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P R O C E E D I N G S
MR. REDDING:  Good morning, everybody.  Welcome back.  It’s good to see you.  Let’s go ahead and reconvene the AC21 for day two.  Just a note, I want to say thank you to each of you again for being here and being part of these decisions; and, I don’t know about you, but I left yesterday feeling good about the exchange, the content, the opportunities and just the general environment surrounding the topic.  I think it was really helpful, great exchange.  So, I appreciate each of you being here and being part of the discussions and as the Secretary asks us to think about solutions, I think our work yesterday was in that vein, so thank you.

For those in the public area, thank you for being here as well.  Welcome.  Just a note for all of us who have a electronic device, if you would please just sort of check that, shut those off please so there’s no interference on discussions or the electronic here in the room.

Thank you to Mr. Schechtman for organizing a very nice dinner last night.  Yeah, it was really nice.  Thank you.  It was just a really a nice treat, good dinner, but most importantly, really nice company.  So thank you for joining that.

We have some of you who have travel plans that’ll cause us to sort of be a little more focused on our agenda today.  I’ve heard as early as 3 o’clock some of you need to be out the door.  Is anybody earlier than 3 o’clock?  Okay, and those who have sort of a 3:00 or 4 o’clock departure, just a show of hands so we can -- okay.

So, if you look at the agenda, we get to about a 3:15, 3:30 break.  So the goal will be to put the big chunks of what we need to do, in terms of decisions, next meeting, dates, general grouping, on some of the work group discussions, try to get all of that worked in here this morning in the two discussion times of 11:30 and 1:45.  So we’ll be sensitive to those times.  But also, say, if you need to go, go, okay?  I understand you have planes to catch and keep moving so no problem there.

The discussions yesterday, you know, we started with three objectives that Michael had laid out, three meeting objectives.  You know, the first one was really developing that understanding of what the scope of AC21 is and our purpose and history and some of the operational pieces.  I think we covered that well.  The other two points of the objectives, I think, will be further discussed today, particularly two and three.  We touched on two but really didn’t get too far, and that one looks at how to organize the overall work and consider individual issues and describe potential types of outcome; that’s number two.  And three is determining most effective way for moving forward subsequent to the first meeting, of course, scheduling of the next meeting.  So, they are the two objectives we’ll focus on today.  We’ve got a lot to do.  We’ve got a full agenda this morning.  Mr. Schechtman’s up first thing.  We have the Under Secretary, Deputy Secretary Merrigan’s going to join us as well at 10 o’clock, and then, as noted yesterday, at 10:45 we have Ms. Greene and Mr. Fernandez who will be here to talk about some of the economic issues.  And then from there we’ll pick up with the general conversations about the committees work and how to organize our next steps.

We laid out a homework assignment.  I don’t know if anyone’s brave enough to share.  There were a couple of points.  One was just looking at a quick summary of yesterday's work, you know, sort of the three points, summary points from day one and I would welcome any quick thoughts on that.  Two, we’ll probably get to in greater detail, was looking at the potential work groups and it sounds like a dinner or in between some of you have given it some great thought to what that may look like in terms of the general grouping of ideas, those buckets that we want to put things in that’ll help us sort of determine what the work groups would look like and their tasks.  And then the discussion around the general principles that are really important for both the first point of compensation mechanism as well as the implementation of any mechanism.  Those general principles would be helpful if you’ve given some thought to that. And again, we can get to these points but I’m trying to lay it out that as we get towards the hour of 3 o’clock, we want to have most of this stuff noted and at least a pretty good path forward in terms of what we want to do.

And, of course, making sure that we have captured here in the parking lot any of those, sort of, unresolved issues.  We had four when we left yesterday so please make sure throughout the day if there’s something that you looked at in your notes overnight, to say we talked about that and we thought we sort of parked it over here but it’s not on this board, please tell us that and we’ll certainly add that to the list as well.

We want to make sure that our notes of this meeting and minutes of this meeting are as thorough as possible so when you get them you’ll recognize that you were here, right, and we heard your voice and we’ve captured what you had indicated to the committee of importance is properly noted in the minutes.  

So, with that, just open it up here, any quick observations from day one, any summary points you want to share, anything you want to make sure, as you look at the agenda, we are sensitive to and don’t lose track of here in the next couple of hours?  So, with that, Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  Mr. Chairman, Jerry Slocum from Mississippi.  It seems to me, and we didn’t dwell on it much yesterday, but in the previous work that the AC21 committee did and the time we spent on coexistence, the overriding thing there, the thing, I think, I learned and, I think, that committee learned is that the key to coexistence is a good neighbor policy and regardless what we put in place for compensation of unintended presence, of unintended materials, the overriding theme to make coexistence work and what makes coexistence work in the United States and its agricultural system is a good neighbor policy.  And, I don’t think we can ignore that and I think that that needs to be stressed.  It can’t be stressed enough.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. REDDING:  That’s an excellent point.  Certainly as we look at the guiding principles, you know, something around that theme is probably appropriate to note, but great point.  I’m not sure who had -- Darrin or, sorry, Mary-Howell?

MS. MARTENS:  Back to the news about Vermont, I heard on the news this morning that maybe as much as 40 percent of the insurance claims are going to be covered for all the damage that’s occurred in the storm of Irene.  I think that is a really good lens to look at insurance as being our answer through because any one of us who’s had -- well, we had a barn fire about ten years ago and the insurance adjuster came out and chiseled on this and chiseled on that and tried to figure out whether we were at fault on this and ended up saying that we needed to paint the house, which wasn’t what burned, because it showed that we weren’t keeping everything up as top notch as possible.

So, I think whenever we look at insurance as the answer, we’ve got to realize that it has to be tied to management practices first because insurance companies are like that, they’re always going to look for a way to get out of paying for damages.

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  Good morning, Angela Olsen.  I think Mary-Howell’s point is a good one in that -- I have two points to make.  The first point is on insurance.  I think insurance is very much a viable option, it’s on the table, and I think as a group we really have the opportunity to shape what that looks like.  It doesn’t need to look like other insurance schemes but I agree, we do need to look at it through different lenses with a very balanced view as a committee.  But, I think it is something that is very much on the table, something to explore, and something where, you know, we have the opportunity to shape what that looks like.

MR. REDDING:  Uh-huh.

MS. OLSEN:  And we can take the existing programs and take what we like and help shape what maybe won’t work for everyone.

The second point that I took away from yesterday is I think, as a group, it would be very beneficial, I think this is a very data driven group.  I think, you know, looking very unobjectively at data is a good way to approach issues to understand the scope of a problem or an alleged problem and so, I think what would be helpful for this group, what I took away from yesterday, is really understanding through some experts what the documented economic damages are associated with adventitious presence or, you know, unintended presence, however we might like to phrase it.  But I think that data would be very helpful in helping us as a group frame the issue and understand the scope of the potential issue because we’re at this table because we want to understand, we really do.  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Good points.  Thank you.  Why don’t we pick up with the agenda.  Michael, if you’re ready?  I’m sorry, yes, please.

MR. FUNK:  Next to each other.  Michael Funk, thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.

MR. FUNK:  One of my thoughts that might help us move the ball down the field a little bit, instead of talking about insurance or indemnity programs was just trying to focus on who would be potentially paying for any type of premiums or funds.  You know, there obviously is the growers here, there’s the patent holders, there’s processors and handlers, there’s the government, and there’s consumers. One of those groups is going to end up footing the bill for this, so trying to reach some kind of consensus on who is going to pay might be helpful. 

In addition to that, there’s, to me, three areas where contamination happens.  One is at the sea level and maybe the most important.  The other is pollen drift and the other is through handling and segregation issues.  We may approach this in terms of who is paying by category, in terms of contamination, because responsibilities for those things could be with different groups.  So, trying to concentrate on that aspect, I think, might help us, again, move the ball down the field and maybe figuring out later insurance, indemnity programs, might be easier to solve afterwards.  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Yeah, that’s a good point.  Helping to segment that problem a little bit because there’s, to Mr. Buss’ point yesterday, I mean, there’s a menu of things and certainly insurance is one of those but how do you segment that problem to find a possible solution or solutions will be key.  Good, thank you.  

Good comments.  Laura, yes.

MS. BATCHA:  Laura Batcha.  Before I share my comments, let me just ask you, my comments are in terms of sort of proposing some structure.  Did you want to do that later in the agenda or part of the reflection?

MR. REDDING:  Why don’t you just put in the table.  Let’s put it in the table for reflection and we’ll come back to it.

MS. BATCHA:  Okay.  Laura Batcha.  So this builds off, I think, both what Angela and Michael have put on the table.  I completely agree with, Angela, about getting all the data out on the table as a place to start.  I think it’s critical, and I think as we work our way into this, before we debate the merits of every option as it gets put on the table, I think it’s important to put all kinds of ideas on the table and all the data first to get it all out there.  And then, as we move through the process, really start that debating about what could work and what couldn’t.

But, in reflecting on the Secretary’s charge and our discussions yesterday and how we break into work groups, I see it sort of from a project management perspective of there being, as I have -- still thinking yesterday, two tracks, one is the if any question that needs to get off the ground to resolve that question and that’s about the data to document what the actual market loss and what data do we have available to make that determination of, if any.

And then the other three work areas that I see, in terms of getting us going, in terms of type of mechanisms, and I think that this could work for what Michael identified for looking at segmentation, is the question of who would pay and have a group, not necessarily answer that question, but identify all of the options and how you might break that question down further the way Michael suggested.  The second area being what losses could potentially be covered and identifying all those options, pros and cons, and documenting that for the group.  And then the third area being, as we start to look actually what a mechanism would look like, having a work group kind of grapple with the issue of, is it a private solution, is it a public solution, is it hybrid solution, what are the merits of going in the different directions.  And, then that way, the whole group could benefit from sort of a thorough, here’s the landscape to start picking through.  So, that would be a proposal for breaking up the work.

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  Just a brief comment on the “if any” clause as well.  I think another part of that analysis, in terms of the structure, is the data but it also is what is the market doing now and whether that’s working.  Our understanding is that -- I think it would be helpful and informative for this group to understand what the market currently is doing.  You know, do we need to put these different options on the table?  I think for discussion around this table, we need to discuss each of the options but I think the if any clause is an important one to keep in mind and whether we need, you know, such an issue.  Part of that is data driven but also part of that analysis is, what is the market already doing and how effective is that?

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Very good, thanks Laura too. 

MR. SCHECHTMAN:   Could I just follow up on that, Angela?  Thinking about how we get the data for that, do you -- I’m not exactly sure how to go about and gather information to report back on what the market is doing as opposed to what large organizations, which, you know, are part of what I’m going to be talking about in a few minutes.  But, if you have a thought on a way to gather that information, I’d be interested in hearing it.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, thank you.  Laura, any further comments?  No?  Okay.

Well, let’s pick up with the presentation.  Mr. Schechtman’s going to talk about the existing programs that help facilitate coexistence.  It sounds like, you know, a couple of points mentioned this morning are embedded in that presentation as well, so let’s go ahead and do that and then we’ll pick up at 10 o’clock with the Under Secretary’s comments.

Michael, it’s all yours.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  So I’m going to give you just a little survey of programmatic activities within USDA and outside of USDA that support, at least a general way, coexistence.  I’m taking that definition of supporting fairly loosely.  So, let me, if I can figure out how this works -- wonderful.

It will be posted on the website.  I don’t have hard copies now.  I will email folks the presentation.  After the meeting, it will get posted.

So, this is not going to be a comprehensive survey, as Jerry pointed out a few minutes ago, the role of farmer to farmer and other informal communications is critical; that’s sort of not what I’m talking about here.  Again, it’s only directed specifically towards products intended to be in commerce for things that are still in the R&D phase that are not supposed to be in commerce.  There are regulatory compliance programs.  So we’re focusing on commercial issues here as distinct from what we would consider safety issues.

So, a few caveats before I do this.  I’m going to just very briefly describe each of the things.  Other people in this room will undoubtedly know more about one or another of these things than I do.  I’m just trying to run through a list of some things for topics that are of particular relevance or interest to this group.  It’s possible we can have additional presentations or additional materials to be provided to you subsequently to this meeting and I’m not going to talk in great detail about the organic world, in part, because I know it less well.  In part, because the next presentation is going to talk a little bit more about some of those things as well, but it’s not an attempt on my part to under emphasize those.

So one of the programs that is relevant to coexistence is the Biotechnology Risk Assessment Grants program and that’s a program that Congress has told us we will fund.  At one point it was one percent of total biotechnology expenditures within USDA and then it was raised to 2 percent.  It’s jointly administered by the National Institute for Food and Agricultural, NIFA, and the Agricultural Research Service, the extramural and intramural arms of USDA.  It’s been in existence since 1992.  The grants that have been funded and the results of those grants are available on the internet.  Over the past three years an average of 15 proposals have been funded per year, just to give you an idea of the amount of activity under the program.

It supports both risk assessment and risk management research including research on the biology of pollen flow and different species and methods to control gene transfer or its consequences and a whole host of other topics, some of which are a little less relevant for this group.  It does not support research on food safety, human or animal health, social or economic issues, methods for seed storage, clinical trials, commercial product development, product marketing strategies, marketing, or trade issues.  So, the research helps to inform decisions that regulatory officials take but, obviously, information on the biology of pollen movement is relevant to making good management decisions that help promote coexistence and even though this doesn’t specifically support work on economic issues, per say, the information from the BRAG program is, obviously, relevant to coexistence.

There are a number of other --

MS. HUGHES:  Missy Hughes.  Michael, do you have a sense of how much that 2 percent represents dollar wise?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I should.  I can get you that number.  Sorry, but I will get it for you, perhaps by the end of the meeting if --

MS. HUGHES:  An email will be fine.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  An email will be fine, okay.

Voluntary market facilitation services; we have two agencies within the marketing and regulatory programs mission area within USDA that are specifically involved in the marketing of products, AMS, the Agricultural Marketing Service, and the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration, and both of those agencies, in addition to addressing in general the marketing of agricultural commodities, fruits and vegetables, grains, oil seeds, livestock, and in fact for AMS, administrating the organic program, they have put in place some programs that are specifically designed to help facilitate the marketing of conventional and genetically engineered foods, fibers, grains, oil seeds, both domestically and internationally.  So, GIPSA’s responsibilities fall to bulk grain and oil seed markets and AMS for other food commodities such as fruits and vegetables as well as for some other fiber commodities.

So what are some of these programs?  GIPSA and AMS both have laboratories that are capable of evaluating the performance of protein detection kits for genetically engineered events.  So these are protein antibody base kits that are used to tell whether a particular protein that’s produced in a crop is detected by, or can be detected, and these agencies can evaluate how well those kits work.  

In addition, another very important program which GIPSA has, and these are all voluntary programs by the way, is a proficiency program which can evaluate the performance of laboratories that perform DNA-based tests for the presence of genetically engineered material.  Basically, the way this works is samples, which are not labeled, are sent to a company that wants to be evaluated.  They do the testing.  They send in the results.  They get graded.  And, the results are posted on the web, their performance.  Many of the companies that do this testing around the world have come to GIPSA for evaluation on how well they’re doing.

Additionally, there are a whole range of possible process verification programs that are administered by both GIPSA and AMS which can do third party evaluations to verify that a set of written practices that you say you’ve put in place or production process for differentiating commodities using identify preservation testing, product labeling, if they so desire, that the system that they have set out will do what it says -- is being followed, I should so.  So this is verifying by sort of a third party audit that a program is being done and there are various levels of process verification that the agencies can certify.  I’m not really expert on all of those.

In addition, AMS has a program which is involved in DNA and protein testing for a fee for food and fiber products.  I know this has been done in the case of tobacco in one program but these things are -- these sorts of services are available for a fee from AMS.

As was alluded to a number of times yesterday, I’m going to now talk about some other programs that were announced over the past year.  The first of which is reviving the Genetic Resources Advisory Council.  The purpose of which is to formulate recommendations on actions and policies for collection maintenance and utilization of genetic resources by the Agricultural Resource Service which maintains our germ plasm banks for all sorts of commercially important species in centers around the country, and also to make recommendations for coordination of genetic resource plans of domestic and international organizations and advise the Secretary and the genetic resources Program Director of new and innovative approaches to how to conserve genetic resources.

Specifically, the committee is being revived to provide advice to USDA to ensure that the genetic resources program serves the needs of all farmers for high quality seeds, both GE and non-GE, as we discussed yesterday; and to provide advice on developing a broad strategy for maintaining plant by a diversity available to farmers, strengthening public sector breeding capacities, working with the private sector to ensure an adequate diversity of high quality seeds for all U.S. farmers.  I should mention to you that we have now here today in the room the Executive Secretary of that committee which is just getting off the ground now and that’s Rob Burk who is over there.  And, after I’m done, if you have questions for him, I’m sure that he’ll be happy to answer them.  As we indicated yesterday,      and certainly there was interest in, these committees are going to have crosstalk which is convenient because our offices are close to each other.

FEMALE VOICE:  Do you have a sense for when the appointments will be announced for them?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Why don’t you come over to a microphone so we’ll get it on tape?

MR. BURK:  So you’ve probably realized that the nomination appointment process is somewhat arduous.  We got started a little bit later than this group so we’re anticipating mid September at this point for appointments to be made.  We’ve made it up to the point where since -- well, no one’s a felon and no one is a lobbyist that was submitted for the position, so that’s a good start.  Yeah, beyond that, we are doing a departmental review and then those recommendations will be submitted to the Secretary so --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Other questions for Rob while he’s sitting at the table?

MR. CLARKSON:  What kind of folks are you looking at?  I mean, I guess what cross-section of people are you looking at for this committee, I guess I’d be interested in their backgrounds.

MR. BURK:  Sure.  There are nine positions on this council.  Up to six of those positions, and I say up to because it’s the Secretary’s prerogative whether he wants to appoint nine folks or less, up to six individuals will be from scientific backgrounds.  So specifically, we’re looking at a broad swath of academics both from the university systems as well as industry and elsewhere.  And then up to three of the other positions are general public.  Typically the Charter states we’re looking for leaders in the area of trade and other areas related to genetic resource preservation but, you know, the general public is a fairly wide open area.  

We have a very strong list of -- I will say our list of scientists are very strong and I think a lot of people at this table, I recognize your names, might have nominated one or two folks that are on that list.  Additionally, we have, I would say, a good list, maybe not quite as strong as the scientific list, for our general public representation; but, I would say, of that list, see I’m talking quantity, not quality, there’s a very high quality of individuals on that potential general public representation so --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thanks, Rob.

MR. BURK:  Yeah.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  And you were sitting in the seat of the person who had very specific ideas as to what you all should be doing.  

So let me go on.  Additionally, just next week in fact, in the main USDA building across the street, there is going to be a Workshop on the Science of Gene Flow and its Role in Coexistence.  It’s being held September 7th and 8th and experts from academia and industry have been invited to discuss the biology related to gene flow and persistence as well as current and upcoming technologies to control gene flow and it would also talk about current and future strategies, both transgenic and non-transgenic, to minimize gene flow, maintain seed purity in all sectors of the agriculture community.  There’ll be participation from the seed and plant production industries, the plant science community, and government.

I see a couple of questions.  First, Marty.

MR. MATLOCK:  This is Marty Matlock.  Will that be recorded and broadcast or recorded and posted the workshop so that we can view it?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I’m not sure that there will be a transcript of the meeting.  There will be a summary of what was discussed and I think the presentations will be available as well.  I’m not as certain about the details.

(Discussion off the record.)

MS. HUGHES:  My question is, is there even a list of what the presentations are yet just so we know what the topics are?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  In fact, it’s available on the web.  I will get you the web address for the meeting organization.  I should be able to find that during a break.

MS. WILSON:  Latresia Wilson.  Michael, I was just wondering if this is going to be available to us, the summary?  It seems like that’s where you were headed.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes, we’ll certainly make sure that information from the workshop is available to this committee.

One other thing -- actually, the only thing that I’ll specifically mention regarding the organic program in this talk is just to mention, and this is a document that committee members received from which I’m excerpting this, that there was a recent clarification on the interaction at the regulatory level between the National Organic Program and the presence of genetically engineered organisms which is referred to in the organic program as GMOs.  So, it notes that the national organic program regulations prohibit the use of GMOs as excluded methods and these are just a few of the excerpts from this.  That, the program is process-based. The presence of a detectable residue from a GMO alone does not necessarily constitute a violation of the regulation, however, producers must take reasonable steps to avoid contact with the products of such excluded methods as detailed in their approved organic system plan and if there are violations, organic certifying agents work with the producers to identify the source of the inadvertent presence of the genetically modified organism material which is found and to implement improvements to prevent contact with GMOs in the future.  This is just a little bit of clarification understanding that what the market may require may be somewhat different than what the regulations, per se, require. 

Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  It’s a great summary.  Just a very small clarification.  The process-based presence of the detectable residue is as a result of unintended use.  So, just to clarify, there is no acceptable limit of intentional use of the excluded method.  So, it’s about intent there.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  

Then, going on, and I apologize, this slide is a little bit tough to read.  It’s got a little bit too much stuff on it.  As you all may be aware, earlier in this year the Department of Agriculture announced its record of decision regarding their regulatory status of genetically engineered alfalfa.  It had been the subject of some legal action and the Department had been told by the courts that there was a need to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement over the potential deregulation of genetically engineered alfalfa.  That was completed last, I believe, December, and that Environmental Impact Statement left the department with several alternatives and in January the chosen alternative to deregulate the alfalfa was announced, as has been alluded to a number of times in this meeting, the Secretary had set up a process for a discussion around bolstering the coexistence of genetically engineered alfalfa.  Members of this committee and the public received an excerpted version of some of the results of those discussions where there were points where there was some unanimity.  When the record of decision was officially announced in January of this year, the Secretary announced a number of other activities that were related to alfalfa or related to coexistence in general.  Two of those things related to coexistence in general: where the starting up of this committee again as well as the starting up of the NGRAC.  

