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November 24, 2008 

 

Office of Pesticide Programs 

(OPP) Regulatory Public Docket (7502P) 

Environmental Protection Agency 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.,  

Washington,DC 20460–0001 

 

 

Re: EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0742 

Pesticide Products; Registration Applications 

File Symbol: 11312-I.  

 

(I request that this letter be included in the regulatory file as a comment on the above document and docket 

number.) 

 

Dear Mr. McDavit: 

 

I am a Professor of Plant Sciences and Director of the Seed Biotechnology Center at the University of 

California at Davis. I am a specialist in seed biology, genetics and biotechnology have been engaged in 

scientific research and teaching in these topics for the past 26 years. I would like to submit the following 

comments on Docket No. EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0742 concerning approval of C5 HoneySweet Plum.  

 

The plum pox virus (PPV), which has afflicted other plum-growing regions, was first detected in 

Pennsylvania in 1999. Despite quarantine and eradication attempts since then, the virus keeps reappearing, 

the latest outbreak occurring in Michigan 

(http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mda/mda_Plum_Pox_Quarantine_191124_7.pdf). Once the virus is 

present, it is nearly impossible to eradicate. Accordingly, PPV has been accorded invasive species status 

by the USDA (http://www.invasivespeciesinfo.gov/microbes/plumpox.shtml).  

 

This transgenic plum is an important and effective means to help control this invasive and very damaging 

species, and thus protect the US stone fruit industry. Transgenic virus resistance has been used previously 

to control papaya ringspot virus in Hawaii, which saved that industry from extinction and has even 

lowered the titer of the virus present on the island, enabling the cultivation of non-transgenic varieties that 

would previously have been devastated by the virus. 

 

EPA is proposing 0.0005% tolerance for the gene itself. As the gene is composed of DNA, and DNA is 

ubiquitous in all foods, consumption of this DNA should have no impact on the safety of the food for 

humans or for any other species consuming the plums or other parts of the tree, such as nectar or pollen. 

http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mda/mda_Plum_Pox_Quarantine_191124_7.pdf
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Note that if the trees were infected with the PPV itself, any organism consuming any part of the tree or its 

fruit would be ingesting PPV DNA, and probably at much higher levels than found in a transgenic crop, as 

there would be multiple copies of the viral DNA per infected cell, while there is only one copy of the viral 

DNA per cell in the transgenic plant. As the transgenic modification only enhances a natural viral 

protection mechanism within the plant, it would be at least as safe as any plums from plants that may have 

become infected with the virus.  

 

Will there be gene flow between plum orchards? If pollen were to flow to non-transgenic trees, they would 

contribute to formation of the embryo in the seed inside the fruit. The edible fruit tissue itself, however, is 

derived completely from the maternal tissue. Thus, there would be no consumer ingestion of any 

outcrossed material. Furthermore, since plums are reproduced by grafting rather than by seed, there is no 

follow-on consequence from any accidentally outcrossed seeds. Thus, there would be no danger of further 

distribution of the outcrossed seeds among cultivated plums.  

 

Will there be pollen flow from the transgenic to native plum species? There are native plum species in the 

USA, such as Prunus americana, P. angustifolia, P hortulana, P. munsoniana, and P. maritima. In 

contrast, the domesticated plum (P. domestica) is an artificial species, which arose perhaps less than 2000 

years ago. It is derived from an interspecific hybrid, followed by chromosome doubling, so it is actually a 

hexaploid. The difference in chromosome number between P. domestica and its wild relatives in turn 

hinders gene transfer between domesticated plum and its wild relatives. Due to these differences in 

chromosomal ploidy number, the likelihood of outcrossing to wild related species is extremely low.  

 

Concerns have been expressed that transfer of this gene to feral domesticated plums might increase 

weediness of feral populations. However, feral plum populations are not currently a concern for 

weediness, and PPV is not established in the US, so the disease is clearly not a factor in keeping these 

populations in check. Thus, susceptibility to PPV is not a factor in controlling populations of feral 

domesticated plum. Hence, any PPV resistance they might acquire via gene flow is environmentally and 

ecologically inconsequential. In fact, by helping to keep PPV from becoming established in the US, the C5 

HoneySweet Plum is more likely to protect such feral susceptible populations from infection, similar to 

the ability of resistant papayas to lower the occurrence of ringspot virus to a level that allows some 

cultivation of non-resistant varieties.  

 

After over a decade of testing and review, there is no reason to deny approval and registration of C5 plum 

resistant to PPV. Resistant plant varieties remain the most effective tool we have in Integrated Pest 

Management to ensure that agriculture remains productive and environmentally sustainable. I urge EPA to 

approve this petition for release of C5 HoneySweet Plum. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Kent J. Bradford 


