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P R O C E E D I N G S
MR. REDDING:  Good morning, everybody, welcome back.  Good to see you.  I wanted to say thank you to Michael for another excellent decision on dinner last night and his hospitality.  Thank you very much.  You know, when someone says they've never been to a restaurant recommended, he's done this twice now, so I'm a believer, that's 

actually -- he's got some intelligence on great places to eat here, so thank you.  The dinner, in addition to a just nice to-do, it really provided a chance for us to get around the time, around the table and advance our conversations and reflect on the work of the day.  The best meetings, quite frankly, are those with a fork in your hand and not a pen, and that occurred last night for sure.  The dinner also underscored both the importance of our work and, I think, the magnitude of the task from a substance standpoint, as well as a timeframe.  

I'd like to take the first few minutes here today to go around the room and get some feedback on the homework assignment that Greg articulated yesterday around the issue of identifying the principles on co-existence.  These are the principles that will guide both the AC21 as well as the work group activity around compensation.  The principle would help us frame, I think, both the introduction to our report that's generated as well as the deliberations.  We know what the problem is, but what are the principles that drive that solution around compensation?

Also, given that the committee has met twice and our work groups, our two work groups, have preliminary work plans, I think it would be helpful to get a read from the members here where you are on the issue of the compensation mechanisms, particular around crop insurance.  We heard that talked about both at our meeting as well as the public comment yesterday.  And again, this will help the work groups focus their energies, and it may even help us be a little more specific in terms of the data that is necessary for the work groups and the committee.  We're not taking anything off the table, but we need to take the pulse of the committee.

And finally for today, and this was a suggestion out at dinner last night that, given the discussions we had around the work groups and our initial focus and, certainly, the charge of the Secretary, that it may be helpful to consider a work group on some of the alternatives to the risk management strategies, meaning like we heard from Dr. Quinn and from our time in the public comment period, those kinds of points may be very helpful in addressing what is in our point three of the charge to the Secretary on looking at other suggestions that we would have.  A lot of energy has been focused on the immediate problem, but what about those things that are preventative, potentially?  So, I put that on the table, as well, that that discussion fits in nicely with our third point.  And maybe this is a separate work group, maybe not, but I want to put that on the table again for discussion today.  

So, with that, part of the homework assignment was sort of thinking about the guiding principles.  Anybody work on that at the desk provided in your hotel room?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  No.

MR. REDDING:  Anybody want to share?  I'm sorry, Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure my comments are about guiding principles with respect to compensation, but I do firmly believe that everybody participates if we're going to have a compensation mechanism and/or scheme that everybody participates, needs to have skin in the game.  It's not enough for the technology providers to fund the compensation pool of whatever sort it is.  It's just simply not enough.  For us to encourage good stewardship, better stewardship, better practice on the farm, in the seed technology business, in all of, all phases of this co-existence issue everybody that participates has got to have some skin in the game.  

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  Mr. Chairman, we heard from the Secretary yesterday and I think that he made some very interesting, insightful, and helpful points to helping as a committee to frame the issues.  He made clear that he believes that AC21 members, I was taking some notes yesterday and thinking about this last night, should pay careful attention to the data that's being reviewed by the size and scope of the working group.  And to add to that he was saying the working group and the AC21 should focus attention on what may or may not be a problem; secondly, that the working group and the AC21 should be mindful of "things that are real;" and third, the working work and the AC21 should look at data and examine risks, if any, and he said that he wasn't sure about whether there was a problem or not.  And what that said to me, and some of the guidance that we may have as a group is it's important in our analysis to determine in framing the issues whether there is a problem, and that doesn't mean that we don't go down parallel paths and we look at what are, what's amenable compensation mechanisms, but we need to understand what is the market currently doing, you know, what are farmers doing, what are tech providers doing?  What is really the lay of the land to truly understand the scope of the problem before diving heavily into some of these other issues.  And I reference yesterday the chicken and egg scenario, and I think it's hard, given our timeline.  We're not afraid to have the conversation of who pays, but it's difficult to have that without a framework of what is the size and scope of risk?  And really focusing on that if any language, as well, is there a problem?  And I'm not making a determination whether there is or not, that's for our committee to decide, but I think we need those data points.  And I think we need to focus on real data, real, and not just data of does adventitious presence or low level presence occur, but is there economic harm?

MR. REDDING:  Mary-Howell.

MS. MARTENS:  I think we can gain guidance from other industries, and I've been thinking a lot about this in the past 24 hours, to see if we can come up with analogous situations in other areas that may be further along the curve than we are, and examine what tools they have used, and what stewardship focus they've used.  I'm thinking primarily the non-point source pollution around municipalities coming from farms.  I'm not using this as a hot button item to say that this is pollution, I'm just saying that this is an established situation where there have been some pretty good approaches to deal with non-point source pollution, there have been CAFO stewardship plans that allow farmers to kind of do a holistic farm evaluation of where the risk points are, both on a farm that is producing non-source point pollution, and also those other places that are receiving it.  And I think we could probably learn a lot from looking at these as case studies to give us some idea of what tools are out there, and what approaches are working.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Michael.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  I wanted to make just a quick point about the specific charge, and the language that is there in the first item.  It is what compensation mechanisms if any, it's not what risks if any.  So that it may be, it is a conceivable possibility that the committee could decide that there are risks that are out there, there are losses that are out there, but no compensation mechanism is appropriate.  It is conceivable, though I guess less likely that the absolute reverse could be decided.  But I just want to make the point that the if any does not refer to if any risks, it refers to the recommendation of the committee for if any compensation mechanisms.

