased plant yield and
improved plant quality. .However, a
genetically engineered organism derived
from organisms that are plant pests also
presen!s a risk of plant pest
introduction. The organisms themselves,
the cultures in which they are
transported, or their packaging may be
contaminated with plant pathogens.
Genetic alteration may create a plant
pest new to and not widespread in the
United States. It is necessary, therefore,
to establish appropriate safcguarcfs to
prevent the introduction of genetically
engineered organisms that p[iso a threat
to tigriculture. Other genet[caliy
engineered organisms Mat are not plant
pusts or where there is no reason to
believe s::ch or~:inisrns are plant pests
WOU!(i i>tit fj~ regulated,

New d.!t,] have to be required in order
to pwperiy evaluate permit applications
for Ih~Jse or~anisms w}lich sire plant
p~,s{sor which there is reason to believe
are plant pests. A determination was
made that additional data requiiemcnts
\toilld be incorporated into proposed
reglilations for those genetically
en~incered organisms which are of
~:onz.:rn :Inder ;!je pro~isions of tire
FPPA dud M&

USDA is publishing as a companion
dm;oment in the “proposed rules
section” of this issue of the Federal
Register its proposed regulations
pertaining to organisms and products

altered or produced through genetic
engineering which are on plant pests or
which there is reason to believe are
plant pests.

The proposed regulations would
establish a new part entitled,
“Introduction of Organisms and
Products Altered or Produced Through
Genetic Engineering Which Are Plant
Pests or Which There is Reason to
Believe are Plant Pests”, in Title 7 of the
Code of Regulations (7 CFR). pursuant to
the authority of the FFPA, as amended
(7 U.S.C. 150aa-15f)jj) and the PQA, as
amended, (7 U.S.C, 151-164, 166, 167).
Such proposed regulations would
regulate the importation into and
movement wit~in and through the
United States as well as prevent the
release into the environment of certain
organisms, or products altered or
produced through genetic engineering,
which are plant pests or which there is
reason to believe are plant pests.

The proposed regulations would
restrict the “introduction” of certain
organisms and products altered or
produced through genetic engineering,
referred to as “regulated articles.” In
this cc~rrtext,“introduction” means to
move into the United States, to release
into the environment, or to move
interstate, or any attempt thereat.”
“Release into the environment” means
“use of a regulated article outside the
constraints of physical confinement that
are found in a laboratory, contained
greenhouse, or fermenter or other
contained structure. ”

USDA’s proposed regulations, which
are designed to prevent the release into
the environment of genetically
engineered organisms which are plant
pests or which there is reason to believe
ere plant pests are consistent with the
legislative intent of the FPPA. The FPPA
was enacted in 1957 and was intended
as “gap filling” legislation for the
purpose of protecting American
agriculture against invasion by plant
pests and diseases which are new to or
not theretofore known to be widely
prevalent or distributed within and
throughout the United States. The FPPA
also provides USDA with authority to
regu!ate insects or pests that might Iater
be fo:md to be injurious to cultivated
crops. The re!ease into the environment
of a genetically engineered plant pest is
tactantotint to the introduction of a plant
pest which is new to and not theretofore
krr~wn tcr be widely preva!eni within
Wd tl:re.ibh~ut the Lrnited States ~ntl
subject to regulation under the FPPA.

It should be noted that “regulated
article” would be defined as any

,,

organism or product altered or produced”~
through genetic engineering, if the donor’~
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organism, recipient organism, or vector
or vector agent belongs to a group of
organisms designated by the proposed
regulations as having plant pests or any
cwganism or product which LTSD,4
dwrrnines is a plant pest or which there
is reason to believe is a plani pest.
Under USDAS proposed definition,
certain microorganisms would be
excluded if the recipient microorganism
is non-pathogenic, is non-infectious, and
otherwise not a plant pest, and resulted
from the addition of genetic material
that is well characterized and contains
OI1lYnon-coding regulatory regions.
Restrictions would be required for
regulated articles because they are plant
pests, or because USDA has reason to
believe they are plant pests. The
proposed regulations would require that
a person obtain a permit prior to the
introduction of a regulated article and
would list specific conditions required
for the introduction of a regulated
article. The regulated article could be
introduced only if all conditions in the
proposed regulations as well as all
conditions specified on the permit were
met. It is important to note that in
considering whether a permit can be
issued for the introduction of a
genetically engineered organism, USDA
will perform the same comprehensive
analysis that is used in determining
whether a permit can be issued for the
movement of a “conventional” plant
pest. Such asessment shall include an
examination of the factors that were
discussed in the December 31,1984,
Notice at 49 FR 50901-02 as part of the
evaluation process for determining what
safeguards can be imposed which would
allow the movement of a plant pest
without risk of dissemination. These
factors are oriented toward an
examination of the ecological and
environmental effects of a release of the
genetically engineered organism or
product into the environment.

The proposed regulations also contain
Provisions for a certificate of exemption
for those organisms or products altered
or produced through genetic engineering
that are not subject to the proposed
regulations. A person seeking to
introduce an exempt article couM
voluntarily request a certificate of
exemption to facilitate the introduction
of the organism or product.

The proposed regulations provide a
list of groups of organisms which are
Plant pests or contain plant pests. If the
donor, vector/vector agent, or recipient
of the genetically engineered organism is
derived from an organism on the list of
o%anisms containing plant pests, such
genetically engineered organism would
be deemed a “regulated article”.

As defined in the proposed
regulations, a plant pest includes
microorganisms such as bacteria and
viruses, and thus a “regulated article”
may be a m.ir;cwr~:mis,m .unlcw it me~k
the provis~ons ior exclusion. It is
important to note that in some instances
certain microorganisms will be subject
to joint regulation by USD.4 and EPA.
USDA has jurisdiction over certain
microorganisms under the FPPA and
PQA if the microorganisms are a plant
pest. EPA would have jurisdiction under
the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA) if the microorganism is deemed
to be a “new” microorganism or under
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act, as amended (FIFRA) if
the microorganism is to be used as a
pesticide. Because each Agency has a
different statutory mandate, certain
jurisdictional overlaps cannot be
avoided. However, EPA and USDA will
work cooperatively and simultaneously
in the evaluation of genetically
engineered microorganisms that fall
under the junsdication of both Agencies.
To expedite the review of these
microorganisms each Agency will
appoint contact persons to coordinate
the review to ensure data requests are
not duplicated.