But, some other things specific to alfalfa were also announced at that time.  The first is that the BRAG program, the Risk Assessments Grant Program committed one million dollars for a research program focusing on GE alfalfa which aims to restrict pollen flow and make it easier for coexistence to occur with that crop.  

Second program, there’s an ARS workshop that’s going to be happening with maize and alfalfa geneticists.  ARS corn geneticists have identified genes that cause corn lines to be protected from unwanted pollination from foreign pollen.  These genes are now being incorporated into corn to make them non-receptive to transgenic pollen.  The question is whether the knowledge about these corn genes can be employed to develop a similar mechanism to restrict outcrossing in crops like alfalfa.

In addition, there’s a Small Business Innovation Research program which is a subset of programs administered by NIFA and there’s a call for proposals for improving the detection of transgenes in alfalfa seeds and hay and improving handling of forage seeds from seed production to marketing.  So, process improvements in the use of alfalfa once it’s been cut.

And, additionally, there are ongoing NIFA grants that fund alfalfa breeding and improvements at nine land grant universities around the U.S. and there are opportunities to strengthen these roles.

Now, I’d like to turn very briefly to -- sorry, Isaura.

MS. ANDALUZ:  Michael -- Isaura Andaluz.  Michael, would it be possible to get a chart listing like all the different programs and the funding that’s available for that and what’s been awarded?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I’m not sure that all the money has been awarded.  I don’t know the actual status of awards at this point but certainly providing you more information on all these and where they are is very possible.

MS. ANDALUZ:  That’s been allocated, yeah.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  And what’s still, you know, there may be grants that are being reviewed, et cetera, et cetera.  We can find out that.  We’re actually in the process of updating the progress on all of this now.

Now I’ll turn back to a little bit on some of the industry things that are relevant in this area as well.

For the technology providers, there is the biotechnology industry excellence through stewardship program and this is something that was started originally through the Biotechnology Industry Organization and it is an initiative to promote the global adoption of stewardship programs and quality management systems for the full life cycle of biotechnology derived plant products.  So, from the development phase through the phase where they may actually be taken off the market.  And the mission of this program is to promote the responsible management of plant biotechnology primarily by developing and encouraging implementation of product stewardship practices and by educating the public about these practices.  And members who join into the ETS program must adopt stewardship objectives, principles, and management practices which will fully comply with applicable regulatory requirements, seek to achieve and maintain plant product integrity, and work to prevent trade disruptions in order to facilitate the flow of goods and commerce.

The program includes third party audits of member systems for stewardship and quality management practices.  It does not necessarily specifically address -- excuse me, it does address reproductive isolation and seed production but it does not necessarily specifically address pollen and gene outflow from crop fields.  Individual companies may very well have adopted additional measures on their part that address this but this is what sort of the core program is, and I will welcome any additions and comments on this program from those here who know more about it than I do.

MS. OLSEN:  Angela Olsen.  I just wanted to offer to this group that if it would be helpful to this group to get a grounding in this so that we’re all on the same page, we’d be more than happy to identify some experts to come in or someone to come in and say and explain, not only a little bit more about this program, but what we do as companies.  There is a lot that we do as companies that I think would be very informative to this group to address exactly these issues.  So, if the group thinks that would be helpful, we would be more than happy to identify someone to come in and give a presentation and also answer any questions that this group has.  I think it’s important data to consider.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you. 

And then, just a couple more to mention.  The American Seed Trade Association has developed principles which highlight the importance of seed quality standards, management practices, cooperation, third party validation, and communication.  They’ve also enumerated existing seed industry practices that help to address coexistence and that enumeration includes practices that may be employed on a regional basis and offer some examples of how coexistence is promoted in different types of seed production.  

You’ve received these two documents as background.  There is another more technical document that the industry has prepared that I didn’t provide everyone with which is a practical guide to seed quality management.  If folks are interested, that can certainly be provided. 

Go ahead.

MS. OLSEN:  Just one comment on those documents.  I know we’ve all received them and we all recognize this,  but those documents were developed by ASTA with all segments of the industry in mind.  So, that did go through -- it applies to organic seed.  It applies to biotech and conventional.  So, I just thought that was important to bring out and these are, again, good documents for our group to review.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you again.  And finally, the last thing that I’ll mention is that there are some industry programs that are directed specifically towards the preservation of export markets and an example of this is the National Corn Growers Association, Know Before You Grow Program.  And, that provides growers with information on the regulatory status of GE corn varieties in major markets worldwide and provides recommendations on how to channel production of varieties that are not yet approved in other markets and a special focus towards the EU.  So, that’s just one sort of program, but again, it’s focused toward commodity corn and not on IP material such as non-GE or organic material but it’s just another piece in this description to provide.

Isaura.

MS. ANDALUZ:  Yes, I just want to know if there’s an equivalent program like this for non-GE, marketing program?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I actually do not know.  Does anyone -- with the Corn Growers Association do you know, Leon, if there’s a similar program available for non-GE?

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  The Know Before You Grow is developed with a web base to do several things and one of those was to let everybody know the status of products and the regulatory -- and the whole regulatory process and really dealt with marketability and special focus maybe on exports and where they’re approved in different particular countries because before commercialization there’s been an agreement that in the major markets, and sometimes you have fun determining which they are, but in the major markets there are specific countries, Japan is one, Mexico, Canada, think, Darrin, there are seven now that before seeds are commercialized and then also there’s a phrase that actively pursuing the regulatory approvals in every major market and it goes beyond major markets really. 

So, this identifies that and it includes not only just individual traits but stacked traits.  Now, you can kind of gather from that because there’s also a listing and I think ASTA has it -- you can get it through their website as well on what are transgenic seeds, what ones are not, and what events are in -- we actually went to particular hybrid numbers to make it producer friendly and then we expanded onto the whole thing about refuge areas and had a web based training for producers and others, anybody that wanted to go through it.  In that regard, worked with some folks in USDA and EPA in developing that as well.

So, specific to that it just says non-GE, I don’t think so, but you can draw that from it because you can see what traits are in what particular corns.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  I’d like to know who was next, Josette maybe?  Or maybe just Josette and then Latresia.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  This is Josette Lewis.  I just maybe share my thinking as we go through this because it may be helpful to others.  In thinking about actually question number three, which I know the Secretary asked us not to jump to, but because over the course of our conversation we’ve heard different concerns that people have about the coexistence issue that may go beyond the immediate scope of the question of compensation mechanism.  What this presentation, to me, really illustrates is areas we can think about and maybe you just want to keep in the back of your head.  For example, this was an industry driven initiative to help inform their producers.  You know, you talked about the Agricultural Marketing Service’s programs around market promotion, I mean, there may be opportunities for other industries to think about developing similar types of initiatives to help better inform their producers as another action that USDA might be able to facilitate.  So, the types of things that USDA does do and we’re hearing what industry does, may bring to mind opportunities to address what may not be the most -- might not fit within the compensation basket, that which are very much part and parcel about the coexistence issue, so just keep that in your own thinking.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  Latresia.

MS. WILSON:  Latresia Wilson.  From Florida, what I’m hearing from the small farmers and the minority farmers is they’re concerned about seeds that are not going to be available, non-GMO seeds that are going to be available.  Is there a national data bank available for non-GMO seeds?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  There’s a lot of private seed that’s out there so I’m not quite sure who keeps tabs on that information. 

MR. GOEHRING:  Doug Goehring.  Just form the work that’s being done with USDA and preserving some of those lines, but you also have all the land grant institutions across this country that also maintain the purity of their seed genetics for use in breeding programs, which they also partner up with private entities to also look at new selection of hybrids and genetics are --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Let me just make one clarification.  When I talked about the germ plasm centers, those are not necessarily producing elite varieties.  Those are preserving the sort of basic genetic diversity in the crops.  So there are provisions for other varieties to be deposited in those resources but when you think about them, the focus, you know -- a really important focus of what they do is from the standpoint of maintaining and characterizing the diversity that’s there.

Mary-Howell.

MS. MARTENS:  Two questions, one maybe to Angela or Leon.  What was the rationale for not building in good neighbor containment type practices into the stewardship program?  

And then, my second question is to Michael.  Are there FDA or USDA programs in place to assess the food safety and feed safety and nutritional safety of GE crops?

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  Mary, actually we do. If you go our website and take a look at what we have as far as learning and training modules within -- it’s very extensive on stewardship issues and part of the module is built around refuge requirements but it does go into the stewardship practices, what it takes.  The only thing we did not do, we actually, at one time, and I think we still have it, where specialty markets, added value market opportunities, you can go to and actually have a calculator built in to see if it would work on your farm or not, if it was beneficial.

MS. MARTENS:  Change on your farm.

MR. CORZINE:  I’m sorry?  No, no, what I’m talking about is, in this one, is it economically viable for what this market opportunity might be.  But, there are stewardship practices within, and actually we tie somewhat with what the seed industry does for seed production as well.  So, there are a lot of things within, if you take a look, in the learning modules that we have.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Let me respond to the other half of the question and just note one other thing.  I’ve just been informed that there are several non-profit databases that exist providing some information on the availability of those non GE seeds.  If we could provide you more information about that, perhaps before the end of the day.  There’s going to be a long list of information to provide the committee members.

To respond to the second question, regarding the food and feed safety and there was a third thing -- and nutritional quality.  Those are things that are evaluated by the Food and Drug Administration under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.  The policy of FDA, to sort of put it in a nutshell, is that any food that is offered for sale must meet the same standard of quality regardless of whether it’s genetically engineered.  The process by which FDA evaluates these foods is, strictly speaking, voluntary but in fact all developers come into FDA in a voluntary consultation process and that consultation process is a process in which they submit information and FDA examines that information and asks questions until it's satisfied.  And, when it’s satisfied, it issues a letter that says it has no further questions and that addresses the main issues regarding safety, which are to say issues of potential toxins and allergens and addresses issues regarding the nutritional quality, is it within the normal range for that crop, as well as within whether there is any material change to the food that consumers need to be alerted to.  So, for example, a food were originally something that could be eaten raw, but as a result of the change, it now had to be cooked, that would be something to which consumers would need to be alerted on the label.  So they do all of those things.

If we could return to this after -- I think that it’s time for the -- given that the Deputy is here and she’s on a tight schedule, let me turn to our Chair to introduce her.

MR. REDDING:  Good morning.  We are --

MR. MERRIGAN:  I’m stealing your chair?

MR. REDDING:  This is the one.  Pleased to have Under Secretary Kathleen Merrigan with us this morning.  You know, we started yesterday with the Secretary and got, you know, some direction and charge, and we’re pleased today to have Kathleen with us as well to give some perspective and somebody who has spent a lifetime in a lot of these conversations about agriculture and environmental policy and public policy and the intersection of a lot of these things. So, very pleased today to have the Under Secretary with us. Carries a lot of life experiences to the USDA and this recent appointment.  Prior to that was eight years at Tufts University as an Assistant Professor and a lot of good work. These are all points that sort of inform this debate and discussion around agriculture having here. 

In a neat piece that I didn’t know until this morning, named Time Magazine, right, named you one of the most 100 most influential people in the world in 2010.  So, we’re pleased to have the Under Secretary with us, welcome.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Good morning, everyone.  How was dinner last night?  I was really excited to hear that so many of you decided to go as one big clump to dinner because not only are you going to be interacting at this table, but I think it’s really important as a veteran of many consensus dialogues over the years and advisory committees, both federal and otherwise, it’s really important to figure out literally how to break bread with one another, understand the full picture of where people are coming from.  So, I was really happy to hear that you had dinner together and I’m sorry to have missed it.

So, I will start by telling you something that many of you may not know about me.  A lot of people know me from my work in organic agriculture and writing the law and helping do the rule and being five year term on the National Organic Standards Board.  I see Michael Sligh over there in the public sector like who came up with a five year term, that’s hell really, isn’t it?  It should be shorter.    Anyhow, so you know all that about me, a lot of you do.  But, I first came to Washington hired by the Senate Agriculture Committee and the Senate Judiciary Committee to work full-time on biotechnology issues.  So I was working because Pat Leahy was Chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee and he was also Chair of the Subcommittee on Technology and the Law, subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee.  And so, my whole portfolio was ag biotech and still to this day I’m very, very interested in progress in biotechnology in the hope that a lot of what has been promised over the years in terms of really revolutionary technology and game changing advances in biotech will be realized.

So, we all have various things that we do in our worlds and we all have different parts of us.  We’re complicated people.  And, I just want to say that at the beginning that don’t assume people around the table are just without complicated philosophies and viewpoints and appreciate one other, because that’s how things will progress.

Now, the Secretary talked, I understand, a little bit about how important the work ya’ll doing is to rural America and I just want to underscore that.  I go around the country.  I’ve been to, I don’t know, 44 states maybe at   this point, and everywhere I go I try to have a producer round table.  At this point in our history, you know, it’s hard to scare up producers these days.  We’re seeing so many farmers leave agriculture and the devastation with the hurricane and the drought in Texas and the flooding in North Dakota, we may see some people who are just saying, this is it.  I’m done.  There’s not another start in me.  And so, I sit there every day in my job wondering how are we going to prevent loss of more farms, more farmers, and how are we going to create economic opportunity that attracts young people because we have this massive transition going on in our working lands in this country.  You all know it.  The average age of farmers, we all say it, we talk about it.  The capital cost to get into American agriculture, it’s just really an overwhelming time.

And, when I go out in the countryside, I get out of the hustle and bustle of D.C. politics, I find that farmers appreciate farmers and it’s not biotech or IP, some sort of specialty market or organic or whatever the flavor is.  Farmers have more in common with other farmers than they have with other people.  And so, that is really, I think, something that we all need to keep in mind as discussions in this committee eventually get a little dicey because farmers really want us to figure this out.  They want us to come up with something.

You all were chosen not only as people who represent a certain kind of organizational view or a certain sort of world view that’s out there.  You were also chosen as individuals.  I read the nearly 200 application files that came in, I mean, I read every single one of them.  They had a cart on wheels that came to my office.  The Secretary and I pored over the files.  We really spent a lot of time making the decisions that brought all of you to the table.  So, we’re counting on ya.  That’s a lot of pressure and your jobs are not going to be easy here.  I don’t want to kid you.  You know that.  It’s going to require a lot of time, a lot of compromise, a lot of sacrifice; but we selected all of you because we knew that you were up to the job.  You have the expertise.  You’re leaders in your fields and you have the aptitudes to sit around the table and to break bread.

I wanted to read from a document, just a couple of paragraphs that I thought would be inspirational, perhaps, I don’t know.  When we had the GE alfalfa decision last year we brought together, as many of you know, people to talk about what are different ways of going about moving forward in GE alfalfa and holding the non-GE folk in a situation where they’re not harmed.  Chuck, you were a very big part of that.  Commissioner, you were a very big part of that.  A lot of people around the table were very, very significant in that.  And, what that group did at the end was they provided the Secretary and I with a document, among other things.  Missy, you were very involved in that.  

One of the things that came up, lessons learned, insights gained, and here are three paragraphs:
“The real learning of this group is that through good faith discussion, points of agreement can be found and a deeper appreciation gained of the needs and perspectives of others.  Not having the discussion means never finding those points of agreement, nor gaining insights into the obstacles yet to be overcome or worked through.  It’s more complicated than we thought in the process of listening to the interests and ideas from multiple parties, stakeholders, it quickly became clear that all stakeholders have legitimate interest and valid concerns.  Steps taken to address the needs of one group can sometimes disadvantage another.  Coexistence between parties will require a series of compromises that, in the end, will benefit the whole.” 

I mean, I think that’s a really good foundation to lodge you all’s discussion.  That was a lot of hard work, a lot of compromise going on there, and they set the tone and set the stage for the work that you all are coming together to do.

When I first arrived as Deputy, they put all the advisory committees in front of me, and you know that you are part of a legacy that was AC21 before.  I think you had a presentation yesterday on that.  And, when I was trying to figure out how to manage my budget, how to put together these advisory committees, I actually called around to existing and previous members of AC21 to ask, how is it working?  Do we need to have this committee again?  I heard two very clear things from every single person I interviewed.  One was, ah, we spent all this time, worked really hard, and it wasn’t clear that USDA needed what we were doing.  We sort of had no compass.  We decided -- that’s not a criticism.  Michael Schechtman did a really good job, but it just wasn’t really getting to the top layers, the -- yeah, it wasn’t getting recognized.  They weren’t really clear that they were really helping decision makers with policy advice.  Greg, did I interview you?

MR. JAFFE:  You did.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Did you say that to me?

MR. JAFFE:  Yes.

MR. MERRIGAN:  I think every single person said that.  So, what you see as a result from that is you’ve been given a very explicit charge and some of you may say, oh, we wanted to sort of go around and sort of put up our lists of different things we could talk about in AC21 and sort of then call it -- well, part of that narrow charge is not just the immediacy of the situation out in the countryside that needs resolved, but part of it also comes from those interviews I had with previous members who felt that their time would be best served if they knew what the end goal was.

The second thing I heard from AC21 members is that they felt they were talking to themselves in a vacuum, that USDA, other than Michael Schechtman, was absent, and we didn’t know exactly what the need for chairs would be in your first arrival here.  So I didn’t task USDA staff, certain staff specifically for coming to the meeting, but we will in the future.  I want to make sure that you have the right USDA resource people here, but I also want to make sure that I have a variety of USDA leaders who are listening to the exchange.  That’s different than getting a report at the end of the process because not everything gets in the report.  What you’re doing and the kind of conversations you’re having will help educate our leaders here at the department as we move forward and I can tell right away, you’ve got a lot of our key decision makers here.  It just sort of happened; it wasn’t directed.  But, we will make sure that we will have a very significant USDA leadership presence throughout your deliberations.

So, I was told that you were given an assignment by the Chair yesterday and I just want to first acknowledge our chair and to thank you for your leadership.  He’s already been at work with this for a while, as you likely know, and he wanted to know what your top three points were  from yesterday.  What kind of were the take homes, the top three, the elevator messages.  You know, when you’re going five floors, except for these elevators.  They’re the slowest.  You could write a book.  I don’t know if you’ve taken those elevators yet, but generally it’s like the idea is if I press the button, I go five floors, can I turn to the person next to me and deliver very quickly and succinctly some message.  What do you think the top three take homes are from yesterday?  I’m just curious.  I thought I would try to glean some of that.  

Come on Mr. Johnson, let’s hear from you, who worked with in the Senate Agriculture Committee with me years and years ago.

MR. JOHNSON:  Good morning, Kathleen.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Good morning.

MR. JOHNSON:  David Johnson.  I think for me one of the top take home messages is that we were all around the table.  Whether we’re from the plant breeding communities or whether we’re from commodity organizations and we’re talking and recognizing that coexistence in American agriculture is important and, for me, that was the top take home message.  One of the things we talked about this morning was the biotechnology risk assessment program so, Kathleen, back in the day in 1990, helped implement that in the legislation of the ‘90 farm bill and in addition to the organic standards.

For me, it’s just an honor to be here, to be in this conversation.  I work for an organization that’s in the western United States primarily, some 200 to 300 farmer growers who grow seeds for the organic market, for the conventional market, for the international market, and it’s important for the viability of all of those farmers that we sit around the table and come to agreement on how we do farming together in the United States.  Glad to be here.

MR. MERRIGAN:  I could call on people but I prefer a volunteer.  Yeah?

MR. KISLING:  I will volunteer.  I’m a farmer from Oklahoma.  I get my entire income from farming, have since I quit teaching in ‘75.  We have no outside income other than just agriculture, wheat and cattle.  And, I was very impressed that the Secretary came to our meeting yesterday with an agenda of three items and two specifically that we should do and mechanism was one; and I understand why he promoted the mechanism idea.  So, I was impressed we don’t have a diverse amount of questions to try to answer but specifics and I think we’ll get along a lot better that way. 

Thank you for being here.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Sure.

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  I farm in central Illinois.  My son is sixth generation is out there.  We were talking this morning.  He’s picking some corn.  And, he gave me freedom to come out.  As a member of the past AC21, I agree to be more specific.  I appreciated the Secretary and you giving us some more specific charge.  I think that’ll be helpful.  And, I was also impressed the take out, all of the chairs were full as far as all of the members are here, and that says a lot, I think, for an advisory because it shows a lot of commitment.  It shows we have a lot to learn from one another. 

On our farm in central Illinois, we have seen a lot of positives in rural America that you may know.  In the Midwest we’re seeing a resurgence of the next generation, with my son and that generation, with a lot of excitement that’s come about with new tools to work with on the farm, new marketing opportunities, whether they’re export markets, whether they’re specialty markets, whether they’re renewable fuel markets, all of those things -- rural America’s and agriculture’s been a bright spot in our economy and I see that as positive and I’m committed to this because two, we have had a -- I have an organic neighbor that we work closely with.  We’re good friends.  We do a lot of things that make it work; and we’ve talked about a lot of the  issues are farmer to farmer issues that we can solve.  But also, there’s a lot of knowledge that we need to learn  about, for example, and I would ask maybe if you have or do we have data, does USDA keep that, or where do we get that, from an unbiased or third party on what contractual losses are because my neighbor and I have talked about that and he’s said a couple things and it isn’t whether he’s going to lose his organic certification, it is about what kind of contract he signed and what those losses may or may not be.  So, I think that’s something that we really need to take a look at it and, you know, kind of a risk assessment of what various contracts are and what kind of things we need to help mitigate that risk, because I think there’s risk there for my organic neighbor.  There’s also risk for, I guess you’d call me a conventional guy, because all of us in farming, you mentioned capital costs, and they are extremely high and getting higher.  It cost us, no matter which system you’re in, every year more than it did the previous year per acre to put a crop out.  So, you’ll see discussions also in the Farm Bill about really what we need is risk management tools.