And while I have the floor, I'll just do one other thing and note that we have one other senior officials who has just come into the room, and that is Chavonda Jacobs-Young, who is the Acting Administrator of the National Institute of Food and Agriculture.  Welcome.

MS. JACOBS-YOUNG:  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Welcome.  Leon.

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  I, as I was thinking about this one of the things, and Michael, that's good clarity as far, because I think looking back at that charge and what the Secretary was trying to convey in that whole if any message, but I think we have to still maybe take a look at what risks are, and what it seems to me we have a lot of trouble getting around is how do we come with a model that really tells us what tolerances or thresholds are doable, and what risks?  Because I think it's very obvious that the tiger, the threshold, the contract that you sign the higher the risk.  And, you know, that's why it's a more valuable contract.  And it seems -- I have a lot of trouble getting around, somebody signs a contract that is very unlikely that it's doable, that there should be any compensation for them because it's a risk that they accept when they sign the contract.  So, that's one that I think, and maybe we have folks around the room that I think we have to have hard data as to, you know, what it takes, we have things, National Corn Growers has a website that talks about practices to segregate, we also have things, you know, in the whole lab tech area with training modules on refuge areas and what products might need what refuge as far as protecting the technologies.  

So, some of those best management practices we heard yesterday from the folks that were actually in the field what they do, and there's a lot of talk about education, and that's whey I bring up what National Corn Growers has on their website, but I know all the companies do as well, as I mentioned, for their seed production and those kind of things.  So, whether we need to take a look at that, how hard we look at that, but whether that helps us determine what can be done and what can't.  And I think you about have to have that for a start point, and then while we're doing that it may not be direct in our charge whether we put in a parking lot, or it's on the fringe, it seems to me we'd be remiss if while we were looking at this data that we look at solutions, also, rather than just up trying to establish a pile of money that somebody can collect from that we should be looking at preventable things, and to me that's forward thinking that we should include somewhere along the way here, as well.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Marty, Josette, and Laura, and then we'll break and pick up with our guests.  Marty.

MR. MATLOCK:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Marty Matlock.  To challenge principles on co-existence I'm going to offer five simple principles, and they're obviously very simple in their statement and incredibly complex in their implementation, community, inclusiveness, proportionality, autonomy, and equity.  

MR. REDDING:  One more time.

MR. MATLOCK:  Community, inclusiveness, proportionality, autonomy, and equity.  

Let me just quickly elaborate on those.  Community, we're all in this together, to Jerry's point.  That needs to be our overriding principle.  Anyone who produces from the land is a neighbor, and we're all in this together.  Inclusiveness, we have to make sure that we don't just couch this discussion on risk management and compensation mechanisms as a biotechnology versus organic, biotechnology versus conventional, conventional versus organic.  Very likely in the near future, if not already, we're going to see biotechnology versus biotechnology conflicts as well.  And so, we have to be mindful that this needs to be an inclusive debate and discussion about how we'd be better neighbors, and how we manage risks associated with that, not just one producer community against the other.  Proportionality, those who benefit gain proportional to their gain, that's the standard principle, I think, in most systems.  Autonomy, producers retain the choices of how to grow and what to grow.  These choices, though, carry very certain responsibilities so that autonomy is not imposed by imposing responsibilities through choices.  And finally, equity.  Equity means that imposed risks should not bear those who haven't put risks imposed upon them should not bear disproportionate responsibility for managing those risks.

MR. REDDING:  Very good.  Josette and then Laura.

MS. LEWIS:  A couple of comments, actually.  One, picking upon something Matty just said about the inclusiveness.  I think one thing I haven't heard in defining the inclusivity is that this is also about organic versus organic, it's not just, the future isn't just GM versus GM as new wave.  The reality is that the federal organic standard is one thing, and where the market is in organics can be another, and there's diversity within that marketplace that's creating a little bit of chaos within the market for organics, as well.  In fact, that there isn't clear standards and the, you know, some buyers we heard of Whole Foods is in one camp, and then you have sort of, you know, the national organic standard in another.  So, in the spirit of inclusivity I think we have to admit that there's diversity within the organic side, as well, and it isn't just diversity in the conventional versus GM and GM versus GM.  

But my other point was to reiterate a little bit of something Michael said, and to pick that up to go back to the original question about Greg.  I think it's important and to be very clear in everyone's mind, the if any phrase isn't does unintended presence occur.  I think we should all agree unintended presence occurs, I mean, the Seed Trade Association has said it occurs, and they have to manage at the seed level.  We've heard from producers that grow GM that it occurs, and this is how they manage it.  We've heard from commodity players that it occurs and this is how they manage it.  So, the if any isn't to say we're sweeping the problem under the rug, the if any is what gets to Greg's point, which is if the scope and scale group and some of the other working groups look at the problem the question remains is there a need for public policy action and what is that action?  