The specifics of which
microorganisms will be subject to dual
Agency review, or primarily single
Agency review, is set forth in the
preamble of USDA’s proposed
regulations being published as a
companion document to this policy
statement. That document should be
consulted for further information.

A key to determining whether a
genetically engineered organism will be
regulated by USDA is the list of
organisms containing plant pests that
appears in $340.2 in proposed Part 340,
USDA acknowledges that this is not an
exhaustive list, and that it does not
attempt to list every pest species.
Comments are welcome on the list as
well as on other parts of the proposed
regulations.

In order to solicit as many comments
as possible on the list and all other parts
of the proposed regulations, USDA has
scheduled public hearings in
Washington, DC and Sacramento,
California, during the W-day comment
period. The time and place of the public
hearings as well as the address to send
written comments is specified in the
preamble to the proposed regulations.

USDA believes that through the
submission of detailed comments and
full participation by public and private
interests, USDA will be able to
promulgate a final regulation that will
prevent the introduction and

dissemination of genetically engineered
organisms which are plant pests or
which there is reason to believe are
plant pests, yet not impede the
develop.mel,t of bio;echr,oh~gy.

C. Meut and Poultry Products

The Food and Safety Inspection
Service (FSIS] is responsible for
assuring the safety, wholesomeness, and
proper labeling of food products
prepared from domestic livestock and
poultry.T’he Federal Meat Inspection
Act (FMIA) and the Poultry Products
Inspection Act (PPIA) require FSIS to
inspect cattle, sheep, swine, gcats,
equines, poultry, and focal products
prepared from them which are intended
for use as human food to assure that
they are wholesome, not adulterated,
and properly labeled, marked, and
packaged. !nspection under these
statutes is mandatory. The cost of
inspection, except for overtime and
holiday inspection work, is required to
be borne by the USDA. Food, animals
and animal products, other than those
required to be inspected under the FMIA
and PPIA, may be inspected under a
voluntary, reimbursable inspection
program established under the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946.

Within the framework of food safety
statutes, FSIS has developed regulations
for research on animals that are
administered experimental animal
drugs, biologics, and pesticides (9 CFR
309.17 and 381.75). These regulations
state that no animal used in any
research investigation involving an
experimental biological product, drug, cr
chemical shall be eligible for slaughter
at an official establishment unless
certain conditions are met. These
conditions include any of several
different ways of demonstrating that the
use of such biological product, drug, or
chemical will not result in the products
of such animals being adulterated.

Products Subject to Review. FSIS
anticipates that many food animals
which are subject to the new techniques
of modern biotechnology will not differ
substantially in appearance, behavior,
or general health from currently
inspected cattle, sheep, swine, goats,
equines, and poultry. They would be
subject to the same inspection
procedures and regulations as
tradionally inspected food animals. FSIS
is aware that some genetically
engineered animals, such as mosaics,
chimeras, and some hybrids, may differ
substantially from animals that are
inspected currently under the FMIA and
PPIA. If such animals are ever intended
for use as human food and are presented
for inspection at an official
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establishment, a decision would ha~w to
be made as to whether such animals
were covered under the FMIA or PPIA,
and if not, whether the FMIA and PPIA
should be amended to require inspection
of such animals and their products.

Implementation of Review Authority.
FSISS approach toward the review of
food animals resr.dting from the
techniques of moderm biotechnology
consists, in general, of two phases. “rhe
first, an experimental phase, focuses on
the experimental aspects of vector
administration, gene transfer and gene
expression. Since artificial vectors used
in animal gene transfer may be
considered as either animals drugs or
animal biologics, their administration to
food animals would be covered under
the current regulations on animals used
for research [9 CFR 309.17 and 381.75).
The requirement that an animal carcass
intended for use as human food not be
adulterated may require that certain
phenotypic, biochemical, and
microbiological parameters not be
exceeded before the animal can be
slaughtered for human food. Depending
on future developments, FSC3 may
amend the regulations [9 CFR 309.17 and
381.75) to provide further assurance that
the products of animals genetically
engineered by certain techniques are not
adulterated. The second phase would be
carried out under existing regulations (9
CFR Parts 301 through 381) and WOUM
focus on the commercial development,
production, inspection and labeling of
food animals and food animal products.

D. Seeds

The Federal Seed Act [FSA) (7 U.S.C.
1551 et seq. ) defines USDA regulatory
authority over the importation and
interstate shipment of agricultural and
vegetable seeds. It does not apply to the
production or intrastate distribution of
seeds or to seeds other than agricultural
or vegetable seeds (“agricultrual seeds”
are grass, forage, and field crop seeds).

The FSA prohibits interstate shipment
of seed that contains noxious weed
seeds at levels in violation of the law-s of
the State of destination or in excess of
levels allowed by the Secretary of
Agriculture. This provision app!ies
primarily to seed adulterated with
noxious weed seed. In a few instances.
however, States have determined that a
particular variety of sgricuiiural or
vegetable wed is itself a nm.ious WTd.
hl dJ?Se hSkI~LH2S, ~~p. [)d;b~k ~he

interstate shipment of the seed into
those States. The FSA also allows the
Secretary to prohibit the importation of
agricultural and vegetable seed which is
adulterated with noxious weed seed or
which is unfit for seeding purposes.

The authority granted to the Secretary
by the FSA to prohibit the interstate
shipment or importation of seeds which
are found to be detrimental to the
agricultural interests of the United States
applies to seeds genetically engineered
with the modern biotechnology to the
same extent as any other seeds.

V. Scientific Review Mechanisms

The manner in which both regulation
and oversight of research in agriculture-
related biotechnology evolves and is
implemented in the ‘United States will
have a direct impact on the
competitiveness of U.S. industry in both
domestic and world markets.
Inconsistent or unnecessary procedures
for regulation and research will piace
the U.S. scientific effort and U.S.
producers ~! a substantial disadvantage.
It a]so is important that safeguards be
built into biotechnological research
processes, and that releases be based on
careful evaluations while further
experience is being gained. Therefore,
USDA feels that such regulatory and
research decisions must be based on the
best science available.