So, those are the kind of things that I see as we need for that next generation moving forward and really it is around no matter which type system you choose to operate in.  So, thank you for being here and thank you for including me in these discussions.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Well, I’m glad to hear your son is engaged in the business; that’s great.  

The bottom line answer is we do not have the data.  I know Michael Funk, he’s the GMO project, you know, he knows some things.  Lynn, he’s in the IP business.  He’s got a sense of that but we don’t have the centralized data.  It’s more anecdotal and that’s part of the problem, right?  People say, well if you’re going to do something, well, what’s the evidence that there’s harm?  And we just have these individual details and we kind of connect the dots and that’s one of the things that’s going to challenge you in your conversations and you’re going to have to build trust around this table in order to share some more details because you’re really getting into people’s business.  The downside of the exposure are extreme and so we really need to figure out how we have these conversations in the public forum that we’re working in.

MS. LEWIS:  Thank you.  I’m Josette Lewis with a small agriculture biotechnology in California, company in California.

I think that’s a very important point and I guess, from my perspective, having worked in both public policy, U.S. government, as well as now in the private sector, it’s a hard challenge but I think many people around the table, from a lot of different perspectives, feel that that’s an important starting point for us.  Particularly, because I think that will help us grapple with a much more thorny and significant challenges to move forward on a discussion about what kinds of public verses private mechanisms we need.  You know, the question of shifting public policy to engage more in the market side of things is an important question that we need to be taking based on our understanding of what is existing in the market place right now, so as to not get it wrong and make potentially more damage down the road.

And then I think the other question that came up yesterday that is going to be a difficult one to grapple with but is clearly linked to making progress is the question of who pays.  You know, how do we find the right balance between sort of this public and private and among the private players within a system?  Again, many people who are more directly engaged in agriculture in our group really feel strongly about neighbors working with neighbors and shared risks among them and so we’re trying to figure out what is the right public policy tools to achieve that, I think, is going to be challenging but an important question for us to deal with.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Well, unfortunately, you are all going to be faced with imperfect information, incomplete and imperfect information, and we’re still going to challenge you and ask for you to move forward.  We have crop insurance programs.  We don’t know what the weather calamities are going to be.  We set up crop insurance programs and, of course, we have risk modeling and that under grids the whole system and we have historical trim lines and you’re saying we don’t have that and you’re right; but you’re going to have to come up, in some cases, where there’s lack of data. You’re just going to have to come up with scenarios and make clear assumptions and then we’ll sort of follow through.

I don’t want to overwhelm you with figuring out everything or figuring out all the politics of whatever this is that you come up with.  In part, that’s my job, that’s my job with the Secretary; how do we actually get this accomplished?  What we want you to do around the room is to figure out, you know, the answer to those questions the Secretary put forward and then leave some of the (how do we carry the water( to us.  Don’t be constrained by what individually or as a group you feel is politically feasible; that would be one request that I would have.

MR. SLOCUM:  I think one of the things that -- I’m Jerry Slocum from Mississippi.  I think one of the things that was impressive to me about yesterday, I served on the previous six years of the AC21 and on the ACAB before that.

MR. MERRIGAN:  I didn’t interview you though?

MR. SLOCUM:  No.

MR. MERRIGAN:  No, I didn’t think so.  Sorry.

MR. SLOCUM:  No, it’s okay.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Would you agree with that?

MR. SLOCUM:  Absolutely.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Just checking.

MR. SLOCUM:  Never before have we had both the Secretary and the Deputy Secretary address this group in the same meeting so obviously this is an important issue to the department at this time and I think that’s the first take home from yesterday from me.

I also think that it was very clear yesterday that we are seeking a commercial solution, a market based solution, and we’re not going to rely on just a whole lot of government help.  The Secretary made it very plain to us yesterday that we’re in tough monetary times and they’re going to get tougher so we’re not going to look for Big Brother.  We’re not going to look for big government to fix this problem.  This is very much an industry problem.  It is very much an agricultural problem that you are looking for us to develop some solutions for and I think we’re up to that task.  I think we welcome that as a group.  In fact, I personally welcome that as a group because I’m convinced that those kind of solutions are the best and they’re the most lasting and they’re the most practical solutions.

So, I think my take home from yesterday, my number one take home is that the ability to solve these problems of coexistence, and they will only grow as a variety of crops that we grow in this country expand, it lies within the industry and I think that’s where it should lie and I think you were right to challenge us to come up with solutions within ourselves.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Okay.  Well, my alarm went off at 4:45 this morning and much to my husband’s chagrin it took about six buzzes before I did anything about it.  It’s because I was getting up early to work on budget documents. The Secretary and I have already worked together.  We spent some quality time together on the budget.  Honest to God, after this job I’m either going to be going overseas or a completely different sector because of the magnitude of the difficult budget decisions that we are going to have to make in this climate.  You know, you see in the House passed appropriations bill, the Senate is poised to act, I think fairly soon, we’ll know the depth of despair for FY12 but September 12th we’re supposed to be submitted to OMB our FY13 budget proposal.  It doesn’t get any prettier.

So, to underscore your point, I wasn’t here when the Secretary spoke yesterday, but that’s absolutely right.  It’s not a time when there’s pots of money that just appear all of the sudden because a pot of money over here might mean that we’ve got mothers with brand new babies that we can’t help with nutrition assistance.  I mean, the kind of decisions that we’re having to make are really, really ugly so yeah.

MR. KEMPER:  Thank you, Madam Secretary.  I’m Alan Kemper, corn, soy bean, cattle farmer from Indiana.  Our farm’s been around since 1888 so we’ve survived.  With that, our son’s a full partner in the operation.

Like Mr. Slocum said, I very much appreciate the Secretary and yourself taking time for this group with that, but we didn’t survive since 1888 on the farm just going with perceptions.  We deal with facts and to have a good discussion here, and really I’m going to echo the point of several, and you almost have a consensus that we need data and we need facts and we don’t need perceptions; and with that, it’s almost a non-start to the discussion unless I get those.  I mean, we can talk about what ifs and dream a little bit with it, but at the end of the day the facts will usually override and make us a better decision making process.  Thank you, Madam Secretary.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Sure.  Mary-Howell first.  She did have her card up first.  I’d forgotten.

MS. MARTENS:  Thanks, Kathleen, Madam Secretary -- Deputy Secretary.  

One of the things that I was very happy about hearing from the Secretary yesterday was the use of the word coexistence because in that, to me, lies a recognition that this is a shared responsibility, a shared response.  I agree that this needs to be a farmer to farmer good stewardship, good neighbor, good community kind of effect but we need to have it in more of a streamlined, uniform approach with more management tools available to farmers to use so that they can be good neighbors and I think, you know, my son too is coming back.  It’s nice to hear talk of other people who’s kids are coming back to work on the farms because I hear way too many stories where the adults are now getting into their 50's, their 60's, their kids have gone off to be teachers or lawyers or whatever, and there’s no interest and I think we need to create an environment where small towns, communities, farmers are feeling like there is a future.

MR. CLARKSON:  Madam Secretary, thanks for the inspirational comments this morning and the history about being involved in biotech from day one.  I think key points here that have been made and I’d like to reiterate is coexistence, I think there’s a general belief on all parties here about coexistence, that we accept each other, and the good neighbor policy is that we keep our different styles of production at home.  I appreciate what Jerry said about this being a commercial solution, an industrial solution.

I am concerned about what appears to be irresponsible behavior on members of some parts of the agricultural community.  I don’t know that that can be solved without some changes in regulation and a better filter system on what comes out and this is underlined specifically by the introduction of amylase corn and the very, very tiny component of that that can ruin corn for other uses that the ancestors of almost everybody at this table have worked hard for centuries to build.  It could mean serious, serious problems with those.  So I don’t want to suggest that we’re not going to need some changes in regulation, I think we are.  Thank you.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Well, let me just say to that point and I wasn’t able to be here when Michael Schechtman went through his slide show and some of the history of what’s  been going on around the Department but I want people to understand that everything around coexistence issues is not being brought to this table.  We’ve given you a specific charge.  We’re asking you as advisors to focus on a particular area but we also have work underway on germ plasm and I’ve talked to, for example, our scientists out in Pullman about what are we doing to protect seed and so it’s true to type.  What are we doing in our revisions of part three 40 with our APHIS plus others team.  We have had had overtime a coexistence working group here in the department where we have a variety of different kinds of conversations.

So, I don’t want you to feel the weight of the entire coexistence world on your shoulders.  It would be impossible with the magnitude of the issues for it all to rest here in an advisory committee that’s going to be meeting periodically with some heavy duty work in between meetings.  I understand on the phone and such but that is -- I think we’d just be setting you up for failure so I just don’t want you to think that the only coexistence game in town is this game at this table.  It’s broader than that in terms of the Department's overall effort.  

So, with that, I’m going to say, I’m not the only wild hybrid here.  I see Sharon Bomer over there.  We’ve got some ex officio members here.  I appreciate that.  Here she is.  She’s now at USTR but she was the head of BIO, a fierce defender of biotech, but in my old days, I appointed her to be the head of the National Organic Program so she’s schizophrenic too, many of us are.

Again, I want to encourage you -- oh, Chuck, did you want to jump in, last word?

MR. BENBROOK:  Well, just a couple of comments and thanks very much for being here.  I think that I was pleased to sense that around the table there’s a recognition that seed purity as a general goal and commitment from the farmer’s point of view, the industry’s point of view, and the government’s point of view is probably going to be an important backdrop against which we have a conversation about how to deal with adventitious presence or unintended presence because without that recognition of a central goal of ensuring that some germ plasm and some breeding lines remain pure, the problem could be perceived by many people, and perhaps accurately so, as just getting incrementally worse over time and that, of course, will have an effect on the risk exposure and in term would have a significant implications for whatever mechanism that is put in place to deal with.  So, I think there is an inevitable connection between what is done to manage the changes in the problem, the scope of the problem, in terms of the mechanism put in place to try to deal with those instances where a commercial interest is harmed.

The other point that we talked about a lot and I’ll just reiterate it is, this is a very big and complicated problem.  We have the most information, in a way, to deal with corn because of the fact that there’s been a lot of experiences with impacts in the marketplace, but I think we all understand and recognize from the charge that the Secretary gave us that we need to put together or help advise the department on how to put together a framework that’s going to work in the future for new biotechnology traits that we don’t know about, new kinds of commercial impacts that we really don't know about and can’t  anticipate.  

So, I think given that there’s a lot of  uncertainty about exactly what problem we’re trying to solve, one approach for us and for the industry as a whole       now is to try to deal with the individual crops, sort of one crop at a time.  I related yesterday that I felt that the roundup ready alfalfa discussion could have gone quite a bit further towards it’s consensus had it not been for fear on both sides of the debate about precedence being set for that crop that could have implications for others.  But, I still think that agriculture solves most problems one crop at a time.  Most policy interventions are made one crop at a time and I think we’d be well advised to try to focus on the issues that arise with each of the individual crops and try to solve them in, you know, one at a time and from that process we’ll sort of learn some principles and ways to go about it.  

MR. MERRIGAN:  Thank you.  And, no one’s more passionate about the need for coexistence than Chuck Benbrook.  You will find that he’ll tell a story that when he was on his way to one of our meetings where we brought in people to meet with the Secretary and I to talk about how to move forward it was almost in the dead of night.  He was driving to the airport and he totaled his pick-up, as I recall.  Ended up joining our meeting by phone.  So desperately trying to get to Washington to be a part of a very important discussion. So, I know you all go a big way to try to get here and help us.

Again, the seed purity issue, not on your shoulders.  That’s not to say it isn’t, as we say up in Massachusetts, wicked important.  I do believe it’s wicked important, WI.  But, I don’t -- and it’s not that you all don’t have expertise in a whole lot of different areas and when you come to town here to do these advisory committee meetings in person, if you have a burning desire to talk to someone in the department about something that’s not specifically in your charge at this table, let Michael Schechtman know ahead of time and we will facilitate you meeting with the people at the department.  We know all of you can advise us in a number of very important ways and a many of you already do.  You take it upon yourselves to reach all of us about this issue or that issue.  We’re not turning off the faucet there.  In fact, it might be easier to you when you’re coming in, if we actually have a meeting facilitator.  But again, the charge here is very clear and I do want to underscore the need for focus given the time frame that we’re asking you to act in and Doug, in fact, has been on this issue for a while but now he’s going to have this at this table and he’s going to find something else to talk to me about, I’m sure.

I just ask you all to be very active listeners.  Try not to react to one another and you’ll, I think, personally gain a lot from this process.  I have a number -- my first year in the Senate I joined an ag biotech, the Keystone Center, went on for a number of years, dialogue on biotechnology, and I made such friendships from people from different sectors, people who I would never have naturally found myself in conversation with, and those professional relationships and the trust that had been built that allowed for confidential sharing of information have served me well for 20 years.  So, I think that opportunity exists for you all professionally here at the table.  You’re going to give  a lot to the department, but my hope for you in the end is, as individuals, you’ll also take a lot from this.  So, good luck.  I can’t stay for the rest of the day.  I’m ten   minutes late for the Secretary now and hopefully the next time you come in time I’ll be actually able to sit through and listen to a lot of the dialogue.  Good luck, Mr. Chairman.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you, Madam Secretary.  I just want to reiterate the sincere feeling here this morning.  We have the right group.  I know you had to do a lot of sorting and work to get the right folks on the committee but my take away from yesterday is we’ve got the right group.  They’re committed to the discussion.  We’ve had one of the best conversations in quite some time, I think, around the table about the issues, and that doesn’t happen by chance.  So, thank you for doing that; your leadership in the Department as well.

And, I think in my introduction I was borrowing a title from Pennsylvania, Undersecretary, but you are the Deputy Secretary, so for the record, thank you.

MR. MERRIGAN:  Most people know me and they just call me Kathleen.  That works fine for me.

Thank you.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  So I thought there was one more question or comment.  Yes, Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Yeah, Greg Jaffe.  Michael, in your presentation you didn’t talk about agricultural extension, land grant colleges.  Is that an oversight?  Do they not do anything in your mind on coexistence?  Do they not do anything formally on coexistence?  Is there a reason -- I know USDA puts a lot of money into those areas and if we’re talking about good neighbors and farmers to farmers, I mean, I think that’s where a lot of people get their information about seed varieties, on what they’re going to grow, how they’re going to grow, and other kind of things.  So, I’m curious as to why that was not part of the presentation.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  You are really right.  Call it a blip here in my head.  I certainly should have included that and I didn’t.  There are things that, I think, are perhaps less specifically focused towards biotech and, you know, they are focused towards all of the various variety and crops and how to use them, what they are, and I should have included them in the presentation and I didn’t.  Thank you for pointing that out.

MR. CORZINE:  Michael, Leon.  If I could expand on that and help answer Greg’s question as far as extension, and being a person in the field, Greg, ag extension has a lot of serious problems and a lot of them are budgetary.  There’s been a lot of consolidation.  Where we go on the farm for our information has shifted a lot and some of it is because of the number of people in extension and those kind of budgetary things.  I’m on a couple advisories for our land grant University of Illinois, as well as another university in state, Western Illinois University, and they are really struggling with the fit now.  So, they don’t really dive into like coexistence issues a lot.  They’ve counted a lot in MAS (sic) areas or with the Corn Growers Association, with the Soybean Association, and those that we contribute to programs.  We’ve made a push with our land grant to develop plant breeders because there’s a need for more plant breeders and so we’ve put significant corn check off dollars into plant breeder training programs and education programs at the University of Illinois as well as, I think, private industry has as well.  

So, what has happened, to help answer that, is, no, we really don’t go to the extension like we use to.  Some of the basic research we do, and we have good entomologist that we work with, Mike Graves, University of Illinois guy; but there are issues and a lot of it is budgetary, Greg, as far as the void that is being filled by others left by extension.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Laura.

MS. BATCHA:  I just had one further request for additional information based on your presentation.  Sorry, Michael.  Laura Batcha.

To build on Missy Hughes’ request about what is that dollar figure for the two percent of USDA allocating to BRAG based on the total biotech expenditures or investments, if I get the exact language you used, so from the two percent, we can extrapolate what that total number is but  I’d love to see a breakdown of the two percent of what, how does that what break down roughly?  It doesn’t have to be P&L. 

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Let me just say a word about that.  The what is a complicated thing because certainly in our research programs within the Department, biotechnology is considered a tool as opposed to, you know, we’re going to go out and do genetic engineering.  The Department is focused on solving problems and the scientists will use the best tools that are available to address the particular problems.  Some chunk of that research that a scientist may do may involve modern biotechnology.  Some may not.  So it’s a little bit difficult to figure out on any given program how much of it is biotechnology research when you’re figuring out how to address a disease problem and how much of it is not.  Nonetheless, those calculations have been made, but I just want you to understand that the context of that, that that’s a complicated thing to do.

MS. BATCHA:  Certainly, and that’s understood and it verily share the assumptions are where, you know, what you’re using to come derive the number from; that’d be   great.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  To the extent that I can get that information for you, I will get you what I can.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, Michael, thank you.  Let’s take a ten minute break, okay, and reconvene.  We’ve got Drs. Green and Fernandez here then to talk about the cost risk and other issues here in production systems, okay?  Thank you.

(Whereupon, 10:46 a.m., a brief recess was taken).

MR. REDDING:  Let’s reconvene here this morning and just give you a quick update.  Obviously, we’re just a little behind on the schedule so recommendations going to be our presentation from Ms. Greene and Mr. Fernandez with the USDA Economic Research Service.  We’ll conclude that presentation and then we’ll break for lunch and hopefully we can keep this moving.  If you looked at the schedule, we had some time for the continued discussion about the committee purpose.  And then try to reconvene like around 1:30.  Run hard from 1:30 to 3:00 just because some of you have to catch flights.  But our discussions going to be around what is now in that 11:30 block about the committee purpose charge and possible structure of committees, okay, and I think that’s the most important part.  And then we’ll decide from there what’s left to do, okay?  

So with that, welcome to Ms. Greene and Mr. Fernandez.

MS. GREENE:  Thank you.  One clarification, are we still planning a 45 minute --

MR. REDDING:  Yes, you got 45 minutes.

MS. GREENE:  Okay.  All right, well, good morning, everybody.

MR. REDDING:  Pull up the mic.

MS. GREENE:  Yup.  Yup.  Morning, everyone.  I’m Cathy Greene from the USDA Economic Research Service and this is my colleague, Jorge Fernandez, from the USDA Economic Research Service and we are here to talk about the costs, risks, and returns in different ag production systems, specifically differentiated by their GE status.

In ERS I’m the organic person that looks at the economics of organic farming and George is the person that looks at the economics of GE production.  We also had a number of other colleagues contribute to this presentation, Bill McBride, Mike Livingston, Robert Ebel, Elise Golan, and Utpal Vasavada, who work on a number of other topics relevant to this issue and that includes pest management and food markets. 

So, again, we’re looking at three production systems, GE, organic, and non-GE conventional.  For each of those systems, to the extent data is available, we’re going to look at production in the markets, farm level costs and returns, and producer risks and risk managements. 

As everyone here knows, the major crops and traits with GE traits are BT, HT corn, and stacked BT/HT corn, herbicide tolerant soy beans, and BT herbicide tolerant and stacked cotton.  There are other crops --

MR. FERNANDEZ:  Next slide?

MS. GREENE:  Yup.  Other crops include canola, sugar beets, and alfalfa with herbicide tolerance, papaya and squash with virus resistance, but we do not have USDA data to track the adoption of those crops at this point.  So let me show you the graph showing adoption of corn, soy beans, and cotton.  At this point, these crops have been rapidly adopted since 1996 when they got approval.  At this point, nearly 90 percent of corn and cotton are planted with GE seed and over 90 percent of soy beans are planted with GE seeds, and the graph shows you specifically for different traits, BT and HT for the ones that have multiple traits genetically engineered.

The second type of GE differentiated system is organic.  In 2000, the USDA published a national organic standard.  Before that we had many states and many producers doing organic production and certifying with private and sometimes state certifiers and USDA published a federal national standard in 2000.  That standard focuses basically on ecological production and codifies what organic consumers have been demanding, basically, since synthetic pesticides became wildly used in U.S. agricultural production 50 years ago.  The USDA standards prohibit the use of virtually all synthetic pesticides and they prohibit the use of genetically engineered methods, specifically recombinant DNA technologies.  They prohibit sewage sludge, radiation, and they encourage the use of cultural and biological practices.

Shifting to an organic production system is hard.  It requires basically producers to shift to a completely different system of production and we haven’t seen huge adoption in the United States.  Overall less than one percent of the U.S. crop land and pasture is certified organic.  Now, that varies pretty dramatically by crop and by region.  The bubbles on this beautiful map show crop acreage and pasture acreage for each state in terms of the amount grown in each state.  The biggest bubble that pops out is in California and that’s mostly fruit and vegetable production or a lot of that is fruit and vegetable production and that’s the biggest food market for organic products in the U.S.  Wyoming is mostly range land, certified organic range land.  Interestingly, the Midwest, you don’t see big bubbles there even though that’s where our acreage extensive crops are grown, the grain crops, and that’s where we’ve had our lowest adoption of organic production.  You’ll also see the south hardly has bubbles at all and that’s where we’ve seen the lowest level of adoption and that’s where we also have the greatest pest pressure in the United States.

