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Abstract: A reliable environmental bio-safety assessment system is an important component in the process of transgenic crop com-
mercialization. The paper has reviewed the development history, trend, thoughts and contents of environmental bio-safety assessment
for transgenic plants. Environmental bio-safety assessment for transgenic plants should be included three steps: the analysis of po-
tential risks, risk verification and risk characterisation; these should be stepwise evaluated. The bio-safety assessment should be in-
tegrated in the whole process of research and commercialization, which includes the prediction before application, the selection dur-
ing the research and development, the assessment before commercialization and the monitoring after commercialization. According to
the principles of scientific case-by-case analysis, the paper briefly summarises the strategy of environmental bio-safety assessment for
transgenic plants displaying complex traits and abioticstress resistance.
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Fig. 1 Environmental bio-safety assessment steps of transgenic plants

TRE RS T E AT 2 A . (1) AP STk
GORE, MR B 5 R A R kA T A T 1Y
TSI WA AR IR OGS B AE 0 T
FHIE E A A FHPLE BERRRLN AR HIFE | n] fE
A R ERERRARON A R e R SR AL
PRAHIL Y 2 A PP R 55 B BT AR A
SRR B RIS AR B R AR AR
AR RAE . (2) B BA LA PRI N,
HBA MRS S RIARE T R R A
BRI R, BT R AR XS AR , i s KURSE DAY
NS, X AR AR B A B R A S A AR
e ASTRE Wl I YIRS A SRS AR VT i
A A BRI AR R EESR A  BER S f 3 A A ]
REPE S G R APFHHAR T2

JRUIRS: Al 5 36 IE 2 7 52 56 28 5 ) 3 4R 254 T
SRR AR XU 23 B A Sz BRI T 5, T AR 2R
AR Rt , P X IR 45 R AT 20, 8 A XU
S R E A XU (BB R AT B Uk . 2 2R A Bk P
S BB TR, 17 3% 1] 95 A XU RS 20 A A0 B , R ik
11 KBS o34, Bt , AT RS IE

JRUISE AR AT 1 38 2 o) 2 58 DRI AL ) 3 3055 22 A P i
LR G RITlIE o e o PR KU 23 AU B e 3



14

KB TCAE Ik DU PR I3 2 A T SRS

- 30 .

W2 DMPBRIE LA BRS04 5 56k A] LA 4 T
by 8 FF 2 R DR R A 0 A A B 2 4 ) i, XS 22 4
PEIEAT A A
22 EEREITFMER

P8 B D 45 2R AT B ik DA A ) B 358
LRV IR, 20 tH42 90 44K, 38 )2 KUR: DTty
B R L Bk ] (B A A g s 2 K
R A 8 AR 5 N2, A [R] 2  A7AEAS [] ) 08
1 (Strandberg et al. ,1998 ; Kjaer et al. ,1999; Pop-
py,2000; Schuler et al. ,2001; Cowgill & Atkinson,
2003 ; Dutton et al. ,2003a.b; Hill & Sendashonga,
2003; Romeis et al. , 2006; Wolt et al. , 2010;

Romeis et al. ,2010) . SAKF , & )2 KT B
R AR FRUERAR AT B 5 8, SR 5 #E AT 1T
WA o BT o AN SN R © 34 19 B RN g e
SV AT B, W AR — )2, b FE 0 B £ BT
PEAT VM AT AT PR30 5 AR DA B S48 (4 Wk} nT LU
W ARV A 2, BDUEA T IRUBSE PP o 5 6 RUBSE A
ARE R IHTR ), WA — 2, 4k S kb e
WEE BIG FEATIRAN . W UL, TR A5 B R
Z /DRI B DA (A DR SR R 32 J 22 U PN 1 DG
Andow & Zwahlen 7E 2006 4F 454 LA FE I BF 98 EE 57
T %2 KU PR AR ) B2 25 1 (T 2)

! WRRESEE | AR HT ;
REICRREI N o wskE M EAB2RE ||
Dl wow g g | LT \‘I —t
l - wExR [P 4RSI R |
; Pl !
CTTTTTET T m e n e T 7" i """" 1
i P= Sl e

BN FAlVHE.

& 2

B ERE I Y B8R 2549 E ( Andow & Zwahlen,2006)

Fig.2  Framework for tiered risk assessment showing the structure of a single tier ( Andow & Zwahlen,2006)
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Fig.3 The procedure of environmental bio-safety assessment for transgenic plants
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