While the responsibilities within
USDA for biotechnology reside with the
Assistant Secretary for Science and
Education and the Assistant Secretary
for Marketing and Inspection Services
as the delegates of the Secretary of
Agriculture, in carrying out their
respective responsibilities based on the
best science available, they woulrf be
able to take advantage of the expertise
and perspectives within the Federal
Government through a committee to be
called the Committee on Biotechnology
in Agriculture (CBA]. The CBA, to be
chaired by these two Assistant
Secretaries, will function both as a
policy body in the USDA and a bridge
between its research and regulating
structures.

Committse on Biotech]~oJotqy iI~
Agriculture

The objectives of the CBA \vill
include:

—To provide arfvice. when requ(:sted,
on initiatives, proposals, anrf policy
for agriculture-related regulation ar. d
research. and assist in the
coordin:ition of these activities:

—To review scientific issues su?)mittf!d
by agencies within the Department:

-–lo assist in idcn!ifyiny d~,ii, ~i]~s for
‘basic iesctirch irl iigri!mlll!ri: 1
biotechnology;

—To foster public awareness of the
scientific issues in biotechnology:

—To provide Departmental support for
participation in the FCCSET BSCC.

USDA expects that the CBA also will
utilize existing cooperative entities (e.g.,
other Federal agencies, universities,
State regulatory officials, the public
sector, and industry) to acquire, when
necessary, information for adciressing
those issues submitted to it. Such
entities, when requested, can provide
technical support for sound regulatory
and research decisions regmding the use
of biotechnology in agriculture and
foresty. These entities offer a vast
scientific resource upon which USDA
can draw.

V1. Summary of Comments

L’Sf)A received the comments of one
hundred-two [1oz) respondents, one-half
of whom commented specifically on the
USDA policy statement. Although USDA
agencies considered all comments on
the coordinated policy proposal, this
response is confined to comments on the
USDA portion of the notice.

The t}vo largest categories of
respondents were business and
academic, followed closely by
associations representing these
interests. Comments came in lesser
numbers from environmental and public
interest groups, individuals. law firms,
and foreign governments, as well as the
N’ational Institutes of Health
Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee
(NIH-RAC) and a member of the U.S.
Congress

The USDA response to the comments
fo!lo~vs the form of the original notice,
with a discussion of comments on
regulatory philosophy followed try a
response to comments on the regulatory
fra.me-.vork.

Comments on the Noture of Products
o,f Mockrn Biotechnology: Fourteen
respondents stressed their agreement
with the USDA statement that
“agriculture and forestry prodtic. ts
developed by modern biotechnology will
not differ fundamentally from
conventional products, ” white six
commentcrs dissented. Three
respondents felt that genetic enginesrin~
across species barriers did create a
potentiill~y different product and the
possil,lity of unique ecological effectS.
Ccncern about the “need for public
trust” and public assurance on safety
and ethical issues was stressed by three
cornmenters. Seven respondents aweed
with LJSDA that “to dale, no uniqu”e or
safety problems have been associated
with pro(luc!s cf genetic engineering,

,!

hoi iGLIi G: the sa,~.e com~.:’r.lcrs who
view biotechnology products as
fondament~lly different from
conventional proclucts stressed that the
potential exists for safety problems with
biotechnology applications.
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Response: USDA recognizes the
importance of ecological effects and the
need for developing procedures
responsi~fe to public concerns about
safety.

Alth~ugh US1~,’.’s reg~lia!ory
pl, i!osophy remain~ as stated, additions
to regulatory procedures are being
proposed for genetically engineere(i
p!ants and plant products and
veterinary biologics produced by
biotechnology (see section IV). The
pre~,iously discussed delegations of
authority within USDA for
biotechnology increase the effe{;tiveness
of the administration of c~mrent and

Fr~lPos~d wgu!atcn-y procedures
affecting the products of modern
biotechnology.

For veterinary biological products,
USDA is currently developing additional
procedures pursuant to the VSrrA, as
amended. for evacuating requests to
conduct experimental field trials with
live vec!ors containing genetically
engineered organisms or to support
product license applications. The
procedures being developed consider
the parental organism and [he effe(;t of
the gene alteration on the genetic
properties of the recipient, especially the
survival, reproduction, and dispersal
characteristics. A careful analysis of the
geneiics, biology. and ecology of the
wild-type and modified microorganisnls
will provide as reasonable prediction of
the risks which might be associated with
use of the altered organisms.

USDA is proposing regulations
pursuant to the Federal Plant Pest Act
(FPPA) and the Plant Quarantine A,;t
(PQA) for regulating the introduction of
certain or~anisn; s of prcduc{s thereof
altered m produced throagh
biotechnology which are pl;:nt pests or
may become pldnt pests. This proposed
rule should assist USDA in assessing the
ecological effects of the release of such
genetically engineered organisms into
the environment.

Guidelines for oversight of
agricult~lrai biotechnology research
funded by USDA will be issued under
the authoriiy of the Food Security Act of
1985.

USDA also is establishing scientific
review mechanisms to assist in research
and regulatory decisions (see section V).

These proposed modifications in the
procedural framework are described as
a part of the final policy statement for
veterinary biologics, plants and plant
products, research, and scientific revietv
mechanisms.

Comntents of l,5eAdequacy of
Existing Authority: Thirteen
commenters agreed with USDA that its
existing regulatory framework is
adequate fn;- })io~cchn{]logy :Ipplications,

and nine favor the case-by-case
approach under existing authority. Five
commenters felt that new legislation is
or may be needed; two of the five
Oppusc the [:.m-l)y-caw approach.

Resj.,onse. USLJA has ex~mincti its
statutory authority for regulating
biotechnology products and processes,
and USD,4 agencies have processed
licensing and permit applications under
the existing statutes. The existing
aut!lority is considered adequate at this
time. Established procedures, with the
proposed modifications, can be adapted
effectively to handle biotechnology
applications, I_~SD.Ais mlrrently
considering genetic engineering

applications on a c+se-by-case basis
using existing authority.