Okay, this graph will show you more specifically what the adoption looks like by crop and livestock sector.  For fruits and vegetables, overall, we’ve got about five percent of our crop land acreage under certified organic production systems in the United States.  You can see it’s almost eight percent for lettuce.  It’s about five percent for apples, and these numbers are for 2008.  Grapes about three percent.  Milk cows are the biggest adoption for livestock sector and that’s at about three percent in 2008.  After that comes the food grain crops, rice, oats, wheat, at about one to two percent.  And, at the very bottom are the big crops that are largely grown for feed grain and industrial uses, corn, soy beans, and cotton.

Actually, before I leave this graph, let me make one point about corn, soy beans, and cotton.  We have just gotten this year organic trade data.  Commerce has just started publishing organic trade data for major imports and exports of organic products and one of our top imports in the organic sector is organic soy beans.  About 90 percent of that coming from Canada and also some coming from China, India, and Argentina.

Okay, this graph shows you exactly what the sales are in the U.S. and globally -- well, the chart shows you in the U.S. and I’ve got the number posted for global sales.  In the U.S., according to private sources, The Nutrition Business Journal, 24 billion dollars of organic products were sold in the United States last year, that’s been showing at a steady increase since 2004 on this chart and back to 1980 when the first numbers appeared.  The numbers declined just a little bit in 2009 in terms of the growth rate, or actually, more than a little bit.  The growth rate definitely fell in 2009, which annual growth rate is shown in the red bars.  The data from Nutrition Business Journal shows an estimate of about seven percent increase of 2010 and the annual increases continue to go back up -- are forecasted for upcoming years.

Obviously, organic imports are helping us meet U.S. demand.  In 2007 -- what this map shows is the 27,000 operations that were certified by USDA accredited certifiers in countries all over the world to meet the USDA organic standard.  The darkest country is the United States.  In 2007 we had about 16,000 certified organic producers and handlers in this country and we also had about 11,000 certified organic producers and handlers in a little over 100 other countries meeting the USDA organic standard.

Production of non-GE crops in the U.S.  This is where we don’t have a whole lot of data.  The federal government doesn’t regulate non-GE crops in the U.S. and for that reason we really don’t have good estimates, however, we know that there’s some, perhaps a lot, of the non-GE production of major grain crops, particularly soy beans is for non-GMO markets, because they have a price premium attached.  The Tokyo Grain Exchange started posting a non-GMO soy bean futures price in 2006.

Markets.  We do have a little bit on the markets for non-GE products.  What this graph shows you are the product introductions between 2000 and 2009 of new product introductions with an explicit non-GE label claim.  You can see that it’s trending out just slightly.  In 2009 there were 775 new product introductions with an explicit GE label claim and that represented about four percent of the new product label claims.  Non-GE label claims may be increasing in the United States.  In 2008 a private group emerged with a non-GE standard labeling, testing, and compliance protocol and since the launch of that project in 2008, many large natural foods retailers and natural foods producers and organic foods producers and retailers have begun getting their products non-GMO verified by this group.  One of the largest is Whole Foods Markets which is getting its private label products certified by the non-GMO project.  With the emergence of this private protocol we’ve seen product testing and product rejection become more common.

Okay, now I’m going to move into the second part of our talk which is to look at the cost and returns in different production systems.  This is not going to be as neatly divided into the three non-GE and non-GE differentiated markets because basically we have data on organic production systems and conventional production systems which include both GE production and identity preserved non-GE production.  We have estimates from four different sources on comparing costs and returns and organic and conventional systems.  

In USDA we have the NASS census data from just a couple of years ago.  We also have, in my agency, the Economic Research Service, new data in our main economic surveys since 2005, and then also I’m going to mention some of the results from long-term cropping systems trials in the U.S. and also from one interesting study in Minnesota which really is the only one that has tracked production for organic and conventional sequentially across time.

Findings from the AG Census from a couple of years ago.  USDA included questions on organic production in the ‘07 census and then followed up with a nationwide survey of every single certified organic and exempt organic producer in the United States with a nationwide survey in 2008.  NASS, the National Ag Statistic Service, posted average sales for all farms in the U.S., average cost for all farms in the U.S., and an average sales, minus costs, figure.  For average sales the NASS data shows that annual sales were about 218,000 on average on organic farms; higher than for U.S. farms overall.  Average costs were also higher on organic farms than on conventional farms on average for all farms.  And, overall, average sales minus costs were also higher for organic farms.  Now, that skates across all types of farms and all production sectors and also probably to some degree reflects the concentration of production in both organic and conventional sector.

This slide is going to give you the overarching results from our 2006 soybean producer survey which we included a large over sample of organic producers.  The findings from that survey showed organic producers had lower yields and higher costs than conventional.  It also showed that the organic producers were using mostly the lower yielding food grade varieties of soy beans, which explains some of the yield difference, and it also showed that organic production was more profitable in 2006 and mainly due to the organic price premiums.  

I’ve got the slide here to give you the specific numbers if you’re interested in the gory details.  You can see that we had about 117 organic observations in the survey and about 1400 conventional farms in the survey.  Harvested acres per farm was higher on the conventional operations, 272 verses 117.  Yields were 47 verses 31 bushels per planted acre; and price was $5.48 for conventional and $14.64 for organic.

MS. BATCHA:  Laura Batcha asking Cathy Greene a question about the difference in yield and what percentage of that difference could you assume is based on the difference between food grain and feed grain focus.

MS. GREENE:  I’m not going -- what I’m going to give you is the musings from USDA’s top soybean geneticists and I did consult with him and indicated he expected about half the yield difference was due to the use of the food grain varieties and about half was due to the challenges of weed production in organic production systems.

MS. HUGHES:  We grow both and we generally see about a ten to 12 bushel difference.

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling from Oklahoma.  Do you have any evidence on wheat production of the wheat quality of organics compared to the non-organics?

MS. GREENE:  Excellent question and we will put that on hold because we did do a wheat survey in 2009 and we are just getting the data back from that survey.  We did include an organic sample in that survey and we expect to publish results later this year.

MR. KISLING:  Okay, and follow up question, can you tell me what the reason for the climb in growth rate in ‘09 was and what happened to start that increase back as your chart showed?

MS. GREENE:  Well, what we indicated in one of our recent ERS reports on issues in the organic sector is that the U.S. economy, we started seeing a downturn in the U.S. economy and I think a lot of consumers started pairing back their expenses and that’s likely related to the decline in the annual growth rate which has picked back up since then as the downturn in the economy is either people have gotten use to it or conditions have improved.

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  I might offer you some detail on that.

As the economy went in recession, was the same time organic corn hit $15.00 a bushel.  Most of organic grain and oil seeds go for feed and feeders could not maintain a hold in the marketplace putting $15.00 corn into cattle.  So the feed market collapsed.  Chicken producers continued to use organic grains and dairy continued to use but shifted as much as they could over to grass.  As we bottomed out and the recession started back, things have changed dramatically but the organic farmers learned that he didn’t have the best of markets, therefore, organic corn, didn’t go out and plant quite as many acres and now there’s a shortage of organic corn in the marketplace and the price of organic corn is now back at $13.75 a bushel.  So, there has been a recession, an economic wave fluctuation, and a consequence of very high places.  Now, some of us worry about the consequences of $13.75 too.

MS. GREENE:  Okay, thank you.  We’ll try to keep plowing through this.

I’ve tossed in sort of a wild card here and that is findings from our 2005 USDA survey of producers which surveyed dairy producers and what we also do in that survey is we look at costs and returns.  We also look at practices and this is a slide from some of our results on practices in organic verses conventional production, specifically dairies.  What we saw, the biggest difference in practices, was the use of pasture base systems in organic production systems was far greater in organic production than in conventional.  And I’m not going to say anymore about that except that for soy beans, for wheat, for dairy, and for the other surveys that we’re doing, over sampling of organic producers, we’re going to have both cost of production and practice data.

Okay, moving to the third kind of study that gives us insight on the yields and profitabilities of organic versus conventional production systems, earlier this year in March USDA sponsored and hosted a large conference on organic farming systems research.  One of our big objectives of that conference was to actually look at the findings from the long term cropping systems, trials, and we got presentations from researchers who are with these trials at eight universities and at Rodale Institute.  The findings for most trials on yield and profitability were pretty similar to what we had, or were somewhat similar, to what we found with the commercial production.  Many of the trials showed lower or mixed results on comparing yields in conventional organic systems.  They also found that organic was often more profitable, especially with price premiums, and they also found that two of the trials, the one at Iowa State University and the one at Rodale, found that actually the yields were comparable for organic and conventional.  So, in a small setting, you can see different results.

I’m not presenting the findings today but the advantage that the long term trials have is that they also look at the biological and physical characteristics of organic and conventional production and track that over time and are useful for many other policy discussions.

Okay, findings from the Minnesota Farm Business Management survey.  This is interesting because Minnesota has a panel of conventional producers in that state that report all of their financial information to the department that does the study and they do it every year and in 2007 the Minnesota Department of Agriculture added a large group of organic producers to that study.  So, since 2007 they’ve also been able to compare organic and conventional production.  In terms of financial indicators and -- I think they have some really interesting results, you know, they’re able to tell us by doing that over time.  In 2007 and 2008 they basically found that organic farms out performed conventional in terms of the whole slew of financial indicators they’re tracking.  However, in 2009 they saw that reversed with the conventional farms outperforming the organic farms and the biggest thing that they mentioned tying to that reversal was the lower price premium for organic production.

MS. BATCHA:  Cathy, I saw something this morning come out from the Minnesota Department of Agriculture updating this study as of this year.  So there is new data regarding it, so you may want to take a look at that.

MS. GREENE:  Nice.  Okay, we just have a little bit more to go here and then we’ll open up for more questions unless you’ve got them all out of your system already.

Risks and risk management in GE production.  So this last section we’re going to talk about, risk and risk management in GE and in organic.  So looking first at GE, what we see, you know, as being the biggest risks are the evolution of BT and glyphosate resistance and insects and weeds.  The department does have -- I’m sorry, I’m not sure if these are USDA findings.  We do have research findings --

MR. FERNANDEZ:  EPA.

MS. GREENE:  EPA, yeah.  EPA findings showing that the refuge requirements and natural refuges that are used for BT production have helped delay BT resistance.  For HT, for herbicide tolerant crops, there’s discussion now about how to stable off the glyphosate resistance that’s emerging and the techniques are multiple herbicides with different modes of action, increased tillage, and equipment cleaning in terms of what might prove effective.

Risks and risk managements in organic and non-GE production.  The ERS did a study in 2005, published results in 2005, finding that organic producers consider the adventitious presence of GE organisms a top production risk in organic production.  The risks include risks of product rejection, loss of price premiums, and loss of premium domestic markets; and those are risks in organic production and also in non-GE production.  

The top production strategies used in organic and non-GE to minimize adventitious presence of GE are delayed planning to minimize the overlapping pollination periods and the use of buffer strips.  Some practices are also used across the supply chain, including production and handling to minimize commingling, product segregation, cleaning equipment, and so forth.  These practices obviously involve additional production and handling costs and are incurred in production and also in handling.

In our USDA producer surveys we do have some data, as I mentioned earlier, about the use of practices and one of the questions that we’ve had in there for a number of years is the use of various practices to manage pests.  Buffer strips are one of those practices.  In soybean production we had 69 percent of the producers using buffer strips as well as 69 percent in corn.  Conventional, we didn’t actually have data on that question in 2006.  We did have conventional producers answering it in 2010 and five percent were using buffer strips.  

The other big technique used by GE and non-GE producers to minimize pollination is adjusting the planting date and 42 percent of the soybean producers and 63 percent of the organic producers in those years said they were adjusting their planting or harvesting date.  Also those same years, 13 to 14 percent of the conventional producers were adjusting their planting or harvesting date to manage pests.

USDA Risk Management Agency offers a variety of tools to help producers manage their production risks.  In 2000 the Agriculture Risk Reduction Act of 2000 recognized organic farming as good farming practice and indicated that it was to be covered by federal crop insurance.  RMA has been basically working on organic crop insurance ever since.  Most producers still pay a five percent surcharge to get organic crop insurance, although recently RMA has removed that surcharge for some specific crops.  Overall, it’s still most producers are paying the surcharge.  Most producers are also unable to obtain coverage that reflects the organic price premium, although again, RMA recently gave coverage to some crop producers to reflect the organic price premiums and RMA is continuing to work to improve that offering for organic producers.  Also, this is kind of interesting, beginning in 2008 RMA began offering a premium rate reduction to corn producers in most states who plant GE hybrids.  That pilot project is set to expire at the end of this crop year.

Okay, here we are at conclusions and then if there are any questions left.  Okay, GE and organic and non-GE systems have intersected mainly in corn, soy beans, and cotton.  The adoption of non-GE differentiated systems over the last decade for these three crops has vary dramatically.  GE production has increased rapidly and is now widespread in the U.S. for these three crops.  Specifically for these three crops organic production has been limited and mostly stagnant in the U.S. despite strong consumer demand.  

Finally, organic production risks also vary dramatically by system.  As mentioned earlier, the GE risks include evolution of insect and weed resistance and for organic and non-GE producers the risks include product rejection, loss of price premiums, and loss of premium domestic markets. 

All right, any --

MS. BATCHA:  Would you go back two slides to the --

MS. GREENE:  I think we’ve got one question ahead.

MR. KEMPER:  First of all, your presentation was very informative and I appreciate it very much.  Alan Kemper, by the way, for the record.  My question was you alluded to the fact that I think there was 27,000 certified globally by the USDA and, Mary, you might help me, but what’s certified in the U.S.?

MS. GREENE:  What that 27,000 means is that in 2007 -- without getting into too much detail, USDA allows producers in other countries to import organic product   into the United States if they have been certified by a USDA accredited certifier to meet the USDA organic standard.  So that 27,000 reflects the producers and handlers in the U.S. and in other countries that have been certified by USDA accredited certifier.

MR. KEMPER:  No, I understood that.  My real question is how many producers are organic producers in the U.S. that you certify?

MS. GREENE:  Oh, I’m sorry, yeah.  That was --

MR. KEMPER:  I’m sorry, maybe I didn’t ask it correctly.

MS. GREENE:  Okay, 16,000 in 2007 producers and handlers.


MR. BENBROOK:  Cathy, thank -- Laura, you’re up.

MS. BATCHA:  I just had a clarifying question.  Laura Batcha.  If you could go back to the slide on the crop insurance and I missed the premium reduction on the GE corn that you referenced.  What’s the percent reduction on the premium?

MS. GREENE:  I can’t tell you the percent reduction but I’m sure that RMA can give you a good estimate on that.

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.  We can maybe note that as a request for information.

MR. BENBROOK:  Cathy, thank you for the presentation.  Chuck Benbrook.  We know that some members in the non-GE and organic trade have provided ERS with some data on the levels and frequency of GE presence in non-GE crops.  Laura’s mentioned that she’s shared some data, Lynn has had -- could you just update us on how robust the data set is that you have to work with to characterize the frequency and degree of adventitious presence in non-GE crops and when you might be able to brief AC21 on perhaps a base line of contamination and also I’d like to know is the department planning on any systematic data collection to produce more refined estimates?

MS. GREENE:  Okay.  The Economic Research Service and NASS added a module of questions to our last producer survey asking organic producers about whether their products were tested for GE presence and whether they had had shipments rejected due to the presence of GE organisms in their products at any time in the last five years and if they had had any product rejections, how many bushels they’d have rejected.  So we did ask those questions in our last USDA producer survey of corn producers.  That data is just barely getting back to analysts.  So we won’t have an analysis of that data for some time and I’m not going to promise -- it will not be, you know, giving a firm date on when we will have that data analyzed or, at this point, we certainly can’t say how good the data is.  And, we are also trying to look more broadly at adventitious presence and testing in the organic and non-GE sector and, you know, may again at some point have some estimates but we don’t have a publication schedule to give to you at this point.

MS. ANDALUZ:  In the last survey that you sent out, do you have a way to differentiate farmers that maybe are not certified organic but that are using organic practices?

MS. GREENE:  That’s a good question.  We do have -- well, let me answer that question by saying the organic sector is very small in the United States and the last agricultural census, we had a very detailed, very elaborate set of questions to enunciate exactly how many producers in the category that you’re talking about; essentially, those producers who are exempt from organic production standards and producers that also may be using organic practices.  And, in 2007 the census estimated that there were 27,000 producers using organic practices.  In their 2008 follow-on they indicated that about 14,000 were certified organic or exempt from certification requirements.

MS. ANDALUZ:  Because I know that we have a lot of younger farmers that had dropped the certification process because they don’t believe in it.

MS. GREENE:  Yup.

MS. ANDALUZ:  And the last point I want to make is that I know, for example, that up until 2007 the Native Americans, like if they had one tribe -- if it was 100 particular farms, they only counted as one, and it wasn’t until 2007 that they actually started counting the number of farmers with the real farmers.  

The last point I want to make is that -- the other thing is that unless a farmer still has a Schedule F, they don’t participate in the survey so we have lots of farmers that only do a Schedule C and all of those farmers are not represented by these studies.  Thank you.

MS. GREENE:  Right.  Thank you.  Oh, I’m sorry, so -- yeah, I --

MS. BOWMAN:  Sorry to jump in.  I’m Mary Bowman, a colleague of Cathy's at the Economic Research Service and work a lot with NASS, but they have a very extensive process to build the lists that are the basis of the survey that rely on much more.  The IRS data is one part of it but they look at producer groups, subscriptions from magazines targeted at, producers -- I’m sure they’d be happy to provide information on how they compile their list but they’re not just limited to tax information.

MS. GREENE:  No, and we can certainly follow up with the contacts.

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine, and for your information, I farm in central Illinois, corn, soybeans, and a few Angus cows with my wife and son.

I can maybe help clarify on the BYE question, biotech yield endorsement, that it needs to be understood by this committee that it’s not all biotech products.  It’s very specific.  Two of the biotech providers went through really extensive and expensive method of providing data so that to prove to the risk management association that there was some yield protection which would merit a lower premium.  So that’s kind of how that worked and it was on a limited basis or a trial basis as was mentioned initially and I think it’s continued and they did some testing to make sure that you had to have at least 75 percent of your crop to that specific biotech trait to qualify for the premium reduction.  

A couple questions I might have, when you look at adventitious presence and the number of rejections, specifically maybe on non-GE, when we have, in my particular area, a number or the -- yeah, a number is probably the right terminology -- of the adventitious presence or rejection of non-GE soybeans has been through the handling system and through a couple elevator mistakes and those kind of things and I don’t know if your system has a way to track that as far as where the particular mistake was made or where the adventitious presence came from.  

And then, the other question on your data on dairy and pasture use, your data is 2005 and do you have anything more current on what those particular trends or is there a reason for 2005?

MS. GREENE:  Right.  The way that our USDA annual economic producer survey works is that we rotate crops every few years so dairy producers were surveyed in 2005 and they were surveyed again in 2010 and we actually did include another organic over sample of dairy producers in 2010.  So, again, we should have new data and results comparing organic and conventional later this year and next year from that survey.

MS. HUGHES:  Missy Hughes.  I’m assuming from your original chart demonstrating the adoption rates for BT corn and the other biotech traits that you survey the farmers about whether or not they’re using those technologies?  Is that where you get those numbers from?

So, just as a follow up to that, do you survey the farmers regarding their adoption of stewardship practices such as refuge requirements and things like that?

MR. FERNANDEZ:  The answer is yes.

MS. HUGHES:  Sorry, I would be interested in seeing what kind of data you have regarding that because that’s one of the things that we’re putting on the table as a potential tool that we can use to understand the risk here and so it would be interesting to see what those adoption rates are and what you’ve surveyed as far as that goes.

MR. FERNANDEZ:  We could send you the information.

MS. HUGHES:  Thank you.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Just one point on that and that is there’s a possibility that there are two different sorts of refuge requirement purposes that might be talked about.  There might be refuge requirements for the purpose of maintaining the lifetime usefulness of BT and that might be somewhat different than perhaps the sorts of refuge requirements that you might be asking about so it’s just a question.

MS. HUGHES:  I guess what I’m looking to understand is if the stewardship practices that have been put in place by the Corn Growers or the Soybean Association or NAFA are tools for this neighbor to neighbor conversation that we’re looking at a potential solution, or advocating for.  I would like to understand how well those tools are working and if you have data for how well those tools are working or how well they’re being adopted, more data that we’re looking for I think would be great.

And so, I’m talking about the refuge requirements for BT resistance, not buffer strips for organic producers. I’m talking about what the conventional GE, I can’t remember what we’re going to be comfortable calling them, producers are using.

MS. GREENE:  Okay, so that’s the data that we can follow up with.

MR. IHNEN:  Maybe I could answer that question a little bit and it’s not -- our refuge requirements are required by EPA and USDS part of our function of growing GE crops and it’s not a neighbor to neighbor.  In fact, we   can’t coordinate with our neighbors on refuge requirements.  We have to have our refuge on our farms and on our fields so that’s a separate issue than I think what you’re getting at, unless I’m misunderstanding you.  But, if I have field X, I have to have a refuge there and right across the fence my neighbor has to have his refuge, so that’s not the same as, you know, we’re not working together as a farming community on refuge.

MR. KEMPER:  Darrin, you might add though, we have now refuge in the bag so there won’t be -- you won’t have a visible look at an 80 acre field and see the 20 percent requirement for refuge.  It’s already blended and approved by USDA and EPA to have that in a bag and, if you will, commingle in that production.