Comments on Need for Proced[ires
and Guidelines: Sixteen respondents
commented that L’SDA had not out!ined
procedures for the review and approval
of genetically engineered products.
Twelve respondents stressed the need
for flexibility, and six requested sunset
provisions in USDA biotechnology
regulations.

Response: The USDA pojicy
sta!ement of December 31, 1984. did
outline procedures currently used for the
re,iew and approval of Certain
genetically engineered products. In
considering license applications for
genetically engineered veterinary
biologics, USDA follo~vs the standards
and procedures applicable to all such
products found in $ ~ 101–117 of the
applicable regulations and standards (9
(X’R 101–117]. In the December 31, 1984
Notice, USDA offered st.ipplemen!ary
g~idelines for licensirig such products.
New procedures are being developed to
evaluate production and testing of
veterinary biologics derived through use
of genetic engineering techniques, The
information needed for proper
evacuation wiil depend on the parent
organism and the effect of the Sene
alteration on the genetic properties of
the recipient. A paper descpibi~lg the
USDA licensing polic~ for i;ioIQ~ics

produced by recombiilani E~NA
technology was presented at the Joint
[international Association of Biological
St:mdardizstion/World Health
Organization Symposium on
“Standardization and Control of
Biologics Produced by Recombinant
DNA Technology,” Geneva.
Switzerland, 1983 (published in
De veIopme.~ts ifi Biological
Stondardizolion, V. 59, pp. 167–173, S.
Korgel, Basel, 1985), Tl,e paper describes
requirements for plasm id/vector
characterization and stabiiity, and
correlation to conventional Master Seed
concepts, as well as methodology which
can he used to ~oilito: antigenic

expression, concentration, purification,
and stability testing during prod~ction
and recovery.

The movement of genetically
::ngineered products which are pliint
~ests and prssent a risk ofplani pest
introduction or spread is regulated by 7
Ck’R 330.200 implemented pursuant to
the FPPA and PQA. The movement of
organisms and vectors which may cause
desease in animals is regulated under 9
CFR Part 1.?2.

USDA realized that the statement left
uilanswered some questions about the
means for review and approva! of
~,ari~us genetically engineered pr,a(lucis.
l’hc proposed regulations described in
section IV(B], implemented under the
authority of the FPP.4 establish permit
requirements for the “’introduction” of
organisms altered or produced by
genetic engineering which are or may
become plant pests. The regulations
would be flexible because organisms
determined not to be plant pests would
be exempt, and this category could be
expanded in the future to include
organisms whose plant pest status is
currently uncertain and therefore
restricted. It is hoped that the
discussion in section IV(B) of this
policy statement answers any remaining
questions about the review and
approval procedures for such
genetically engineered products.

Comments on Confidential Btisic(,ss
lnformotiofi (CBI): Six comrmnters
representing business and scientific
interests expressed concern about the
protection of “confidential business
information” in the LJSflA regulatory
process while two public interest groups
stressed the “public’s right to know.”

Response: The USDA regulations
implementing the Freedom of .
Information Act (FOIA) (5 U.S.C. 53’2)
are found in 7 CFR 1.1-1,16. The FOIA
provides that Federal agencies relist
make available to the public al~ records
not specifically exempt from disclosure.
Exemptions include “trade secrets and
commercial or financial informaf!on, ” [,5
U.S.C. 552(b)(4)). On September 23, 1985,
USDA’s APHIS issued a policy
sta ternent on the protection of privileged
or confidential information (5o W,
38561–38563). This poiicy statement
establishes requirements for the control
and protection of documents received by
APHIS that contain privileged or
confidential business information
concerning biotechnology and the
veterinary biologics program. The
procedures established conform to the
FOIA requirements for both protection
and disclosure.

Commen !s cm Use of NH Guidelines:
Four respondents questioned the USDA
requirernerrts that manufacturers of
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veterinary biological products using
recombinant DNA technology follow the
National Institutes of Health Guidelines
for Research Involving Recombinant
DNA Molecules [NIH Guidelines). One
respondent thought USDA implied that
all people “who work with recombinant
DNA plants” would be required to
comply with the NIH Guidelines, and
requested procedural guidelines for
industry.

Response: The USDA does not require
that the manufacturers of veterinary
biological products or plant products of
recombinant DNA technology follow the
NIH Guidelines. However, USDA
strongly recommends that all license
applicants for veterinary biologics
follow appropriate provisions of the NIH
Guidelines, such as those regarding the
establishment of an institutional
biosafety committee. USDA intends to
propose guidelines that will parallel
closely the NIH Guidelines, and it
intends to recommend strongly that
entities not required to follow the USDA
guidelines do so voluntarily.

Comments on Importation of CeIl-
Lines: Three associations representing
biotechnology companies requested that
USDA take steps to reduce delays in the
clearance mrd testing procedures
required for the importation of
biotechnology-derived products and
cell-lines. On February 12, 1985, the
Association of Biotechnology
Companies (ABC) delivered a report on
IY5!3A importation quarantine issues to
the APHIS Parent Committee for Foreign
Pathogens and Vectors. This report was
an attachment to the ABC comment
letter.

Response: The USDA has instituted a
number of revised administrative and
technical provisions to expedite the
issuance of permits for importation of
organisms and vectors which inc]ude
cell cultures and hybridomas. A
supplementary questionnaire, designed
to insure adequate information on cell
cultures and products from recombinant
DNA or hyimidoma technologies, now
accompanies each permit application.
Applicants are advised whether or not a
safety test is required and a cost
estimate is given. Safety testing may be
conducted concurrently with the
administrative review of the permit
application, but only at APHIS’ Foreign
Animal Disease Diagnostic Laboratory
[FADDL) at Plum Island, New York.
New test procedures have reduced tire
cost cf safety testing, and the cost per.-. . .
sample can be hrrtner reduced by
conducting a safety test with pooled
samples. Permit applications are
evaluated using a new classification
scheme that equates intended use of

imported cell cultures with the level of
safety testing required at FADDL. Class
I cell cultures, employed in the
preparation of products such as
enzymes, vaccines, or hormones for
commercial use, are subject to complete
safety testing. Class II cell cultures, used
only for in vitro studies and not to be
used in animals other than primates, are
subject to a lesser degree of testing.