MS. HUGHES:  So I guess what I would look to understand is further details about the stewardship practices and if there’s a way to correlate those with the USDA’s data so we can get some understanding about that.  I think we’re all talking about the same thing but I appreciate that, understanding the refuge and the bag.

MR. BENBROOK:  Chuck Benbrook.  Missy, to your question, NASS has released a 2010 survey results on corn.  Corn had not been surveyed since 2005 so there was a five year gap in any information on pesticide use and pest management practices in corn and Cathy is waiting for some of the more detailed cross tabs of that database to perform some of these additional analyses.  But, based on the data that has been released, the stewardship practices that are covered and pest management practices really don’t get to the stewardship questions, vis à vis, preventing or dealing with gene flow to any significant extent.  It’s primarily tillage practices and pest management practices and we have that data.  We have it analyzed in considerable detail and certainly would be glad to share it with everyone.  It does provide some very important new insights on the impact of today’s GE corns on both herbicide and insecticide use.

In terms of the crop insurance program and the reduction in premiums for the corn rootworm trait which reduces feeding damage on the roots of corn plants and hence in droughty conditions.  It is projected to result in a somewhat higher yield.  We do have, as Alan said, most of the commercial GE hybrids now have the refuge in the bag because they’re multiple BT traits.  There will be essentially so little single BT trait corn in the market by 2012 that it won’t have a meaningful impact on anything.  But what people in the corn business are very concerned about is the first documented case of resistance in the corn rootworm to the Cry(3)Bb trait, which is the corn rootworm trait, and likely comparable evidence from Illinois that Mike Gray has reported.

The corn rootworm historically is one of the most agile insects in terms of gaining resistance.  If you look at the history of chlorinated hydrocarbons, insecticides, followed by organophosphates, followed by synthetic pyrethroids, and now we’re into the BT era of corn rootworm management.  It’s usually taken five to seven years for resistance to emerge in the corn rootworm to the first product in a new family of chemistry and then the time period for resistance to emerge to subsequent products and each family of chemistry have very reliably gone down. You can plot the year of emergence of resistance to the second, the third, and fourth product of each family of chemistry and it’s very similar and I think all corn entomologists will predict now a fairly rapid emergence of resistance to, at least, the Cry(3)Bb and the Dow BT.  I can’t remember the name of it.  

So this is a very serious development in the world of GE corn and the response to it will challenge both the seed industry and corn farmers just as the spread of Roundup resistant weeds have and it just reminds us that these farming systems, they are biological systems and things change and the kinds of risks that have to get dealt with will change and I think that’s a lesson that we have to remember for our work.

MR. GOEHRING:  Doug Goehring.  I have two questions.  One is, and maybe there’s quite a few people around the table that could answer this maybe, but why do we have people out there using organic practices but not certifying organic to take advantage of the organic market? And the next one would be, who would be actually filing a Schedule C versus Schedule F if they’re in production agriculture unless they’re corporate?

MS. MARTENS:  I can’t help you on the Schedule C  or F, but the rule says, the NOP says that if your gross farm income is $5,000 or less you don’t have to be  certified.  So, that would be primarily the fruits and vegetable farmers who sell at farm stands or farm markets or something like that; but they are exempted from the organic certification.  They are not exempted from the requirements, the practices.

MS. GREENE:  And I’ll add, a lot of direct marketing fruit and vegetable producers in the U.S. who develop relationships with local buyers, local consumers, local restaurants have skipped organic certification because they are communicating directly with their buyer about production practices and systems they’re using.  So, I think we do have some largely organic production in the United States that isn’t being certified but that is being communicated directly to buyers and they are foregoing the certification seal.  But largely, if you’re distributing organic product in the regional, national, and international markets, you will have to have certification and all producers, if they’re going to use the word organic, have to be certified by USDA standard unless they make less than $5,000 in organic sales.  So, if you’ve got a larger local producer that’s calling themselves ecological or pesticide free or chemical free or whatever, they may not be getting certification.  Virtually all product you see in the regional and national and international markets are certified organic.

MS. ANDALUZ:  Isaura Andaluz.  What happens is a lot of the younger people that the organic standards have gotten diluted and, like you were saying, a lot of people sell directly so they call it pesticide free farming or whatever; but these people, I mean, they have sales of $20,000 and up so they’re not small, small scale farmers.  And the other thing is I think I didn’t realize how the surveys were done and I found out with this thing with Schedule F and Schedule C, but I think what we do, we have a lot of producers that file other LLC's instead of Schedule F for farmer.

MS. GREENE:  I think we’ve got time for one more question.

MR. KEMPER:  Actually, it’s a question but it’s for Mary possibly or yourself because it’s been alluded to the fact that under $5,000 they can self-serve by organic.  Can they also carry the USDA seal at that point?

MS. GREENE:  No.

MR. KEMPER:  So they have to be over $5,000 is what you’re telling me?

MS. GREENE:  Yeah.

MR. KEMPER:  And have an actual certification person --

MR. GREENE:  If they --

MR. KEMPER:  Thank you.

MS. GREENE:  In order to use the word organic they have to be certified or less than $5,000 in sales and they still have to again follow the practices.  In order to use the word -- you really can’t do both, that’s correct.

MS. BATCHA:  They can’t use the word --

MS. GREENE:  That’s right.

MS. BATCHA:  -- unless they’re under $5,000 and not certified.  Label or market or representative -- 

MS. GREENE:  But the important thing to focus in on here is those crops that have GE equivalents, corn, soybeans, cotton, canola, are generally not -- we’re not talking about in the $5,000 small scale folks.  Those of us who are growing commodity crops have to be certified because if we’re selling to a processor, they have to buy certified organic stuff.  If you’re selling to our local, you know, friend or to a restaurant, that’s a different situation, but as a grain buyer, and I’m sure Lynn will agree, I can’t buy anything that isn’t certified.

MS. BATCHA:  Just to clarify for the record because I didn’t turn my microphone on.  The $5,000  threshold for exemption below or above, if you’re above $5,000 it’s not only that you must be certified to carry the seal but you must be certified in order to market, represent, or label your product as organic; so all three things.  Under $5,000 you don’t require the certification but you must follow the practices and you can’t use the seal.

MS. GREENE:  Yup, thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Let’s say thank you to Ms. Greene.  Thank you very much.  Good discussion.  It’s another one of those I hate to sort of cut off just because we were getting into some of the points of clarification that’ll be helpful to us as we pursue these discussions even this afternoon.

In terms of schedule, let’s break for lunch.  I’m going to recommend we’re back here by 1:30, okay, and we’ll run hard from 1:30 to 3:00 and know at that point we’re going to lose several members but in that time, 1:30 to 3:00 block, we’re going to pick up with a discussion about the committee purpose and charge and structure.  But I would say focus over the lunch, if you would, on the categories to organize our work, all right, let’s just get the categories on the board.  Two, be thinking about dates in that post Thanksgiving --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Possibly just before or after.

MR. REDDING:  Yeah, in that time block, if we would please, we’ll settle that.  And, third, just because we’ve heard a lot of discussion the last couple of days about access to experts, information, you know, think about sort of prioritizing the presentations or materials and I think Michael made a great comment yesterday that, you know, the presentations come at the expense of less face time for us, right, to really work on and think about.  So, that doesn’t mean that we don’t want that information.  The question is do we change our approach to a presentation versus information web-based and so forth, but think about prioritization of what we heard in terms of what we need access to, all right, if you would please, and we’ll put that into that hour and a half block at 1:30, okay?  

Any final lunch instruction?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think, as yesterday, I’ll take whatever sub-troop of this committee wants to go next door and if others want to go out again, do we have a guide who’s taking them out?  Were you doing that yesterday, Mark?  Well, I’ll take as many as would like to come and maybe some folks already know how to get over to the Smithsonian from having gone over yesterday can lead those who want to go there instead and we’ll be back here promptly at 1:30.  Thanks everyone.

(Whereupon, at 12:13 p.m., a lunch recess was taken).

               A F T E R N O O N  S E S S I O N
MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Good afternoon, everyone.  Just a couple of really small housekeeping details.  One request is that you leave your badges outside so that we can reuse them and the second one is if you are turning in expenses for USDA, if you filled out your sheet already, you can hand them to Dianne, who is completely indispensable for the running of this committee, outside the door and the sooner you get them turned in, the sooner they get turned around.  Thanks.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Good afternoon.  Let’s reconvene.  As I mentioned before we broke, we’ve got about an hour and a half here before we lose at least three, maybe four, by my count.  So that gets us to about the break.  But here’s the, you know, the discussion we need to have here looking at the next hour and a half.  We need to come to some agreement on what the categories of interest are that would basically become sort of the components for our workgroup, right, what are those natural grouping of things that we need to put together that would become sort of the work of the committee.  There have been some themes of standards.  There’s guiding principles or some of those kind of points.  I just want to put that on the table.  So that’s number one.

Two is the date and we’ll have to sort of wrestle that down here before we get away so we know going home that we’re coming back the week of November or December.  And third, is for our benefit, particularly Michael and I, of what information you need access to be it by way of experts, by presentation, by email, or something that responds to the questions that have been raised here as we formulate the next agenda is to make sure we got that covered and ideally have a lot of the stuff to you.  Having gone through, you know, nearly two days of this discussion, I hate to sort of sacrifice a lot of presentation, you know, that time just because it’s valuable for us to have the face time to talk about and pick up on the conversations, but that’s one point we should talk about as well.

So, that’s sort of a one, two, three from my perspective.  Anything I’ve missed before we sort of jump into this discussion the next hour and a half?  Okay.

Yeah, that’s a good point and we get sort of this subset of this part one of the categories, we’ll have to get some sense from you in those sort of natural groupings.  So once we get a name or title on the workgroup, what your preference would be to work on that particular issue or issues, okay, and I think that’ll be the task of Michael and I sort of sort through that and say, hey, this person is particularly well suited here.  Part of this discussion will be just like this committee, it’s about balance and making sure that we’ve got appropriate representation on those workgroups to reflect the full opinion of the committee, but be thinking about that because we’ll have to come back to it and say what’s your preference.

Let’s open up then.  If I’ve got the one, two, three read right then let’s take a look at the first category.  What are those categories of interests?  And I’m thinking here of just sort of getting them on the table and then we’ll come back and say -- yeah, we can use the board.  Which of these things sort of belong together, what makes sense as a natural grouping?  So who’d like to -- right here, Alan?

MR. KEMPER:  Mr. Chairman, Alan Kemper.  Before we go there, this morning’s information was very, very useful for a lot of us that was presented and I very much appreciate it.  Sometimes information and opinions can get polarized and I would like to suggest to you, I’m slow, but I’m not real slow, and that the Secretary of Agriculture's comments on the written document does not list the word “organic” anywhere but it does talk about unintended presence and in that I hope our discussion over the next four meetings deals with unintended presence in various cropping practices, not just one specific one, and I hope we can all rise above the fray and keep it at a state’s personal level that allows us to go forward with that compensation mechanism, if possible.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MR. REDDING:  Very good, thank you.  Doug?

MR. GOEHRING:  Mr. Chairman, Doug Goehring.  I’ve got a couple questions, I guess, and maybe part of this is going to lead into all those committees or subgroups are actually going to be formed and what they’re going to be working on, but maybe I’m going to ask the obvious question that probably hasn’t been asked yet but I’ll lay out some other things here first.  How do we know, right now, what mechanisms are in place when we look across our country when we’re going to compensate losses?  Some of the things that have been talked about certainly have been an indemnity fund, which we really haven’t even discussed to any great degree.  There’s litigation, which has been used for any number of reasons in production agriculture; and then there’s the other issue that gets used or the other product that gets used quite often for losses that occur and that would be insurance.  And, the reason I brought up, originally, this whole issue about an insurance product and why I brought up the risk retention group because it is something new that Congress has allowed us to develop in the last three to four years.  I looked at it being inclusive as Mr. Kemper pointed out.  It’s going to address more than just one segment of our industry because it can look at identity preserved crops.  It can also look at seed producers and it can also address issues for the organic industry.  We draw from a larger pool which should help overall to keep costs down and is it somewhat of an acceptable approach?  Well, it’s certainly understood by most how it works and it can be designed in different ways.  
The other issue is some ownership and also the implementation of best management practices and the one thing that I didn’t get into yesterday was, it is a weird animal in a sense, but a risk retention group operates much like an LLC or a coop or a mutual company but you have a managing director or partner and then you would have all of those that are buying the product itself would be a part of this group and it’s not a conventional insurance product as we know it, so it’s a new concept, it’s a new approach. 

The other thing is part of where these discussions started from when this concept came up was, it was simple with respect to the thresholds that would be designed especially for anybody who has to be certified in anyone of these programs or write contracts.  You would go by those certification standards.  So, whether it’s writing a contract for seed production or if we’re looking at IP or if we’re looking at organic.  And the other thing is, when you talk about inclusive, it’s brand new and addresses something for everyone.  We don’t discriminate and just target one segment of our industry.  It looks at the problem clear across the industry and helps everybody in production agriculture.

And maybe the last thing I would ask, maybe another thought I’d throw out, there might be an  opportunity, we can certainly talk about this a little bit more, I don’t know if there’s a possibility through RMA to look at existing programs and existing product and try to determine if there would be a way to have price discovery to establish something for all these different various groups too, and I’m not sure what the perimeters are because RMA is not allowed to develop new concepts but they can modify existing ones, but it all depends.  And if we do look at the issue, and maybe this is a question I have for everybody here about an indemnity fund, who pays?  No one’s talked about that.  We’ve kind of skirted around the issue but what’s going to be acceptable?  What’s it going to look like?  Well, right now we’re going to end up fractured and we’re not going to be able to move forward and do anything. So maybe it’s uncork in a conversation, I’m throwing it on the table, or maybe it’s time we have it.

MR. REDDING:  Doug, I appreciate your comments.  I think, you know, part of it is around sort of the inventory of mechanisms, right.  I think it’s just putting out through those bigger pieces on the table to say does that become sort of a formation of some workgroup potentially, right, that really gets into, you know, what are the options today, what do they look like?  You’ve identified three or four.  There may be some other contract law.  There may be some things that you want to look at hard here, but again, I think your points well taken of what is the menu, to use Daryl’s point, what’s that menu look like, and that becomes part of what the workgroups going to have to sort through, what those mechanisms look like, right?  But part of that has to be somebody’s going to pay at the end of the day, right?  There’s an expectation if this thing is structured in some way by compensation.  There’s compensations coming from some place, right?  I would hope that would be part of a conversation or within potentially, certainly here, but beginning initially for some of that sorting that needs to happen to have that done at a workgroup level.

MR. GOEHRING:  Mr. Chairman, if I could follow up. Doug Goehring.  I understand all the data or some of the request for data and probably would offend most in this room if I were to say, a lot of it is probably irrelevant as to the question and what we’re charged with though.  I mean, does it matter if we find out if we’re going to insure or let’s just say we’re going to compensate for the loss of a vehicle, does it matter if it’s a Chevy Cavalier or a BMW as to what the product or that overall compensation fund should be?  Are we going to do it or aren’t we?

MR. REDDING:  Chuck.

MR. BENBROOK:  Thank you.  Chuck Benbrook.  First, Alan, just let me open by saying I would concur completely with your initial request.  I think the non-GE world is much bigger than just organic and I think it would serve our purpose well to keep the focus on non-GE and I don’t think we lose anything by doing that.

Based on what I’ve heard about the critical issues, I think perhaps we could cover most of the key tasks that immediately face us with maybe four working groups.  One would look at the source of and range of economic and market damages that are happening and anticipated at various stages along the value chain and I would further recommend that this assessment by the working group be organized by major GE crop.  I think a second one, I think Josette and others have made the same suggestion, I think valuable information can be learned from well documented, known past instances of adventitious presence where there were substantial costs imposed on the system.  Those costs have been dealt with in a variety of different ways and I just think factual recounting of what happened and how the magnitude of damages were established, how a large number of farmers were compensated, you know, in a whole industry.  I don’t believe that any of the past models are perfect but I think we would learn a lot and I would include, clearly, StarLink, LibertyLink Rice, what’s happened to organic canola.  There’s a couple of organic corn seed companies that have had substantial contamination.  I don’t have their names right now but they’re covered in various publications. And then Kirschenmann Family Farms where significant impacts have, you know, occurred and have been well documented.  So, assessment of what’s happened in the past from known documented cases that are, for the most part, over.  

A third working group, it’s already come up, would be an assessment of potential mechanisms for the delivery of compensation and, in particular, a focus initially on the principles and criteria against which our group, AC21, will determine whether there’s a good fit between a mechanism and the nature of the impact that’s being covered because I’m not an expert in insurance but I do not think that the kinds of market impacts that will predominantly be what has to get dealt with fit an insurance model very well.  I could be convinced otherwise, but I don’t think that model’s going to prove to be a good fit.  You know, Doug’s brought up the insurance model; that should be looked at and indemnification or bonds and possibly others.

Fourth working group, to start to get at this question of who’s going to pay and Mary-Howell has spoken about the need for the coexistence and shared responsibility.   Again, I think perhaps a working group should start talking about the principles that should guide the sharing of cost and responsibilities both for preventing adventitious presence from happening in non-GE crops, which is one cluster of costs and activities and responsibilities, and then secondly, for dealing with contamination episodes after they’ve happened and where some loss of market, some loss of income has occurred and, you know, someone needs to be made whole as a result.  So, I think within those four, we can get at most of the core issues.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.

MS. WILSON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Latresia Wilson.  Basically what I looked at -- I tend to look at things in a bigger picture and then bring it down to the level that I can work with.  I like to chew it up a little bit.  And, what I saw was possible four workgroups.  Definitely just looking at the charge and looking at the focus, and focusing in on that, I see one workgroup as just looking at the broad picture of compensation mechanisms; what are they?  Doug just listed several of them.  Therefore, in that standards group we would look at those four mechanisms or five or six mechanisms and then we may get into some of the other issues that we have.

The second group that I would see is maybe a standards group where we’re looking at what are the  tolerance levels, what are these different things that we need, and we can get into the sublevels of that also in that group.

And thirdly, what I see is possibly a group, this is a little bit more broader than usual, but maybe a group that looks at what are the barriers and what things are in common when you’re looking at this coexistence?  That’s very wide and maybe we can bring that down a little bit on that, but that’s what I saw maybe probably trying to address question number three.

And then, I know there’s a need for this background data.  We keep saying we need this data, we need that data.  If we can somehow maybe -- unfortunately, by having a separate group that looks just at the data, it’s needed for the input of these others so it would be a delay so I don’t think we can go with that fourth group per se, and somehow we can input those in those groups; and that’s how I see it and my suggestions.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, thank you.  Josette?

MS. LEWIS:  Thanks.  Well, there are some commonalities coming out; that’s always good.

I wanted to suggest a specific group to look at the scope and scale of risk so that would try to dig into the data a little bit about real incidences as well as maybe a little bit of trying to project to the future about potential risks that may come.  This is a place that maybe I would disagree with the concept that the type of car doesn’t matter.  I think the mandate we’ve been given is to look at unintended presence of GE materials.  I think a very important part of that conversation is to look at the future of just the GE world which is there are some GE products that can contaminate other GE products and have very serious consequences and we’ve heard one about amylase corn.  We   have another lawsuit going on having to do with an asynchronous approval of one corn product going into what is basically a bunch of GE corn.  So I think we have to think about the scope very seriously because it very much matters whether you’re insuring a Mercedes Benz verses a Ford Fiesta because the cost of this particular -- there’s a public component becomes very serious to the conversation.

So scope and scale of risk is the first and then I thought the second, picking up on what a number of people have said, looking at both public and private mechanisms to address those risks, both those that exist in the marketplace or in government today, as well as starting to develop criteria or principles for new ones.  

And then, the question of who pays?  I kind of like the analogy someone threw out yesterday of car insurance, you know, you insure against any damage that you might incur on your own car as well as everyone has to insure against damage someone else causes to them that is uninsured.  So the fact that who pays can go either way or both ways.

And then I would actually like to suggest -- who pays, that’s number three.

The last one, which is the third question, but I think so many tangents keep coming up in our conversation just in the last two days is to keep a focused attention on other measures.  It’s not to say that this is going to replace a compensation mechanism.  I know I’m kind of the what if person in my group, but I do think even if there was a compensation mechanism, there are clearly things that  we’ve heard about as problems in the system, whether it’s   the insurance premiums for organic producers not being aligned with the industry, whether it’s the ambiguity of what a non-GMO claim is.  These are all things that actually USDA has the potential to take proactive measures on and I think we should have a group that works specifically to start making sure we don’t lose those as an important part of the conversation.

I think the only other thing that I would put on the table for consideration is the sequencing.  Do we just go off on four groups right away or is it perhaps there’s some strategic aspect to sequencing these so they’re not all concurrent, but I don’t have the answer to that one.

MR. REDDING:  Great, thank you.  Greg, and then we’ll come to Laura.

MR. JAFFE:   Well, Josette, you gave me a good in for one of my comments, which was, I think the need to sequence some of this.  So, although I think it may be right that we have to, at some point, discuss who pays, in my mind, at least, I’m not really sure you start discussing that until you think about the kinds of mechanisms and until you decide you need a compensation mechanism, then you got to figure out where that money is going to come from; and so, to me, having those two groups going off right at the same time from day one may, in fact, I think they need to be sequenced a little bit and I would probably hold off on the who pays for maybe one more meeting until we got a little more into at least a committee or group that got together with what are the potential mechanisms out there and a chart of some of the benefits and risks of some of those, and that kind of thing.