Comments on Risk Analysis: Seven
respondents discussed the issue of risk
assessment or risk/benefit ariaIysis of
biotechnology applications. Comments
varied from a recommendation that
“standard risk assessment
methodologies” be adopted by all
agencies to a Warning against
attempting to reguiate the “hypothetical
and imaginary “potential’ dangers” of
recombinant DNA techniques.

Response: The National
Environmental Policy Act ~NEPA)
applies to USDA actions. The “APHIS
Guidelines Concerning Implementation
of NEPA Procedures” (44 FR 50381,
August 2a,1979) would be used to make
an environmerital assessment or
environmental impact statement of the
effects of a proposed release of a
genetically engineered organism
regulated pursuant to the VSTA, the
FPPA and PQA, and related statutes. A
formal risk ~nagement procedure
based on a wSde variety of safety
concepts will be used to evaluate
systematically proposed releases. The
information required by any new
regulations promulgated under the FPPA
and PQA would be used to prepare the
environmental assessment for release of
a genetically engineered product which
is a plant pest or may become a plant
pest.

In normal husbandry and laboratory
practices, veterinary biological products
normally are not considered to be
released into the environment. In the
event that a conventionally prepared or
recombinant derived product would be
considered to be released into the
environment, the issuance of a license or
import permit would require compliance
with procedures being developed and
interagency approval. The procedures
under development consider the “
parental organism and the effect on the
gene alteration on the genetic properties
of the recipient, especially the survival,
reproduction and dispersal
characteristics.

Safety, ethics, and po!icy issies i:
agr~cuitlrra~ hi~t~~],rrclo,gy research will
be overseen by the Committee on
Biotechnology in Agriculture [CBA) and
such supporting technical advisory
groups as maybe established by the
USDA agencies. Currently, all USDA

and USt3A-sponsored research involving
recombinant DNA must be cleared prior
to initiation for compliance with the NIH
Guidelines.

Comments on Jurisdiction: The
potential for overlapping jurisdiction in
the policy notice drew the largest
number of comments. Eighteen
respondents pointed out that both USDA
and EPA propose to regulate agricultural
microorganisms. Respondents
representing the interests of the
veterinary biologics industry contended
that a jurisdictional dispute between
USDA and FDA dela~~d the approval of
bovine interferon. Wtnle generally
supporting the concept of the
memorandum of understanding (MOU)
between USDA and FDA to resolve
jurisdictional disputes, one respondent
challenged the legality of the MOU,
noting that it contains the statement that
“animal biological products generally
act through a specific immune process,”
while USDA’s current regulations do not
restrict its jurisdiction to products
operating through such a mechanism of
action. Industry respondents also
pointed out that the intrastate producer
of veterinary biologics is not regulated
by USDA. Two firms and one industry
association urged prompt Federal
oversight action so that States do not act
independently to regulate biotechnology
products.

Response: USDA agrees that there is
the potential for overlapping jurisdiction
among the Federal agencies involved in
regulating biotechnology products.
USDA and EPA representatives have
discussed jurisdiction over genetic
engineering applications since 1983.
USDA and EPA have begun to establish
a regulatory procedure for reviewing ~
certain submissions of genetically
engi~leered microorganism applications
a procedure which has resulted in joint
consultation on several proposriis for
release into the environment of
organisms altered by genetic
engineering.

For veterinary bioiogics regultited
under the VSTA, use of procedures
currently under development will
increase USDA effectiveness in
elraluatingbiotechnology license and
product applications. The MOU betw-een
USDA and FDA was published on June
8, 1952, in an attempt to resolve the
issue of new products which fall into the
questionable definitional area between
anilnrri drugs regu!ated by FDA and
animai Liaiogics regulated by G.SDA.
An interpretation by some that the term
animal biologics only includes
substances that act through a specific
immune process has resulted in some
corifusion. There is nothing in USDA’s
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current regulations or law which
restricts its jurisdiction to products
acting solely through this mechanism of
action, and because of this fact, the
~Qmorandurn qualifies iis reference to

specific immune process by the word
‘generally.” Although efforts wdi be
made to clarify the issue further, it
should be noted that there appears to be
little uncertainty about whether a
particular product is a veterinary drug or
biologic.

The Food Security Act of 1985
contains amendments to the VSTA that
extend USDA’s jurisdiction to veterinary
biologics which are shipped intrastate or
exported. The provisions oi the
amendments are discussed more fully in
Section W.

Comments on the National Biological
Impact Assessment Program [NBIAP):
Seven respondents commented on the
NBIAP, the proposal by the National
Association of State Universities and
Land Grant Colleges [NASULGC) for
establishing a program to assess
genetically engineered organisms before
they are released into the environment.
Three commenters—a member of
Congress, a spokesperson for a
biotechnology firm, and an officer of an
environmental organization—posed
questions about the proposal. The
questions concerned the NBIAPs
statutory or regulatory status; its
relation to other USDA agency
operations and other Federal agency
operations; the processes of risk
assessment to be used its adequacy tu
review an increasing voiume of
products; and the appropriateness of
biohazard committees as vehicles for
review of commercial processes and
products. Four respondents representing
NASULGC institutions endorsed the
proposal stating the view that the
agriCU!;LII’d research community has the
capability to develop guidelines and
assess impacts of biotechnology
research and commercial products. The
major goal of the program was thought
to be insuring the safety of society and
the environment.

Response: NBIAP is a scientific
advisory system that would be available
to the Assistant Secretary for Science
and Education. By this system the USDA
can draw upon the best experience
available from scientists in universities,
Federal laboratories, and industry to
help assess the risks involved in the
Processes and products from RDNA
work in biotechnology.

NBIAP shall act in an advisory
capacity and is in no direct way a part
of the formal approval process. It is
available to provide assessment, but is
not a mandatory process.