So, to me, I think there needs to be a sequencing and so, in particular, I think having been on this committee before and seeing how we work a lot of times -- I mean, to the extent we need data collection, that’s the primary thing to get done for this next meeting.  We don’t want to be collecting data come our third or fourth meeting.  It’s almost too late at that point.  So, I put priorities on things like some of the case studies that are being done and some of the data collection and, to me, some of that really needs to be ready and available for the next meeting.

I would say to some of the case studies people talked about, I’m less interested in some of the ones about StarLink or LibertyLink where I think they will inform us in some ways but those are different because I look at our task as we are talking about situations where there’s unintended presence where nobody’s at fault.  There is no illegal activity that’s been done.  You have two farmers or two seed growers or something like that who have both done something they legally are entitled to do but an economic harm has been caused by that and things like LibertyLink or things like StarLink, although inform us in scopes of economic loss and who might pay and things like that and mechanisms, they were different and I think different from our charge.  So I’m going at our charge as things where there isn’t somebody at fault.  If somebody’s done something intentionally or illegally then there are courts and other kinds of things.  Whether those mechanisms are good is a whole different story.

So, I, in particular, as I mentioned yesterday, really would like to see some case studies that look also at similar analogous situations where there’s unintended presence, maybe not of GE but other kinds of things and what kind of mechanisms have been used.  Because my view is, I mean, it’d be great if we could all come up with a perfect compensation mechanism from scratch and put all of our heads together and call on experts, but if there are mechanisms out there that exist that we can modify or use or things that have some positive attributes, we can learn from some of those.  So I also don’t want to limit our case studies just to unintended presence of GE but look to other areas where the market based solutions, whether they’re government insurance systems, or whatever they are, I think those could be informative to us.  So I’d like that to be included in the data that would be collected from whatever committee was doing that.

The last thing I would say is that when we’ve been on this committee before, we’ve always had a working group. Maybe it won’t be as an administrative working group, but clearly, I think some group of people or subset needs to help work with the Chair and Michael in setting the agenda for the next one and helping with getting balanced speakers that are going to present or collecting the information; and so it may not be as glamorous or as going into the merit, but we found in the past that that’s always been helpful to have -- we’re not actually going to give names right now of speakers but that can present speakers and help get some of those speakers through contact and other things.  So, I do think there needs to be some sort of more administrative working group dealing with the agenda for the next meeting and getting these information and speakers.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Could I respond to a couple of those things and I think in terms of setting the agenda, I’m not sure we need a work group to do that.  I think we know here who among the committee are likely to have access to finding the right people to talk about particular subjects. It will be our responsibility to come up with the agenda and we will share the agenda with the committee when we have slots for someone who needs to talk about X.  We can, you know, use our contacts as well as reach out to the committee members that we know; but I’m not sure that we need to set up a work group to do that.  Certainly we welcome all of the input from committee members but I wouldn’t want to necessarily limit your usefulness since folks are not likely to be able to get onto more than one work group, there being as many of you as there are.  I think there may be more important tasks that we’ll call on each of you to do.

By the same token, on the question about getting groups together to gather data on past instances or on scope of risk, I understand that the data is very, very important. My question is whether that is the task of a workgroup to assemble data or whether there are people on the committee or our own resources when the particular request is something that we can do who can pull data together or in the case, for example, of the non-GMO project, Michael kindly offered to provide some information that’s assembled, but I’m not sure that’s a work group task.  I just raise that for a subject of discussion by the group.  We want to provide you as much as data as you need, not necessarily have a work group have to work on it when it is something that the benefit of a bunch of people working together on something is going to produce a different product than someone who has particular expertise, than by all means; but that’s my question.

MR. REDDING:  Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Quickly respond, Michael.  Maybe I misunderstood but some of the things you had said in the last day or two, but there were lots of people who asked for a lot of speakers here and I think there was a consensus that we couldn’t have all of those and we had to prioritize and I thought a working group or a smaller subset would be that group that would help prioritize, well, who would be the first speakers or what would be the topic that would be most important to have speakers versus just having some papers or some background material and those types of things.  So, it wasn’t so much that that working group -- I think people could be on that working group and still be on other working groups.  I don’t think  -- that might just be one conference call or something like that, but I did get the impression that I didn’t think at this meeting today we were going to decide, and I think you had said, we just can’t have our next meeting be nothing but speakers but clearly we had enough requests that it could be nothing but speakers and somebody has to prioritize which ones are most important and which could be done in other fashions and I thought that would be something that some group could do.

MR. REDDING:  Greg, it’s a good point.  I think, you know, before we leave the table we want to know, you know, what all those sort of expected speakers are or the information, the list of experts, and I think we have to sort through that a little bit, you know, as to what that needs to be and how to best present it.  You know, I don’t have the history here in terms of how this sort of flows and needs to work but hopefully we have a good list of agreed upon content and then I think Michael and I sort of need to figure out how do we best do that given the resources we have and time and being sensitive to your needs, right?  But at the end of the day, make sure that you have access to the information, whether that’s by presentation or hard copy or conference calls; but I don’t want to miss your point, I mean, that is if we can help put that stuff together and do you have a subset to give us that perspective and I think we hold that as an open conversation.  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.  Laura Batcha.  I think what I’d like to do, since Josette laid out a nice clear framework there, maybe I’ll take another crack at an iteration of that so we build off one thing rather than just throw a bunch of different options out there.  Before I do that, can I ask a clarifying question to Josette about her categories?

Under scope and scale of risk, Josette, is that where you see the “if any” conversation being embedded in that group or does that need to be accommodated for outside of that?

MS. LEWIS:  Good question, since I’m the one that always brings that one up, huh?  I do think it flows predominantly from that, I mean, to some extent the public verses public and private mechanisms also contributed to the “if any” because to be specific, I mean, again, I don’t see our job here to design completely private mechanisms for whatever, compensation or other market based solutions.  So really the question of how much and what type of public mechanism is also part of the “if any” question but I think it perhaps predominantly flows from number one and then number two would contribute to the question as well.

MS. BATCHA:  Okay, and so I’m just going to confirm.  What I’m hearing from you is that you’re comfortable that, at least for the time being, the “if any” question would get vetted through that framework?  Great, thank you.

So, I completely agree with the scope and scale of risk, public or private mechanisms, what’s existing.  I think we’ve heard themes around that.  I think that’s really great.  I think that Gregory’s point about who pays maybe could stagger because I think the first two are the major questions and my recommendation in terms of the information gathering would be it would happen through those subcommittees so the subcommittee would pull together the relevant data that feeds through that.  We could chunk it out where, at our next meeting, we could expect the subcommittees to come back, provide for the full group in advance the inventory of the data that’s been collected, the summation of it, and have the discussion of the information at that time and then you can take the next step and perhaps, at that point, initiate the who pays subcommittee and discussion in terms of trying to have some ability to accomplish something between the meetings and present back.  So, it’s really more just about how to roll out what’s put out there.

I think the only other thing that I will add to that is going back to Greg’s point about some subcommittee that wouldn’t need to be the only subcommittee that people participate in about either helping with the agenda or some sort of procedural input for the Chair and the Secretary.  I think there’s something in there that I actually really like the idea of, Greg, and it’s not fully formed in my mind but I think this is an enormous task and I think, Russell, for you, as the Chair, to be able to be an active listener and somebody who’s generating structural ideas about how to get through the discussion without a facilitator in place like there was last time, I think that’s a big burden on you and the Executive Secretary to move forward.  So, I would encourage you to not discount that as something that might be helpful.

MR. REDDING:  And I don’t want it to sound like a discount.  I’m just not sure what to do with it--and to be honest about it, I mean, part of this is we got all of this stuff on the table and just thinking through, I mean, how do we sort of get these into categories and then say, okay, that’s what structural pieces we have to work with, who needs to form that debate, and each of you sort of talked about.  Some of these would be addressed, I think, just by the workgroup formation because some of those, I think, the experts and the resources get pulled in through workgroup and not through the general committee.  And then, you’re left with others and I’m just not sure what that other group would look like at the moment, so it’s a fair point of making sure that, one, we take advantage of the expertise around the table, two, anything that we can do to lessen the burden, sort of administratively, just on the procedural stuff would be of great benefit.  And, third, just making sure that we’re doing what the committee sort of believes is the right thing, right, to allow us to deliver on the product that the Secretary’s expecting us to deliver.  So, I want to make sure that we don’t miss anything that is a good expert or somebody to help us with the process; but thank you. 

Leon and then Michael and then Mary-Howell.

MR. FUNK:  Michael Funk.  A couple of comments.  I really agree on the “who pays” conversation should come later.  I mean, once we come up with what scale we’re talking about, it’s going to be a much different discussion if we’re talking about a million dollars or 100 million dollars, so that, to me, seems to be a no brainer.

On Michael’s comment about the-committee that might be collecting data on contamination, I do believe it should be a committee and should be a balanced committee because much of the data out there is not clean.  It’s subject to interpretation and I think in fairness it would be better for a balanced committee to be looking at whatever’s out there.

To Josette’s comment, I think we really need to understand clearly are we talking about potential GE to GE field contamination, I mean, if that is our charge, that’s a much bigger issue and we better put that on the table right away.

And then lastly, you know, there’s been some comments about wheat being deregulated and being introduced and it’s kind of an opportunity to look at that event and while we have no examples of contamination now, we would understand there’d be a significant cost to many producers, not only, you know, loss of markets but also additional testing costs and planting of barriers and other costs that, you know, we could potentially look at future crops such as wheat.  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, Leon.

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  A couple thoughts I had.  One, we’ve asked about speakers and how we do that and setting of the next agenda and I wondered, we all have email, and if we can use that technology to bring a lot of that together and if, you know, the draft agendas, you know, I know it’s tough to get them put together in time, but if you could send out those drafts and get feedback, I mean -- and I see that also with a lot of the data collection because I have a concern that if we break into -- I mean, it’s good to go through this exercise and categorize but if we break into workgroups too soon, I mean, I can see some problems with that because we all need, whatever workgroup you’re in, some base that we all collectively have and since we, you know, we’re all electronic, it’s not that difficult to pass that information around and for us all to be involved in that part of it.  So, it’s a caution of mine.  I personally don’t think we’re ready to break to figure out workgroups and to break out into groups at this point in time. 

Also in the time, as far as speakers, there are things, for example, there was a really good presentation at the Danforth Center that I was able to participate in or to see.  Those kind of things, we do things like that and do that on the web and really eliminate some of the time that is taken by speakers of the group when we’re all together.  It’s not that difficult to do and I don’t think it would be that expensive, Michael, to put together committee wise.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Again, we’ll look into that.  Certainly the transmission of information one way is fine, you know, if there’s a presentation that I can get to everyone whether it’s a video presentation that’s loaded or a PowerPoint presentation that everyone can see, that’s easy to do.  The question of whether or not, if we have a meeting and the committee members are consulting and asking questions, that raises FACA issues, so have to be careful about that, need to consult on what we can and can’t do.

MR. CORZINE:  Well, a follow up.  Couldn’t you do that, I mean, even the presentation on a lot of the material we had a while ago, if we had that, that slide set or whatever, to review it and then ask questions about it when we are together?  I mean, I would think we could do that and save ourselves a lot of time and still get that opportunity, have it on the agenda then when we’re together.  Hey, what do you have questions about or, you know, and probably cut the time at least in half, maybe even more, than it took for the presentation this morning, as good as it was.

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Mary-Howell.

MS. MARTENS:  If we look at case studies, and I really would like to do that, what I would like to see us do, either in small groups or as a whole group, and preferably I would like to see it as a whole group, is to use case studies as a way of modeling to look at what happened and perhaps how it could have been avoided.  What was the degree of adventitious presence and what mechanisms could have been incorporated to prevent the situation from happening?  What the costs were in the situation and what compensation mechanism would be appropriate to cover those particular costs?  So I think if we look at a case study just as a case study, we’re going to miss an opportunity to look into the future and when we start looking at data from the past, what we’re going to find, I’m sure, is that the results are ambiguous, whether there was harm, whether the people were able to get compensated in some way; it’s going to be ambiguous.  But listening to Lynn and the story of the amylase and knowing other things that are coming along, I think the results are going to be much more complex and it won’t just be organic farmers or non-GM farmers versus, and I use that word advisedly, GM farmers, it’s going to be the whole range of different groups competing with each other for market share and market safety.

At lunch, I’m into news, I read this and this really scares me.  Proposal in front of the Senate would mandate approval of genetically engineered crops if the USDA failed to act on an application within 240 days.  Mandate a crop be approved if for any reason 240 days passes.  It may not go through, but nonetheless, whatever mechanism we talk about designing, compensation and other things, we have to look at all the different components that might eventually enter into this because we can’t just look at the past,   we’ve got to look at the future; that’s what we’re here for.

MR. REDDING:  That’s good.  Thank you.  Daryl than Alan.

MR. BUSS:  I share some of Leon’s concern about whether we were really prepared to break out into workgroups at this stage because of the need for sort of a common background.  Also, related to that, is, I think, if you were to tabulate the total volume of information we’ve requested during this meeting, I’m not sure staff would have time  until meeting six to actually accumulate all of that and often times, some of that was almost a stream of consciousness when we were on a topic and I’m wondering if there’s a middle ground of using a couple of workgroups as Josette suggested, not to pursue that point specifically but to do a triage of what information is really needed to pursue that particular area, to try to narrow the scope down.  Otherwise, I think we’re just going to be drowning in data information with varying degrees of relevance and I think it all has to focus back on our charge.  Several times in this recent discussion I’ve heard terms like, what do we need by the way of information, what’s relevant information, and those are really key descriptors that we have to pay attention to.

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Thank you.  Alan.

MR. KEMPER:  Wow, I’m agreeing with everybody at the table which is really kind of cool.  Michael, I agree 100 percent with what your statements were with that and we got to have a cleansing committee.  We got to find the credible facts.  I 100 percent agree with that, Josette.  I think I could easily support those four points that she has up there with it, I mean, you can modify it a little bit if you want, tweak it a little bit with that. 

And, Daryl, you’re right.  I mean, we’re asking staff to overwhelm and work 24/7 and I think that’s unfair and I think somehow we need, not necessarily a working group, but somehow a sorting process of the facts and, Mary-Howell, I would love to look at some case studies on that and see where we’re going in the future.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think I’ve heard a couple of different things.  One is the idea of putting the workgroups on this topic.  There was another idea maybe we’re not ready for the workgroups and there was a third idea of maybe we have to put the workgroups on the task of figuring out what information each workgroup needs.  I think they’re three reasonable possibilities.

Based on the idea that we will eventually get to workgroups though, I did want to ask a question about one set of topics that were in the charge that I didn’t hear and folks mentioning which is the question of how do you determine who’s eligible, who’s had a problem, and what   tools do you need in place to verify that something has happened.  So I just wanted to raise that.  That was part number two of the charge and I didn’t think it got covered here.

MR. REDDING:  That’s good.  It did not, so it’s a good point.  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I’ll just say I think that’s a great point, Michael, and perhaps we add that to the list that Josette proposed as an eligibility and assessment tools and stagger that with the who pays discussion once we have a little bit information about the first two areas, would be my suggestion.

MR. LEWIS:  I’d second that.  I think you really can’t set the perimeters for the mechanism until you’ve looked at the different mechanisms that you could choose, so I think that would be sort of come somewhere like on par with three and be a concurrent process.  And, I guess, I would just second the idea someone made, and I think you even just raised it, about having each working group sort of deal with the task of what data they can either collect because they’re members, know that stuff internally, so, you know, if Michael’s going to be on the scope and scale of risk because he’s got some data and Leon does too, you know, using the internal resources of our committee on those working groups as well as then if they need additional data they can’t get on their own, then coming back with a request; but they may be able to pull in additional data.

I just think that, you know, to address Leon’s concern, perhaps we can have a hybrid of making all resources available to everyone but the task of the working group is to really dig into them and provide a summary back to the larger group.  No decisions, as you said, are made in the working groups; but I think very quickly we’re going to tap out on how much any one individual can read and make sense of if we’re just, you know, given all resources and the working groups don’t take the task on of kind of digesting and making sense of those.  So, maybe you can make everything available but not everyone has to read it necessarily to the same extent unless they want to.

MR. KEMPER:  Mr. Chairman I was just going to agree.  Hopefully all the data is available to everybody even though we’re not in the working group.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, next, Marty?

MR. MATLOCK:  Now that we’re getting into the weeds a little bit, I’m getting very comfortable with the discussion.

MR. REDDING:  It’s nice to see you smile.

MR. MATLOCK:  Yeah, that’s right.  So boundary issues, and the presentation this morning raised some more issues for me than answered I think in some respects, I presume I know the answer to these but I want to raise them for the record.  Mr. Chairman, I’m Marty Matlock, of course. I presume we’re only talking about U.S. production, that eligible participants are only U.S. people who produce in the United States or the production practices are located in the United States and its territories?

UNIDENTIFIED MALE:  Yes.

MR. MATLOCK:  Many of our production life cycles are international and global so it’s just a question.

Many people, Chuck in particular, have been strong advocates of crop based assessments because it makes most sense and I would concur that starting from the get-go that we focus on a crop basis so that we can address some of Josette’s concerns because some of these emerging issues will emerge in one crop before it emerges in others and we can address them more explicitly that way.

I presume we are only talking about farm gate impacts then, we’re not talking about life cycle impacts?  The market impacts?  Just farm gate?  Have we determined that?  That seems to be the general tone of the discussion.  We’ve not talked about post farm gate but I think it’s something we need to access.

And then, we haven’t discussed it explicitly, but I presume we’re not considering agro-forestry?  We’re only considering specialty crops, row crops?  We’re considering cut flowers?  What’s the extent of the agricultural sectors that we’re including or excluding in this assessment?  bioagro-forestry crops and there biotech crops are very valuable in certain states in the United States.  Cocoa is an incredibly valuable crop not grown in the United States at this time but it will be a biotech crop soon.  So, are we going to consider those?

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I guess I’ll take a shot at some of those things.  First off, this committee is advising USDA about U.S. agriculture so I think we can’t think about the advice that this group is going to give for anything other than what’s happening in the United States.

With respect to the question of forestry, it’s a very interesting question.  I think this referred to farmers.  I think one could very easily make the case that people who raise plantation, tree farms, fit into that category.  I think there are two separate sets of things that the committee has been talking about.  The areas where there are biotech crops now is a small discrete set of crops and it’s largely grains.  Some of the concerns that have been raised for the future have talked about when we’re talking about fruits and vegetables and areas where there’s a lot more penetration of non-GE, organic, perhaps other types as well; but that set of things is, in a sense, the stuff on which we don’t have data because those varieties aren’t there yet.  So, in terms of losses, we’re not going to have, you know, information on losses on genetically engineered peaches because there are no genetically engineered peaches around.  And I think the same thing is true with forestry.  I think we can’t lose sight of the fact that that’s another area but, again, our information base is going to be a little different.

To the extent that there are clearly some different parameters or some complications that would be raised by having insurance that relates to forests, it would be nice to know about that but I don’t think -- you know, you have a limited amount of time.  So to the extent that, you know, there are things that pop out on those things, it’s worth knowing about but I don’t think you want to divert getting to the end on some of the other areas at the expense of that for being as broad as you possibly can.  Get as much as -- I mean, again, it’s get as much as you can done in the time we have.

MR. MATLOCK:  So, Mr. Chairman, a follow.  I’m Marty Matlock.  Then I agree and I support a first things first approach.  Perhaps a list of those first things would be valuable in terms of which crops because we’ve already excluded some crops by category and we perhaps are excluding some crops by inference, category agro-forestry inference, no GM.  So perhaps we should be thinking about which ones we are going to consider because we should be using, based on our discussion, a crop based approach.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think it wasn’t my intent to actually explicitly exclude any crops that are produced in the United States but I think you’re going to be devoting your attention to, you know, more attention to the other crops.  To the extent that you see something different that we need to know about for forestry or plantation, plantation tree crops, other sorts of ornamental trees, et cetera, let us know about it; but I think you have sort of a starting point.

MR. REDDING:  Darrin.

MR. IHNEN:  Darrin Ihnen.  Just to follow up a little bit on Marty’s question about, you know, assessing  and crop base and risk.  I guess for our discussion, you know, maybe some information will be put out to the group that would be helpful for some of us that don’t have crop insurance and obviously a lot of us do, but, you know, how does USDA evaluate risk when they’re calculating crop  losses?  I mean, there’s been several farm programs over the years that, you know, they had a mechanism or they’re sure  ad hoc disaster, whatever it is, and over what period of time does USDA build that database, would be a fair question, before they establish a compensation mechanism and crop insurance, that database is built over ten years, so that’s how we determine, you know, the risk and the value.  And, again, who collects and reviews that data and, you know, for our discussion, if you look at our charges, and we’re talking about mechanisms, we’re talking about, you know, losses, you know, should our vision from this       committee follow some of those same guidelines?  And I guess that’s a question I’m just asking the group and you, Mr. Secretary.  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  The sequencing, I mean, just to -- I’ve been trying to sort of map this a little bit because I think there are some foundational pieces that are going to be common to whatever the workgroup configuration looks like, right, it’s on that front end of -- it’s the scope and scale.  It’s the data.  It’s the case study components that we just sort of established a baseline for.  This is what we have.  This is what the experience has been.  These are the lessons learned.  You know, what can we glean from that to inform this discussion of what the range of mechanisms?  As you move on that continuum, then you have some standards, I mean, what are the appropriate standards?  Are they by crop? Are they by region?  Are they by -- what, right?  So I’m just trying to think in my own mind.  I understand the scope of the problem.  I’m starting to pull in those pieces that are more specific to a particular region or crop, but they’re around the standard and they could be anything from organic standard components that are of issue here, potentially, or crop standards.  Then you get to I know what the problem is and the standards, what are the different mechanisms?  What’s the inventory of mechanisms presently to address that?  