Comments on Definitions, Terms, and
Data Requin?ments: Five respondents
recommended changes in the
definitions, terms, data requirements or
classificati~x-i used by USDA in the
notice. Each recoinmenrfation M
discussed below.

Two respondents commented on the
USDA statement of licensing policy for
veterinary biologics produced by
modern biotechnical methods at 49 FR
50899-50900. Under the heading “l. ‘
Recombinant DNA-Derived Products,” a
manufacturer of veterinary biologics
questioned the need to provide the
entire nucleotide sequence of a foreign
DNA being cloned into a vector.

It is USDA’s position that in order to
characterize adequately th~ foreign
DNA used to code a particular antigen,
the manufacturer should provide a
nucleotide sequence analysis. The
constmction of the vector used for
expression of the cloned nucleotide
sequence also should include source and
function of the component parts of the
vector, i.e., origin of replication,
antibiotic resistance genes, promotor,
enhancers, etc. The manufacturer also
questioned the data requirement under
the heading “Z. Chemically Synthesized
Antigens” concerning the persistence of
the immune response following
administration of the synthetic peptide.
The USDA feels that a major concern
with the use of synthetic peptides is the
development persistence of the immune
response. USDA does not intend to
require more stringent efficacy data than
that necessary to support a veterinary
biologic license application employing
naturaI antigens. However,
immunological data derived from
chemically synthesized peptides must be
as definitive as the serological response
from natural or nonsynthetic antigens.
With respect to the next sentence in the
policy statement, an individual
respondent proposed a change from the
term “antibody response” to “immune
response.” It is true that the term used in
the sentence Wrocedtires used to
increase or prolong an antibody
response . . .“ is somewhat limiting and
can create confusion between B-cell and
T-cell response. Therefore, the
recommendation to replace “antibody
response” with the term “immune
response” is accepted, since both T-cell
responses as well as T-cell/B-cell
interactions would be included in the
statement.

On the subject of plants and plant
pests, a plant pathologist commented on
the references to Pseudomonas syringae
as plant pathogens under the heading
“ice nucleation negative bacteria” at 49
FR 50802. The respondent noted that

,.,
none of the strains of Pseuiiarnonas
syringae currently proposed @ruse are
plant pathogens and that it wbuld be
more correct to call P. syringae plant-
associatecf bacteria, some of which are
pathogens. USDA will clarify future
references to these organisms as the
respondent suggests, According to
current practice, and under the proposed
FPPA regulations, an applicant for a
USDA permit to import or move
Pseudomonas syringae would be
required to submit data to show whether
or not the strain was a plant pest.

Addendum-Research Legislative
Authorities

The USDA is authorized under its
Grganic Act (7 U.S.C. ZZO1et seq.) and
other legislation to conduct and support
research in wide ranging areas of
agriculture. Examples of such other laws
include:

The Alcohol Fuels Research (7 U.S.C.
3154); the National Latex
Commercialization and and Economic
Development Act (7 U.S.C. 178-178n);
the Animal Health and Disease
Research Act (7 U.S.C. 3195]: Special ,
Research Grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(c)); The
National Aquiculture Act (16 U.S.C.
2801 et seq.); the Cotton Research and
Promotion Act (7 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.); the
Potato Research Information Act (7
U.S.C. 2611-2627); the Egg Research and
Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 701
et seq.]; the Beef Research and
Information Act (7 U.S.C, 2901 et seq.);
the Wheat and Wheat Foods Research
and Nutrition Education Act (7 U.S.C.
3401 et seq.); the Animal Cancer
Research Act (7 U.S.C. 3901 et seq.); the
Floral Research and Consumer
information Act (7 U.S.C. 4301 et seq.);
and the Forest Research Assistance Act
(18 U,S.C. 582a-582a-7).

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Occupational Safety and
Health Administration

Agency Guidelines on Biotechnology

AGENCW Occupational Safety and
Health Administration [OSHA), Labor.
ACTION Announcement of guidelines on
occupational safety and health in the
field of biotechnology.

SUMMARW OSHA has reviewed its
responsibilities under the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C.
651 et seq.) as they relate to the
protection of the safety and health of
workera in the rapidly developing field
of biotechnology. Section 8 of the Act
authorizes OSHA to inspect workplaces
including laboratories and places of
employment relating to biotechnology.
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Section 5(a)(1) of the Act requires that
each employer furnish to each of his
employees employment and a place of
employment which are free from
recognized hazards that are causing or
are likely to cause death or serious
physical harm.

OSHA has determined that this
general duty clause, together with
several specific standards, currently
provides an adequate and enforceable
basis for protection of the safety and
health of employees in the field of
biotechnology. No additional regulation
of workplaces using biotechnology
appears to be needed at this time, or
since no hazards from biotechnology per
se have been identified. However, if any
of the new biotechnology processes
cause hazardous working conditions
that result in a significant risk of death
or serious harm to workers, OSHA will
consider regulating unless the worker
exposure is effectively controlled under
current OSHA standards or another
agency has exercised its authority over
health and safety matters for those
working conditions. Guidelines
contained in this notice are provided to:
(1) Clarify the relationship of the
existing statute to the field of
biotechnology, and [z) reiterate
commonly employed laboratory safety
practices. ,..,,. –4-.+’;,+.%7~-,-
FOR FURTHER lNFOt?MAY#N CONTACT
James F. Foster, Director, Office of
Information and Consumer Affairs,
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Room N-3637, U.S.
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20210.
Telephone (202) 523-8151.

A. Background

The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHAJ published an
announcement of guidelines on
occupational safety and health in the
Federal Register, Volume 50, Number 71,
page 14483, April 12, 1985 with a request
for public comment. All comments
received supported the statement
although the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) recommended increased
surveillance because their research
indicated gaps in current knowledge.

Biotechnology is the application of
biological systems and organisms to
technical and industrial processes. The
technc!o@.es e.rnployed in this area
include, but are not limited to:
(1)Classical genetic selection and/or

breeding for purposes such as
developing bakers yeast, conventional”
fermentation and vaccine developmenfi

(2)The direct in vitro modification of
genetic material, e.g., recombinant DA
or gene splicing ancL

(3) Other novel techniques for
modifying genetic material of living
organisms, e.g., cell fusion and
hybridoma technology. ;

Modern biotechnology is analogous to
other conventional industrial processes
and has great potential benefit to
society and wide application to
numerous industries. It is considered by
some to have economic potential
comparable to the microprocessor
industry. Genetic engineering has a wide
spectrum of applications of commercial
importance, but many such applications
are in the early stages of development or
have been expressed only as concepts.

The Occupational Safety and Health
Act of lW’O [OSH Act) grants the
Secretary of Labor broad power to
require employers to provide a safe and
healthful workplace for their employees.
Where other Federal agencies exercise
their statutory authority to prescribe or
enforce standards or regulations
affecting occupational safety or health,
OSHA is preempted by section 4(b](l] of
the Act.

Section 5(a)[l) of the Act requires
employers to furnish their employees
with a workplace “free from recognized
hazards that are causing or are likely to
cause death or serious physical harm.”
Secticn 5(a)(2J requires employers to
comply with safety and health
standards set by the Secretary. The
Secretary in establishing standards to
deal with toxic materials and harmful
physical agents is required by the OSH
Act to “set the standard which most
adequately assures, to the extent
feasible, on the basis of the best
available evidence, that no employee
will suffer material impairment of health
or functional capacity even if such
employee has regular exposure to the
hazard dealt with by such standard for
the period of his working life” (section
6(b)(5)). Under a recent Supreme Court
decision permanent standards can be
promulgated only upon a finding by the
Secretary that the standard is
reasonably necessary to remedy a
significant risk of material health
impairment. Finally, emergency
temporary standards may be
promulgated only upon a finding that
employees are “exposed to grave
danger.” (section 8(c)(1).)

In view of the statutory criteria briefly
outlined above and ihe chrrently knuwn
hazards from Liuteknologjj processes
there does not appear to be a need for
new OSHA regulations. Furthermore,
the biotechnology processes, whether
present in laboratories, pilot projects or
industrial plants, usually involve

conventional chemicals and processes
that are already covered by OSHA
regulations, These conventional
processes use solvents or products,
some of which may be toxic or
dangerous to employee health in certain
dosages over certain periods of time.
The potentially hazardous character of
some aspects of biotechnology is
primarily from the chemicals used and
not the biotechnology products.
Therefore, the regulations that
effectively regulate chemical exposures
will usually ensure that biohazards too
will be controlled. However, when a
process employing biotechnology alone
or in combination with conventional
chemicals and technology presents a
significant hazard to employees which
cannot be dealt with by existing
standards or the general duty clause,
OSHA will consider regulating in order
to protect employees health. Increased
industrial hygiene monitoring and
medical surveillance will help to assure
worker protection. At this time, no new
regulations that would specifically cover
biohazards are warranted.

OSHA endorses the BSCC definitions
of “intergeneric (new) organism” and
“pathogen” found in the preamble,
believing they describe the
microorganism appropriate for review
when environmental or agricultural
applications of microorganisms are
contemplated. For contained commercial
manufacturing processes, these
definitions may also properly exclude
from review certain microorganisms of
known low risk.

OSHA is committed to the policy
described in the section entitled
“International Aspects” in the Office of
Science and Technology Policy General
Preamble, published in today’s Federal
Register.

B. Guidelines

As stated abo~ e, seciion 5(a) of the
OSH Act reqcires that each employen

(1) Shal! furnish to each of his
employees employment and a place of
employment which are free from
recognized hazards that are causing or
are likely to cause death or serious
physical harm to his employees:

(2) Shall comply with occupational
safety and health standards under this
Act.

Specific standards which may be
applicable include:

● Spe:;ific air contami,lants (29 CFR
Part 1910, Subpart Z).

● Access to employee exposure and
medical records (29 CFR 1910.20).

● Hazard communication (29 CFR
1910.1200).
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● Exposure to toxic chemicals in
laboratories (currently in draft and
under development).

● Respiratory protection [29 CFR
IgIo.134) (current!y being updated).

● Safety standarcis of a general
nature, for example, general
environmental, walking and working
surfaces, fire protection, compressed
gases, electrical safety, and material
handling and storage contained in 29
CFR Part 191o Subparts J, D, E and L, H,
S and N].

Effective biological safety and health
programs have been operative in a
vzrieby of laboratories for many years,
Motivation and critical judgment are
necessary in addition to specific safety
and health knowledge to ensure
protection of personnel, the public and
the environment. All personne! directly
involved in biotechnological projects
should receive adequate instruction so
that the potential biohazards can be
understood and appreciated. Emergency
plans should be formulated for each
project where the chemicals used or
biotechnical product produced pose a
potential safety or health hazard. The
plans should describe the procedures to
be followed if an accident contaminates
personnel or workplaces. If a research
group is working with a known pathogen
for which an effective vaccine is
available, employees should be
immunized, as appropriate.

Before biotechnological work is
undertaken, it is imporant that
management determine the potential
hazards involved and the precautions to
be taken. Program and support staff
should then be advised of the real and
potential hazards. Staff should be
instructed and trained in the protection
and techniques required to ensure safety
and in the procedures for dealing with
accidentally created hazards. I
—_
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

National Institutes of Health

Statement of Policy

AGENCWNational Institutes of Health,
PHS, DHHS.
ACTION Notice.

SUMMARW This notice describes the role
of NIH in relation to biotechnology.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Additional information can be obtained
from Dr. William J. Gartland, Office of
Recombinant DNA Activities, Building
31, Room 3B1o, National Institutes of
Health, Bethesda, Maryland 20892, (3ol)
496-6051.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION The
Primary role of the National Institutes of

Health (NIH) in relation to
biotechnology has been the funding of
basic biomedical research. This is
discussed in a February, 1985, SJEH
Report on Biotechnology prepared for
the Committee on Appropriations, U.S.
House of Representatives, which
describes NIH-supported basic research
both “directly related to or utilizing the
new biotechnology” and “underlying the
new biotechnology.” The NIH will
continue its extensive support of basic
biomedical research which can be
expected to lead both to many future
advances in biotechnology, and to uses
of biotechnology towards the better
understanding, diagnosis, prevention,
and treatment of human diseases.