Moving down the spectrum, the eligibility criteria then to trigger that.  That leads you to sort of who pays, right?  Once I sort of know what the range of mechanisms, who’s eligible, then who pays.  And then there’s an operational component here, how do you put that together.

I’m just looking across the spectrum, right, and thinking that that’s sort of our -- as I listen to these pieces, they all fit in, I think that, hopefully I haven’t missed something.  Could that become sort of our blueprint for what we have to do over the course of time here to answer what the Secretary’s asked of us, right?  Do I have that read correct?  Laura:

MS. BATCHA:  I’m just going to note that mark on your notes you missed the eligibility criteria between mechanisms and who pays in the way Russell presented it.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MS. BATCHA:  Just for the notes.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Thanks for capturing it; it’s very helpful.  But, I’m in this sort of gray area in terms of are we -- we’re not quite there in terms of full formation of what a workgroup would look like, right?  So what is a preset to that?  What does that look like?  What do we really need to do and I’m looking at Michael as well, just in terms of how do we move forward without prejudging, right, what the appropriate groupings here on the workgroup side.  So looking for some guidance and I’m not quite sure how to take that spectrum being sensitive to the sequencing, which I think is critical, right?  I just think we’re going to be asking a lot of questions unless we’ve got a common foundation on what has been the case experience, you know, what’s the full scope as, you know, this GE, GE question, right?  I think there are kinds of things that have to be on the table as part of the foundation and then work our way into a more informed workgroup structure that allows that to, you know, be productive.  Alan.

MR. KEMPER:  Mr. Chairman, I would also offer the same thing.  I think it’s going to take one more meeting to get the foundation built on this one before we enter into workgroups so we at least all have a common understanding of the facts as we go forward.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MR. REDDING:  Marty?

MR. MATLOCK:  Not that I disagree but just to put the opposing position on the table.  Just for debate.  Our expertise isn’t really going to be modified based upon what information we get and the workgroups are really going to be based upon expertise and interest, not necessarily based upon information.  Information will certainly inform the process of the workgroups but not necessarily the structure. So I would suggest that moving forward with structuring the workgroups is not inappropriate.  That’s a double negative. It is appropriate to move forward.

MR. REDDING:  Yeah, very helpful.  Mary-Howell?

MS. MARTENS:  And very quickly because I’m not going to let go of this one.  I think it’s very important to remain at the core of everything that the best scenario is for this adventitious presence not to happen and so we need to, at the core of everything we do, come back to the concept that management strategies need to be incorporated, not just the filter at the end of the pipe.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I certainly take your point, Mary-Howell.  I’m not sure how easily we do that early on in the process, but I’m wondering if there might be a later stage portion of the process where there are, how to put it, implications of the mechanism for other elements, you know, for the upstream pieces.  I just think it may be technically difficult to do that while we’re still trying to figure out what the earlier pieces are.  It’s just a thought.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Sorry, Josette and then Leon and we’ll come to Chuck.

MS. LEWIS:  Just quickly, this is Josette Lewis, to pick up on Mary-Howell’s point, that’s why I actually put a lot of credence in the other measures.  I don’t think there’s a silver bullet to this problem.  There are multiple dimensions.  There are multiple places where risk arises and while I appreciate the Secretary’s significant emphasis on looking at the compensation mechanism and I’m, even as an “if any”, I’m willing to go down the path of really delving into what that could look like, I agree that it’s not going to solve all the problems and it’s really important to also give a lot of attention to the other measures that could be deployed in addition to potentially a compensation mechanism.  So I think the other measures part is not, you know, a trivial component of the conversation.  It has to go along with the discussion of a compensation mechanism. 

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  I’m wondering if, and where this might fit, one thing we haven’t really talked about that I think maybe we need a better understanding of is, how do these contracts happen that get into these situations where there are various tolerances or thresholds that cause loss of income because a contract has not been able to be fulfilled?  For example, I think we all know that adventitious presence does not negate someone having the organic standard or losing their organic standard but we’re talking about contractual obligations and how those are set up and how do we get to those levels that maybe unattainable?  And I think that discussion needs to happen when we’re looking at, and maybe that’s under the scope and scale of risk, because maybe some of these that some are requiring, there has to be a recognition that that contract is not attainable.  So should there be a fund, and I submit, there does not need to be a fund to compensate someone for signing a contract that is not obtainable.  Somewhere along the way, that kind of a discussion, I believe, needs to happen as well and it may be a regional thing, you know, because you get into geography, you can get into lots of things.  But, there has to be that recognition that should the government, should USDA, sponsor, support, fund something that protects contractual obligations.  So where that fits, that needs to happen, and I know Lynn is maybe the best source on that because you deal in it, but, you know, as a farmer, I mean, I could join into a lot of different contracts but I know I can’t obtain them; but because I can’t obtain them and get $15.00 for my corn,  okay, I can only get $8.00 for my corn.  So, I’m losing   $7.00 but I don’t expect anybody to pay me that $7.00 that I’m not going to get.  And I think we need to have some recognition or how this all works and what is expected here in that regard.  Thank you.

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  Leon, I absolutely agree.  We can set standards too tightly for anyone to meet them and that would be ridiculous for us to do, but we have 16 years experience, at least, working with the issues between GE soybeans and non-GE soybeans.  We have major international buyers that have worried about the issue for years.  So, I don’t know what more I personally am going to learn about scope and scale and I think there are several people at the table -- I don’t know what more that we can learn about that.  Things I don’t know about and don’t have an understanding of would be the structures of systems, whether it’s indemnity fund.  I haven’t a clue how those things work.  I’d like to be filled in on that.  I’d like to hear more about insurance.  I don’t know whether that would work.  Anything else that might be a tool, I have a vast amount of ignorance about that.  I’d like to fill that in.

With respect to who pays, I can see that being deferred for later as a major, major issue involving everybody, but attention to other details is important too and when Kathleen addressed this this morning, she pointed out, we’re going to be making decisions and information deficit.  They’re never going, not be enough information at this table to make us feel comfortable, really comfortable, that we know what’s going to happen tomorrow; but I think some of us are fairly certain we can see a train wreck head right at us without having a hell of a lot of data on it today.  So, I think there are some working committees that could be set up right now and split into two or three and that would be roughly, if we’re splitting up in even terms, roughly seven folks and I think we get a fairly general approach to that, identify the areas in which we need more information or want to reach out to third party and come back.  I don’t quite know what -- I understand wanting more information, staying as a group, but I don’t know what I’m going to gain from doing that.

MR. BENBROOK:  I was going to say something quite similar.  I think between now and our next meeting there won’t be sufficient time for anyone to generate new information.  There certainly would be an opportunity for us to draw upon information sources that are readily at hand that we’re aware of to share with the group.  Given that, you know, in the next few minutes before a bunch of people leave, we need to have the scheduling discussion, I think it’s clear that we can’t settle on a set of working groups or Chairs of them, but I do think we have a provisional list and I think there’s wide agreement that we need one that is sort of going to look in a case study type of way at the type and scope of market impacts and I think we need to amend that category to improve specific assessment of the standard embedded in each of those instances, where that standard came from, whom imposed it on whom, and sort of how it fits into the broader scheme because I do think the standard discussion has not received the emphasis that it needs, but it really is central to each of these instances.

So, I don’t know whether if we’re going to meet in late November if by the middle of October the ideas for one or two working groups have jelled enough between now and the next meeting you could actually constitute the working group and have it begin its work or not, but I think clearly we need to be far enough long in the process that, at least, a couple of the working groups can be fully constituted and have a clear charge of what they’re to do coming out of the second meeting.  I am persuaded that there’s value for a longer period of time for all of us to be paying attention to most everything that is being shared among the group.  I think breaking into working groups prematurely could increase the odds that some things are going to fall through the cracks.

MR. REDDING:  I agree.  I think the prudent thing to do now is focus on these foundational pieces, right, and just take the extra time.  Let’s focus on that, let’s digest what we heard what’s in our own minds as we think about how to segment even the scope and scale of risk because you’ve got both a scope and scale and charge, then you have a scope and scale in terms of the problem, right?  It depends how you define the scope question a little bit in terms of how that would get structured.  So, my thought would be, Michael, is that we sort of pause, take what we’ve heard here, try to categorize it as we put together the minutes and summary and try to group some of these points, get them back out so folks can actually process what we’ve heard and focus on the foundation pieces for the next meeting, and then plan, as part of that agenda, is really time to further dissect and review, right, once we’ve heard the foundational pieces, and come out of the next meeting with the work group.  I’m a little nervous about it just because we know sort of what the task we’ve got to get done and how quickly time gets away to get this work done, but I want to put folks on the right course before we strike out.

So, are you okay with that?  Generally just say we got to sort through a little bit here.  Focus on the foundation.  Come out of the next meeting with a set of workgroups.

MR. KEMPER:  Mr. Chairman?

MR. REDDING:  Yes, Alan?

MR. KEMPER:   Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Since you led me into a segue since you mentioned the next meeting at least twice in your comment, I would suggest, at least for the groups consideration, of November 29th and 30th, that’s a Tuesday, Wednesday, or either do it prior to the Thanksgiving recess. At least, put it on the table for that because I know at least some of us are extremely busy with December meetings.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MS. BATCHA:  The National Organic Standards Board meets that week after Thanksgiving, November 30th, so for some of us that may be a conflict within existing already announced FACA Board meetings.  So, I would recommend we look at the earlier date.

MR. KEMPER:  Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, so you would suggest prior to Thanksgiving?  Thank you, that would work. Thank you.

It’s her suggestion now.  I lost mine, thank you.  

Are you suggesting -- are you suggesting people travel the week of Thanksgiving and the Tuesday and 

Wednesday --

MR. REDDING:  Yeah, it may make the structural issue look easy, right?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Having had a lot of experience trying to schedule large groups, I can -- I mean, this first meeting is remarkable in that we have everybody here.  I can say with relative certainty that the probability that we will have everyone at every meeting is really small.  If we are agreed as to the rough time period that we’re going to do this in, I think we’re going to need to gather everybody’s individual calendars knowing the window in which we’re looking which is from the -- I don’t think we can go much earlier than sort of a week before Thanksgiving and then going not much further than ten to 12 days or so into December because otherwise no one’s going to be able to get away from their holiday, et cetera, obligations.  We’ll just gather everyone’s schedule, see who is available and not available so that we cannot lose whole blocks of interests, but try to figure out what is least bad for the largest number of people.  

Are people okay with our doing that?  I know we’ve tried this process before of trying to find a date and it’s very rare, especially around holiday times, that you manage to do this without some grunt work and a little bit of pain.

MR. KEMPER:  No, Michael, that’s fine as long as we do that sooner, rather than later, maybe the next few days or four or five days to try and get those dates so we can put them on our planners?  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  We got sort of a preferred week, right, and then we’ll try to work within the preferred week. Is it the week before?


MS. LEWIS:  I can’t do the week before.

MR. CORZINE:  Michael, if I may, I think I know what your answer will be because I’ve asked you before, but as far as location of the meeting, it is in our charge that we could meet somewhere beside here and I mentioned the Danforth Center once and that would be a great place to get a lot of background on the future of seeds and crops and what’s going on.  I know there are a lot of folks inside the beltway that it would be a little more inconvenient but there are a number of us traveling.  I don’t know what the offset is on that, and it does say, because you asked me to look it up, and we can make that decision to meet somewhere besides here.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yeah, I would note that it says that meetings may take place, in the Bylaws, outside the D.C. area if the DFO, Chair, and members agree that there are compelling reasons to do so.  I agree that there may very well be some very interesting information that we could get at the Danforth Center, however, we have, on this committee, a member from the Danforth Center who might actually be a pretty good conduit for some of that information.  I also note that the Deputy Secretary today was pointing out how important it was going to be to have senior members of the department come and listen more to the deliberations of this meeting.  So, the answer is, I think we take it under advisement.

MR. CORZINE:  I’ll probably have to yield on that but I just had to bring it up, Michael.

MR. REDDING:  That’s good.  I know two people need to move, Alan and Barry.  Alan?

MR. KEMPER:  Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to thank you for conducting the meeting.  The last two days have been very, very good, and to the committee, I appreciate all the dialogue and the level we did it at.  So, with that, I have to depart, but thank you Mr. Chairman.

MR. REDDING:  Thanks for being here and safe travel.

MR. IHNEN:  I need to depart as well and I appreciate -- I second everything Alan just said.  I was just curious as to whether free hay rides, free cider would be a compelling enough reason to come to my farm in Oregon for the next meeting.

MR. REDDING:  To each of you who are traveling, thank you again for being here.  We’ll see you in November. Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Going back to more substance, I guess.  I know there have been a lot of people saying it’s too early to do workgroups but I think it isn't too early to start workgroups and I still think we need at least two workgroups, whether one’s called, what is the problem that scope and the risk one, and whether we have one that’s  public and private mechanisms, I think that, you know, having been on these committees for many, many years, for good or bad, and clearly learning how to do things, there’s a lot of brainstorming, issue spotting, framing of these issues that needs to get done before the next meeting and I don’t think that prevents everybody from getting all the information or participating on those conference calls or things like that.  But, I would hate to come to this next meeting and first start doing those kind of things, you know, making those lists, that brain drain that we were talking about, you know, what are the public and private mechanisms, just collecting those all and beginning to understand them so some of us become experts in them, or have the knowledge about that.  So, when we come next time, it’s not starting from scratch.

So, I am of the view that, although those workgroups may not be able to get as down as dirty as they might want to in terms of all details, I think there is a lot of framing, brainstorming, a lot of work that can be done to hone in on which are going to be the most contentious issues, what are going to be the key issues within those topics.  And so, I’d like to see us try to maybe not today, but to try to get some workgroups going over the next couple of months.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Greg, I think that’s a really useful point and we will have the ability here, the Chair and I, to try to set the agenda for the first meeting of the workgroups to figure out, you know, to grapple with what are step zero and step one for what they’re going to have to work on and how to think about organizing their work and that might very well be a useful initial conversation.  We’re going to have to put a bit of thought into how to do that, but I think even if they’re not jumping into tackle the whole problem that their workgroup has at the very beginning, there’s probably useful stuff that they can do to organize what they’re going to do and I think we’ll have to work on that.  So, I like your idea if the rest of the committee thinks that’s a possible thing to do.

MR. REDDING:  I think the clarification would be -- I hear, Greg, you saying do a workgroup now?

MR. JAFFE:  I had heard people suggesting that we really shouldn’t get the workgroups going until after our November/December meeting.  There were at least a number of you that said it was premature and they wanted everyone still to work as a whole and collect all the information and I’m saying that I think there’s some brainstorming, framing, beginning to scope out these big issues that really frame our first charge that can be done in this interim time period and that needs to be done in this interim time period to sort of make that meeting we have in November or December productive.  And so, while we’re still collecting data and while we’re all still getting up to speed on these things, I mean, Lynn was somebody who said he knew a lot about one topic, he wouldn’t need to know a lot.  I don’t happen to know a lot about that topic Lynn knows about, so these workgroups and other things can begin to get us all on the same page on these issues.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, thanks, Laura and then Keith.

MS. BATCHA:  I’m going to support what Greg’s put out there.  I think for me, personally, it would be disappointing for us to leave here after our first meeting knowing we have a charge of three meetings with a fourth meeting to review a recommendation that the Chair has brought back to us to not take a baby step, honestly, definitively, and I think it would be a disappointment and I think it would make it even harder for us to achieve the charge that the Secretary put forth at the beginning of the first day.

So, I concur with Greg.  We could do it in a way, perhaps, it might be the two workgroups that you suggested, maybe they’re interim, maybe it could be reassessed and relooked at at the next meeting to determine if those are the right subgroups going forward beyond that, but to not make a commitment to take a step to break into some groups to collect some information, assess some information, and get prepared for the next meeting, I think, would be a missed opportunity.



The two would be the scope and the risk and the inventory of the mechanisms, public and private, and I think also, you have everybody here, it’s an easy way for the people who are still here in terms of the scheduled end of the meeting to at least catalog around the room interest perhaps between those two subgroups so that you can create balanced representation going forward.

MR. KISLING:  Mr. Chair, I just had a question about the structure of these break out committees.  The break-out committees are going to do their work between now and the next meeting?  They’re not going to break out during the meeting that we’re having here?

MR. REDDING:  Correct.

MR. KISLING:  So if we have two committees or two break-out groups, they’ll be doing their work prior to and the rest of us won’t have anything to do prior to the meeting?  It’ll be that everybody will meet during the meeting at the next meeting?

MR. REDDING:  Correct.  Yes, this --

MR. KISLING:  But when we do have all the break- out groups put in place, then do they break out during our days here?  They’ll only have the information sent to them, they’ll work on that prior to the meetings?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Let me talk about the way these have worked in the past, at least.  There are groups that will meet again largely by conference call.  They may be exchanging paper back and forth among them to capture the things that they’ve gotten.  Each of the groups is going to report back to this committee.  The materials that they bring forth will be discussed in the group as a whole and, again, if you have been off the hook from the initial working groups, you can be relatively sure that we’ll catch you later and the other thing is, you know, we are going to have to work again to achieve balance on the working groups. There may be other bits of expertise -- yeah, we’ve been talking about insurance, for example, or indemnification.  I can tell you pretty clearly that I know nothing about indemnification.  Is there an insurance person that might be needed in some of those discussions?  Possibly.  We need to look at these things and see what other views, what other perspectives might need to be brought into those groups.  

Again, the groups are going to be defined as to who is specifically on them.  We’d like to keep the groups moderately small so that they can get some work done but people are certainly welcome to listen in if your schedules are really relaxed.  You might find them interesting, but I know you’re all really busy.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Josette and then Jerry.

MS. LEWIS:  I’d just add another vote to the idea of getting the first two working groups started.  It’s not my expectation they would come to the next meeting having gone through everything and, you know, give us a report and we’re like, yeah, let’s go.  It may be that they get a sense of how they’re going to structure the discussion, sort of an outline of the issues and stuff like that.  But, I think we’ve had so much conversation of value to lose that and to kind of reeducate ourselves two months down the road is going to lose a lot of the value of the two days.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  Jerry Slocum.  I would support that we go ahead and establish the first two and, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that you assign half the committee to the first one and half the committee to the second as interest may be or as expertise may be and then once we establish the third and perhaps the fourth, you would just steal some members from the first two to do that.  But, I think we’re all pretty interested in the first two and we want some engagement there and perhaps it would invigorate us to come to November ready to work.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  If I can speak to process a little bit on that, and this is actually not in favor of that suggestion, and that is just because having a conversation with a lot of people, it’s harder for workgroups to get stuff done if they get bigger than six or eight people.  Though, I certainly appreciate the desire to include everyone.  The whole committee is going to be able to come back and hear the work and I just think from the standpoint of getting stuff accomplished, it may be tough, not to mention tougher to schedule when the meetings are, and then we don’t have to pull people off of the committees for the next ones.

So, I hope you will trust once we have a sense of people’s interests here, you will trust the Chair and I to come up with balanced groups and we want to make sure that these are going to be inclusive discussions and we’re going to bring it back to the full committee and we’re going to make extensive use of everyone of you in the course of this process over the next several meetings.

MR. REDDING:  And I don’t want to miss the point that these aren’t Supreme Court appointment.  You can play with them a little bit and move folks around where you need them, so we’ll work with that.  I think on the first point though, the two committees, the subcommittee workgroups, agreement, I mean, number one is the scope and scale of risk and we’ll just take them from the board here.  You’re comfortable with that being one?  And then the second on the public/private mechanisms existing or new as a place to start, right?  And then we’ll build out from there.  

Show of hands to say those two are the first two, we’ll start there.  

And, the second part of that is maybe we just sort of, if there’s -- how do you want to handle sort of the interest.  I mean, if we just had folks acknowledge do you have a preference for one of those?  I mean, from the discussion, I think we can sort of glean where there’s some interest but how many would be interested in the scope and scale workgroup, just for initial show here?  Give us an idea.

Okay, and on the mechanisms component?  Okay.  

Just to get an idea so we can begin to sort of look at what makes sense. 

Good suggestion.  If we start with two and then build out, right, and part of the charge when we send the note out will be for the groups to look at sort of what the blueprint is and what’s the outline, right, of the work that needs to be done within the perspective workgroup that can help sort of identify the points, and then we’ll follow up, right, and we’ll go ahead and put a note out and try to balance the interest and keep that all moving to November.

Parallel to that will be sort of what we need to focus on at the next meeting and there may be a lot of overlap between what’s in the scope and scale and some of these points that become sort of the foundation pieces for the next meeting, right?  Okay.  

All right, anything else on the -- sure.

MS. HUGHES:  Well, in the next meeting will there be a opportunity at the beginning of the meeting where the workgroups report what they’ve done and so will the workers just identify, self-identify, or are you guys going to identify a Chair of a group and --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  In the past, we haven’t felt it necessary to have Chairs of the workgroups.  They’ve worked collegially together enough and, you know, people have taken on responsibilities to produce things that other members talk about and it really hasn’t been a problem to do that before.  Plus, the Bylaws don’t call for workgroup Chairs.

MS. HUGHES:  But they’ll be somebody reporting?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Oh, I will be on all of those and I’ll be taking notes and preparing summaries.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  So we’re okay with the workgroup discussion?  Anything around those category discussions we need to capture yet?  We’re okay with that, right?  The date, we’ll float some dates and take Michael’s lead to get that scheduled.  Yes, Michael.