In addition, the NIH was the first
Federal agency involved in the oversight
of the safety of recombinant DNA
research; NIH’s role is described in
detail in the NIH Guidelines for
Research Involving Recombinant DNA
Molecules (Guidelines]. The Guidelines
were first published in 1976and have
been revised many times since then. A
complete revision of the Guidelines
appeareci in the Federal Register of
November 23, 1984(49FR 4626646291].
A complete new republication appears
in the Federal Register of May 7, 1986
(51 FR 16958).A summary of the
contents of the Guidelines is given
below. It is NIHs intention to continue
to revise and oversee the Guidelines,
and to continue the NIH Recombinant
DNA Advisory Committee (RAC) and
the NIH Office of Recombinant DNA
Activities (ORDA), described beIow.

Summary of Contents of (%ide]ines

Section I of the Guidelines includes:
The purpose of the Guidelines;
definitions of terms used; and the
statement that “the Guidelines are
applicable to all recombinant DIiA
research within the United States or its
territories which is co~ducted at or
sponsored by an Institution that receives
any support for recombinant DNA
research from the National Institutes of
Health.”

Section 11of the Guidelines gives a
general discussion of “physical
containment” and “biological
containment.”

Section 111of the Guidelines dividea
recombinant DNA experiments into four
classes, i.e. “III-A. Experiments which
require specific RAC review and NIH
and IBC [institutional biosafety
committee] approval before initiation of
the experimenfi III-B Experiments which
require IBC approvsl before initiation of
the experiment; III-C. Experiments
which require IB~ notification at the
time of initiation of the experimen~
[and] III-D. Experiments which are

exempt from the procedures of the
Guidelines.” For class III-A, it is
specified that “Experiments in !hls
categcry carmat be initiated without
submissiori of relevant information on
the proposed experiment to NIH, the
publication of the proposal in the
Federal Register for thirty days of
comment, review by the RAC, and
specific approval by NIH.” Four types of
experiments are placed within Class III-
A, i.e.: “III-A-l. Deliberate formation of
recombinant DNAs containing genes for
the biosynthesis of toxic molecules
lethal for vertebrates at an LDw of less
than 100 nanograms per kilogram body
weight. . . .; III-A-2. De!iberatc release
into the environment of any organisms
containing recombinant DNA. . . .: 111-
A-3. Deliberate transfer of a drug
resistance trait to microorganisms. . .;
[and] III-A-4. Deliberate transfer of
recombinant DNA or DNA derived from
recombinant DNA into human
subjects. . . .“

Section IV of the Guidelines specifies
the roles and responsibilities of “each
institution conducting or sponsoring
recombinant DNA research covered by
these Guidelines” including the
Institutional Biosafety Committee,
Biological Safety Officer, and Principal
Investigator. Noncompliance with the
Guidelines may result in ‘“suspension,
limitation or termination of financial
assistance for such projects and of NII i
funds for other recombinant DNA
research at the Institution. . . ,“ Section
IV of the Guidelines also discusses the
roles anti responsibilities of the NIH,
including the Director, NIH, the NIH
Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee
(RAC], and the NIH Office of
I@combinant DNA Activities (ORDA). The
RAG “shall consist of 25 members . .
appointed by the [HHS] Secretary or
designee, at least fourteen of whom
shall be selected from authorities
knowledgeable in . . . scientific fields . . .
and at least six of whom shall be
persons knowledgeable in applicable
law, standards of professional conduct
and practice, public attitudes, the
environment, public health, occupational
health, or related fields. Representatives
from Federal agencies shall serve as
non-voting members.” No changes in the
Guidelines shall be made without
publication of the proposed change for
public comment in the Federal Register
at least 30 days prior to a RAC meeting,
and consideration by the RAC.

Section V of the Guidelines contains
footnotes and references for Sections I-
N.

Section VI of the Guidelines, entitled
“Voluntary Compliance,” states that
“individuals, corporations, and
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institutions not otherwise covered by
the Guidelines are encouraged to do
so. . . . Since commercial organizations
have special concerns, such as
protection of proprietary data, some
modifications and explanations of the
procedures. . . are provided.”

Appendix A and Appendix C of the
Guidelines list certain types of
experiments which are exempt from the
Guidelines. Appendix B classifies
disease-causing microorganisms.
Appendix D describes certain action
taken under the Guidelines. Appendix E
describes certified host-vector systems.
Appendix F gives containment
conditions of cloning of genes coding for
the biosynthesis of molecules toxic for
vertebrates. Appendix G describes
physical containment and defines four
13iosafety Levels (BL1, BL2, BL3, and
BL4). Appendix H covers shipment of
organisms containing recombinant DNA

molecules. Appendix I discusses
biological containment. Appendix J
describes the Biotechnology Science
Coordinating Committee. Appendix K
gives physical containment for large-
scale uses of organisms containing
recombinant DNA molecules. Appendix
L specifies conditions under which
certain plants may be approved for
release into the environment.

November .22,1985, Revision of the
Guidelines

On November 22,1985, a number of
revisions of the Guidelines were
promulgated in the Federal Register (5o
FR 48344). One of these changes added a
new sentence at the end of Section 111-A
of the Guidelines which specifies that if
experiments in the category that require
RAC review and NIH and IBC approval
before initiation “are submitted for
review to another Federal agency, the

submitter shall notify ORDA; ORDA
may then determine that such review
serves the same purpose, and based on
that determination, notify the submitter
that no RAC review will take place, no-
NIH approval is necessary. and the
experiment may proceed upon approval
from the other Federal Agency.” It is
NIWS intention to consider such
experiments (including “deliberate
release”) on a case-by-case basis. In
many such cases, including submissions
to the Environmental Protection Agency
or the Department of Agriculture, the
NIH may well decide “that no RAC
review will take place, no NIH approval
is necessary, the experiment may
proceed upon approval from the other
Federal Agency.”
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