MR. FUNK:  Just one more scheduling question.  I don’t know why we wouldn’t try to schedule out the rest of the meetings over the next 12 months given everyone’s schedules and the difficulty of finding time when we’re all available.  Why not -- I got a lot of boards in there, they go out a year, so why don’t we just take a stab at that when you’re putting out requests for calendars for the next meeting?

MR. REDDING:  Yeah, that’s a great point.  Good point.

Okay, other items that we need to talk about?  Yes, Daryl?

MR. BUSS:  Just speaking to the indemnity question, it’s a different context entirely but there have been indemnity programs related to animal health and disease control and eradication for years.  They tended to come and go through the USDA so there may be some experience there that would be useful to know about.

MR. REDDING:  The thought of bringing someone within APHIS here at the USDA in.

MR. BUSS:  Well, I don’t know if they need to be brought in but Michael has indicated that he wasn’t quite familiar with those programs and it’s just a bit of background information as to how those are structured, what they look like, and so on.  It may or may not be relevant to the type of thing we’re talking about here but there is that history.



MR. REDDING:  Okay, anything else we need to talk about on the agenda?

Michael is reminding me we talked about sort of this reference through the last day or so about speakers and information and presenters.  Let’s just have a few minutes on that so we have an idea of what’s expected for the next meeting.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Let me just make one -- before we jump into that and have sort of the opportunity for I think the folks who thought that particular things would be useful to suggest again that they think those things are useful, I think, we’re going to have, just as a sort of a guiding principle, I think we’re going to have to go back through the lengthy notes of this meeting and see all of the suggestions and then go back and do a few things.  One, figure out which of those things can be provided, not by a speaker, but by available information that we can pass out to folks.  Look at the other set of things and see which are items that workgroups may be gathering.  And then, look at the things that are left and see which of those are, and you’re going to have to trust us a little on this more, specifically relevant to the charge, as opposed to interests, which is not to say that we won’t try to find the other information, but whether it’s provided as part of the meeting or sort of on a more individual basis.  I think we’re going to have to -- you know, rather than try to, even at this point, remember every item that was suggested, because it was a really quite long list, we might need to just go back and sift through the notes and the transcript and see what all of those were.  We’ll get back out to you - - one suggestion would be that we would get back out to you with a few ideas of what we might think about presenting at the next meeting, trying to sort of sequence that with what we think we’re likely to hear back from the workgroups at the first meeting, and try to make all that work.  That’s just sort of one suggestion of a way to go forward.  I’m certainly open to hear other views on that or other suggestions for, in fact, for things that people need to hear about.

MR. REDDING:  Darrin.

MR. IHNEN:  Well, I think I would agree with you 100 percent; that was going to be my suggestions was, you know, Mr. Secretary yesterday and the Undersecretary this morning went back to our charge more than once and a lot of the questions we had the last couple days were irrelevant to our charge.  I know it’s a lot of good information, but to our charge, I think, you can sort through the list of speakers and information that we really need and should be able to narrow it down pretty easily.

MR. REDDING:  That’s a good point.  Daryl.

MR. BUSS:  Well, we tend talk about getting information and speakers like they’re two different things and it’s just information and so I think the more we can obtain that in a way that preserves our face time working together, as has been said before, is really important.  If there are areas that we really feel we need to have the speakers come in and talk to us, in my experience, that’s been all the richer if we’ve had some preliminary information advanced so we sort of came with some questions and areas of interests to begin with rather than just getting that cold for the first time.

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  We received so much great information over the last two days.  It seems to me that we’re probably all going to be mulling over the information.  We may think of additional information or additional speakers that we may want that aren’t going to be on the record and so, Michael, would the best mechanism to make your life easier, for us to email you those and then perhaps indicate we think this is relevant to the charge question or this may be a collateral issue but it was brought up at the meeting?  Because again, we could think of additional information we need after we leave this room that isn’t a part of the record as you’re parsing through the record.

MR. REDDING:  My initial thought would be let’s base that on sort of this inventory of what we see from the notes and the minutes, right.  To say, we said we were going to do that and let’s try to find it, let’s note it appropriately.  Does that need to go to everybody?  Does it need to go to the workgroup?  And then if you see something that says, well, it’d be nice to have this, you give us the feedback, right, and I think that’s probably the best way to handle it but respond to the listing that is result of us gleaning through the minutes to say we promised to get that.

Let’s start there, okay?  Does that work?  Okay.  All right.  Good.  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  Leon.  I have a question on the workgroups and group one in particular.  Scope and scale of risk and I guess defining risk or looking at the side we’ve kind of looked at one side of the risk all the way but I -- question is, should we take a look at what the risk is?  If we put things in place that are additional barriers, risk to virtually stopping or slowing down technology, because that is a risk that we really haven’t talked about it but I think we really should have in our minds because that can be a real serious issue on the future and tools we have to work with and it could be beneficial really to, as you look at those things, more than just one system as far as agriculture system, but I think it’s something that hasn’t been brought up that we really should think about.  I wanted to get that on the table to mention that maybe that should be looked at as well, because if we’re talking about risk, that is a big one and that is kind of why I have pushed the Danforth Center.  When you look at the potential and what we need for society and the demands on agriculture, if we put things in place that tell the world that something on a strong negative connotation on biotechnology because we’re the Advisory Committee on Biotechnology and 21st Century Agriculture which means the future.  So I just wanted to get that one on the table and our thought process as we move forward as well.

MR. REDDING:  That’s an excellent point.  Yeah, we looked at it on the threat side but, I guess, you could put that on the threat side, right, what you’re saying is you need access to these technologies and if you don’t have access to that, it becomes a potential risk.

MR. CORZINE:  That’s right.  And to that point, and I wish Mary was still here and maybe sort of talked about more, because she threw out that thing she saw that there’s legislation that on their length of approvals taking 240 days.  It kind of is getting to the point, how many days does it take to bring things forward?  We have really slipped and we can see some things happening on the negative side, as far as even in the productivity of agriculture, and so that’s maybe a little bit outside of our purview but she put it on the table, kind of, so I think that was something I was remiss.  I didn’t say soon enough probably that it’s taking longer and longer and maybe it’s a message to the USDA.  Somewhere along the way, and maybe just being, you know, having this dialogue in here, that, you know, we can continue to slip backwards and whether it is anything about staffing or the funds we have to work with.  But, there are some things that we are becoming more and more redundant rather than moving forward as we’ve also built history you would think the process would not continue to lengthen.

MS. BATCHA:  Laura Batcha.  Leon, I think it’s important that you raise we have to look systematically at risks.  So I wanted to recognize that you’ve put that on the table in terms of what additional risks potentially might arise through some of our discussions.  But the charges specifically around compensation for adventitious presence of gene flow outside of that particular system.  So, I do not interpret future risks on the speed or nature of the regulatory pipeline to be relevant to that discussion about compensation on adventitious presence.  I’m not saying it’s not an issue that you’re struggling with, so I don’t mean to imply that by any means, I just don’t see it within the scope of our work here in terms of the specific charge that’s been laid out.

 

MR. CORZINE:  Okay, maybe I can respond.  Maybe that’s something that we could put in that parking lot, you know --

MR. REDDING:  I think that’s a good point.  I also don’t want to miss the point that there’s a third component on the deliverable, but it’s only after we do one and two.

And, the third point, that discussion is more in line with other actions, right, is what I hear?  So I don’t want to lose that.  We’ll capture that on the unresolved list, but good point.  Thank you.  

Did I see another card, hand?  Okay.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I wanted to just provide a little information and respond to Leon’s point in a couple of ways.

One, is to note that the Department is very keenly aware of the issue to which you speak and there are efforts going on towards reevaluating the entire sort of technical details of how the process works, which has many, many steps, to try to figure out how to make the process move more quickly without sacrificing any of the rigor of the analysis and that’s going on at several levels.  

There’s also the process that’s involved in the rule that was out as a proposed rule and comments are still being evaluated and the process by which the Department is going to go forward with any changes to its regulation is another thing that’s ongoing, we can’t talk about the   details of that.

At the same time though, I think your point about looking at the consequences of putting something in place, I would think that one of the things that the group that’s comparing different mechanisms is going to be doing is going to be looking at the pluses and minuses of each of the mechanisms in just the course of talking about different ones, and at least some element of the issue that you raised there is sort of a minus potentially.  I think it would be really hard to exclude that entirely from the discussion.  I don’t know what you think about that but certainly in comparing the various compensation methods, you’re going to have to consider what the likely impacts on all the different players were and that’s part of that consideration, I would think.

MR. IHNEN:  Mr. Chairman, Darrin Ihnen.  Just to tie into that, and I know it’s in the third point, you know, biotechnology has been expanding and has been profitable for nearly two decades.  Organic has been expanding and profitable at the same time.  So we do have a very good record of coexistence and it is working and so for our discussion going forward, I think, to Lynn’s point is, we are coexisting and for any underlying tone coming from other sectors of agriculture that don’t like biotechnology, to slow that process down, that may fit into the third category but to your point too, Mr. Secretary, that it does intertwine with that as well.  Thank you.

MS. ANDALUZ:  I just wanted to make sure that there’s no assumption that because we’re going through this process or because someone’s organic and everything like that, that that necessarily slows down the process.  I think part of the thing with some of the new crops that are coming out is that they’re more complex because they got their stacked genes and all the things and, I mean, I don’t know -- I’m sure there’s a way they can be simplified.  But, I mean, I just want to make sure that we’re not assuming that metaphor.

MR. IHNEN:  And again, I’m not trying to lay blame on anybody but if you look at the history the last couple years on the process, yes, the technologies are more complex but because of the threat of lawsuits out there, they are, in my mind, going above and beyond their call on the scientific and so that has slowed down the process and so, again, we just need all opportunities moving forward, whether it’s, you know, your organic farm or my ability to use biotechnology, and so that’s all the point I’m making is the process just has to be done and if we follow the science, nobody has a problem with the process.

MS. ANDALUZ:  And for the record I want to say, the lawsuits are on both sides.

MR. REDDING:  Josette?

MS. LEWIS:  I guess I would just reiterate a point that we really focus on what is the charge of this task at hand.  Clearly there are dimensions to the challenges of the biotech side of the equation as there are to the organic side, as there are to the non-organic, non-biotech side of it, and I think the degree to which we can maintain a little bit of discipline about bringing the larger issues of our sectors into this, I think it will help the working of the committee.  So, it’s not to say those aren’t all important. They’re all valid concerns, but we have to kind of keep away from the ideology if we’re really going to try to make some progress.  So, I guess, I’m willing to just focus on the narrow at this point in time.

MR. REDDING:  Agreed.  Well stated.  I think we have to not lose sight of the one and two and three is a little broader encompassing and they’ll be other things that are common to that discussion that we certainly would like to have and should have, but at the end of the day, it’s not part of the paper, it’s not part of the scope, and it’s not part of the recommendations, right?  Okay, Missy.

MS. HUGHES:  Thank you.  Missy Hughes.  Josette, I completely agree.  If we go down this path we’ll spend a lot of time in those discussions and we won’t address the charge.  I will say though that I can’t help but say, Darrin, for the record, that I’m not so sure coexistence is working.  I know in the organic community we feel that adventitious presence is a problem, you know, accidental commingling is a problem, and I think on the biotech side of things you are in a broken regulatory system that is stalling your products coming out and I think that’s a result of this ongoing tension between the two sectors of non-GE and GE.  So, just for the record, I can’t help but say, I’m not sure that coexistence is working.

But, I want to go back to the charge.  Often what I worry about is that we paint ourselves into a box and then we don’t know how to get out of it and we lose some creativity.  In this term of mechanism, you can see that we’ve already gone down the road of indemnity fund or insurance or trying to understand what that might look like, and I was just thinking about the work we did with the alfalfa group.  Towards the very end, I think Chuck had eluded, that we started to see some potential ideas and one of the things that came out was this idea of incentives and incentivizing farmers to act in a certain way.  I think there are creative ways that we could look at incentives or, I don’t like to use the word punishments or disincentives, and how can we incentivize and reward a farmer for doing certain forms of stewardship or one area planting a certain kind of product and rewarding those farmers who are willing to take on a little bit more responsibility and burden, but at the same time, they are rewarded for that.  I think that systems like that will have a tendency to survive administrations coming forward or funding or no funding.  That’s one of the things that concerns me with this whole mechanism conversation is that we could come up with something that’s great and works well and satisfies people, but two years from now, it’s not funded or it’s underfunded or if it’s an industry run thing it doesn’t get carried through.  I think we have to be careful to not go too much down this mechanism word.  I know that’s the word that the Secretary used, but I think it’s a very broad word and we need to be creative to think, okay, maybe not just creating a program, but creating a system might be something that is more successful for the long term which is really what I think we’re all hoping that we’ll create.

MR. REDDING:  It’s a good point because you could have the stewardship be a system that is also a mechanism, right?  You’re compensating folks for stewardship and incentivizing them.  But your point’s well taken and let’s not think -- narrowly, I think the Secretary sort of had that yesterday in his comments not to limit our thinking.  I think that’s a good point for all of us as we get into these boxes we’ve created by workgroups and such that, you know, the benefit of the committee is the broader thinking; and while there may be some things that are part of the deliverable, the Secretary wants us to focus on.  I don’t want to miss the benefit of the experiences around this table to help inform the larger discussion because what we do outside is important and how we characterize our conversations as an industry, how we characterize these conversations as a workgroup, I think is really one of the take away points is that we’ve got to be sensitive to how we’re judged, both as an industry but also as members of the committee and how we refer to each other; that that’s an important take away.  There’ll be press opportunities.  There’ll be discussions.  There’s probably already some, you know, things being written about what has happened here in the last day or so.  Let’s just make sure as we step into that conversation, particularly heading into the more substitutive components of workgroups and discussion, that we don’t lose that sense that we started with and not lose sight of we’re looking for solutions, right?

But, good conversations.  Any final comments?  Chuck?

MR. BENBROOK:  Yes, Mr. Chair, Chuck Benbrook.  I agree with Missy that there’s pretty compelling evidence that for important non-GE segments of the agriculture industry, and I would certainly include the alfalfa seed companies that have a significant share of our overall production going into GE sensitive markets as one of the largest sectors that is being economically impacted.  I mean, clearly the impact on the alfalfa seed industry of adventitious presence is orders of magnitude bigger than the impact on the organic industry at this point, now that may change.

I think it’s also we need to remind ourselves and to the extent we need to produce evidence to convince everyone around the table this problem, I think, while hopefully manageable at this point, it’s already fairly significant and it’s going to get much more significant.  Remember the slide that Cathy Greene put up, 2000 products through the non-GMO project standard.  I don’t know when she did slide.  It’s 5,000 now, right?  And a year from now it could well be 7,000, 8,000, 9,000.  Every time a new segment of products gets included in the non-GMO project, there will be another set of people carrying out tests to determine levels of adventitious presence in places that aren’t being tested now and I think what Michael could confirm and the non-GMO project staff could confirm is that most of the time when new testing is done, there is some contamination found. Unfortunately, it’s not often over their standard but it’s there and there is a big question mark about are those levels creeping up, and that’s why I keep coming back to this.  

From what we know from testing today, a fairly rigorous set of standards could be put in place that will meet most international markets and we probably can meet them from where we are now if we can prevent this creeping contamination so that’s why I keep coming back to, and we’ll continue to keep come back to that as an important element of our deliberations.

The last comment, the role of USDA in approval of genetically engineered crops and foods has gotten all of the attention, or almost all of the attention, in the last year or two because of the series of lawsuits brought against the USDA.  You know, again, if people are not aware of this, I’m sorry to break the news, that the important scientific and regulatory issues in terms of food safety and food quality lie completely outside of the domain of the Agriculture Department and it’s the role of the FDA, actually, almost  the non-role of them in the regulatory process at this point and the role of the EPA certainly in the BT crops where more of those issues that Mary-Howell brought up earlier will get addressed if they we are going to build up the science in the regulatory system, and I think that it is in the best interest of Leon and all corn growers and Pioneer and Monsanto to have a better more modern more defensible regulatory system.  I don’t think it’s going to result in a significant increase in the number of technologies that don’t make their way through the process but I do think it could raise confidence in the soundness of the judgments.  But, right now, there’s not a lot of confidence in some areas and that’s something that has to be worked on; but clearly it’s beyond what falls into the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture.

MR. REDDING:  Okay, thanks.  Leon, final comments?

MR. CORZINE:  Leon.  Just a short comment.  I think, and we could have a real robust discussion, I think the regulatory system is a fluid and like a living document, it’s going to adjust.  I think it’s going way too far to say it is broken and I want that on the record.

And, I just brought up this point because we have talked all about on one side but we have to, as we develop, and, Michael, you said it very well, that whatever we, in these different options, if you will, that we recognize there can be some very serious downside to the future of agriculture with some of these as well and as a workgroup or as a body of a whole, we’ve got to remember that and keep that in mind as well.   This isn’t a coin with just one side.

MR. IHNEN:  Darrin Ihnen.  I’ll be brief.  I think that scenario that we want data is what is the, you know, even the Undersecretary said, we have no data.  We don’t know how big the problem is or isn’t and so you’re saying there’s a big problem.  I wish we had some justification, some data, to show exactly what the problem is.  And so, if you look at our charge, a compensation mechanism doesn’t solve the problem.  Solving the problem probably is like what Melissa says is a stewardship program, so that’s outside of what our charge is, but I’m not saying a compensation mechanism solves the problem especially if we’ve got more and more products, to your point.  

MR. REDDING:  David?

MR. JOHNSON:  I think we all know -- David Johnson -- that alfalfa may be one of the reasons the committee was re-formed and I do come from a company where alfalfa is very important and wanted to thank Chuck for bringing up the AP sensitive markets.  I use that term and we use that term collectively in the alfalfa industry because it’s not just organic, but it’s our foreign markets where we have uncertainty and it’s a large part of our business.  At Cal/West Seeds it’s 50 percent of our business.  And, so while we looked at the ERS data today and it focused a lot on domestic and/or organic markets, it didn’t necessarily go into our export markets.  Today American farmers produce not only for U.S. consumption but they produce for international consumption.  We exist in a global economy and so as I get to participate in this committee, I will probably remind people of that and will look for ways that we all can coexist and I believe there are ways that we can do that, that’s why we’re at the table, and look forward to those discussions.  But, just want to remind everybody that it’s really about AP sensitive markets and they include our foreign markets.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

MR. REDDING:  Keith?

MR. KISLING:  I really haven’t said a lot about wheat but I’m pretty involved and have been for the last 15 years in leadership in wheat and we really have looked and watched what’s happened to corn and beans and cotton and alfalfa and what we may have to look for in the next eight to ten years.  They tell us, and, Michael, you probably know this as well as anybody, that there’s probably eight to ten years before we’re going to see a release.  I’m not sure I believe all that, but that’s what they tell us.

But I think what our charge is here is going to be very helpful to us in the wheat industry to see our limits and what we need to do to start with so we don’t get in trouble with the non-GE producers because everybody has their own place, but it’s a tool for us in the wheat  industry to try to -- if you look at the charts, corn and bean productions have just increased since it come out with genetically modified or GE corn and beans and wheat has just stayed very stable for the last 50 years in production.  I can just look on my own farm.  Even though we’ve had increased genetics at our land grant colleges, you just don’t see a lot of increase in yield and if what they tell us that we’ve got to by 2050 -- the population's going to increase by 39 percent worldwide and we’re going to have to increase production by 100 percent by 2050, they’re a lot of wheat eating around the world.  We’re not going to be able to do that with the conventional production of wheat.  

So, I’m excited to be on this committee and to see what we can come up with, especially the first two issues the Secretary has set up for us, and it’ll give us some direction, I think, as to how we go forward and how the companies go forward that are in the production of GE wheat.

MR. REDDING:  It’s a good point because there are some pretty valuable lessons.  It was what was sort of envisioned, that scope and one of those groups was sort of let’s make sure we know what they are and what the losses have been, but also, how do you transfer those -- let’s use them, and you’re a great example of that.

Any final comments?  Closing comments?  If not, just want to say thank you again for your participation, saying yes to the committee.  These are great conversations.  I really appreciate the time.  I want to say a special thank you to the USDA team here, Mr. Schechtman and Cindy and Mark and Max and all the folks who sort of -- Denise, who have put this together.  I mean, this is not easy to do in a short time frame and we’ve got a lot of work to do and they’re going to be a key part of that; so thank you.  

Thank you to the public who was here.  Thank you for your support as well.

Just the ID, if you don’t mind, leaving that outside on the table.  Our work, Michael and I, will go to work trying to sort through what we’ve heard the last two days, organize that.  I think we’ve got a great set of notes to work from but that may be the easy part, right?  But trying to sort of get this moving.  We understand the sensitivities here to getting the workgroups formed.  We appreciate the act of exchange and impact to do that.  We went back and forth.  I think at the end of the day, it’s the right thing, let’s move out and push a couple of these conversations out there and start working and focusing on them.  And, of course, the next meeting date, that will be the most immediate piece is to pin that down and to Michael’s point to looking out even beyond the next meeting two or three that we start to get some dates on your schedule and ours, okay?  Any final comment, Michael?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Just again to thank everyone who has worked together, worked hard in, I think, good faith with generally pretty good humor on topics that are hard to talk about with each other and I look forward to a lot more of that and to people rolling up their sleeves and I think we’ve seen the first roll of the sleeves so far, so thank you again and safe travels.

MR. REDDING:  That’s great, thank you.  Keep thinking.


(Whereupon, at 3:42 p.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
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