There's a lot of things that can be done to address the if any, the reality that unintended presence occurs.  There's a lot of things that can be done without public policy action in terms of developing a best management practice, what we call in the biotech industry stewardship; the settling out of where the organic market standard is going to be for GM presence; there's a lot of things that can occur without public policy action and we should certain be considering those as areas where USDA might facilitate, but I think really the heart of the if any is the question of whether or not a compensation mechanism is the right public policy action to address the risks and the reality that unintended presence occurs today.  

So, I guess I do actually gravitate towards the clarity that Greg was trying to provide to us yesterday that the question is what do we do in terms of is there a need for public policy and what are the public policy responses to deal with the uncertainty that when unintended presence occurs you can't always rely on a fault based system to redress that.  So, that's to me how to think of the if any question.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Did you want to say something?  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  No, I was just going to go onto the other discussion, I didn't see it.  Okay.

MS. BATCHA:  Okay.  I'll try to be brief then since we're trying to move on.  And before I go through my list around principles based on the question at the end of the meeting yesterday about principles, I think it was couched principles for who pays, but principles for mechanisms is I think the, probably the right characterization of what I took away as a homework assignment, is that -- point of disclosure, Marty and I did not swap notes in the hallway this morning, I have different words for mine, but I think it's pretty close to the same list that Marty just put out, so I'll go through my bullets, and then I have a couple of quick comments.

The principles that came to me in reflecting on it since yesterdays discussion was fairness; shared responsibility; payment and profit that's flexible according to the role in the overall scheme, and I think that's what Marty you called proportionality; preserving choice; and encouraging good relationships between farmers.  So, I think that that list is not too far off what Marty identified as a list.

What I will say is because Russell's second question is sort of where are you at?  I think from my perspective in engaging the discussion and from our stakeholders in terms of mechanisms I think for me it's clear that my belief right now is that some sort of compensation fund or indemnification fund has to be at the center of the scheme, because I think that gets to fairness and proportionality in the principles.  I'm open to the idea of the role that other mechanisms play around compensation and indemnification fund at the center, whether that be mediation arbitration, how do we through a mechanism get some teeth into stewardship because I think where we are now in agriculture, we're here because this is a challenging discussion.  I think from my stakeholders' perspective the promise of voluntary stewardship measures is inadequate to be confident that this will actually help mitigate the problem going forward.  So, I think what role some of those other mechanisms could play, whether it be arbitration, or crop insurance, if it encouraged stewardship and neighbor relations I could see that built around the central tenet of an indemnification fund as a total package.  So, I'll share that.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  We'll come back to this for sure.  Just in terms of sharing of principles and further reflection on how we structure this discussion around the mechanisms, so good points.  Thank you for that, we'll come back to it.  Trying to stay close to time.  Michael?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  Now, it's my pleasure to introduce today's speaker who has flown in just for his presentation and then will fly back to the meeting that he was at, and that is Dr. Nicholas Kalaitzandonakes, who is the MSMC endowed professor of agribusiness at the University of Missouri.  I'm not going to give you a long biography of Nick other than to say that he's a former AC21 member, and is also, has also been involved in the discussions around thresholds, low level presence, and co-existence, and has been writing about these subjects for many years, and he also was the organizer of the recent conference in Vancouver, the International Conference on Co-Existence, the title of which I never remember exactly.  Second, Biennial International Conference on Co-Existence, which he will tell us about, and offer others.  So, it's a pleasure to have you back here, Nick.  I'll come back there and run your slides.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Thank you, Michael.  Where would you like me to sit?  Over there?  Okay.  

(Discussion off the record.)

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  All right.  Good morning, everyone, thank you very much.  And Michael, thank you for the invitation, and certainly thank you for the opportunity to be back.  I want to apologize up front, I have somewhat of a cold, so I hope the two of you stay -- spending too much time in airplanes.

I will start with what Michael asked me to do, and I can tell you, Michael, I found the assignment at the end of the day exceedingly difficult.  So, what Michael asked me to do was to summarize the conference that was just completed this October, it's a Bi-Annual International Conference of Co-Existence, it's the fifth one that took place.  And asked me to spend especially most of my time on issues around what we know, or what we learned in the conference around background GM material in seeds and grain, and also around issues of compensation schemes.  And I will do my best to do that.  

Now, what I found exceedingly difficult is that this is a two-day conference that has many primary sessions, many speakers from all over the world, most of them top experts, and then in addition to that a number of parallel sessions, so that means there was a lot of material, and trying to distill it down to a few things was particularly difficult.  The second one was that talking about other people's work is a lot more difficult than it sounds.  So, because of that I will, I'm giving you all of this as an introduction of saying my slides are 55 or 60 of them, I can't remember how many I put in, I will go through them very quickly, and part of what I have done is I have replicated slides, whole slides of other people that presented in the conference, so in some cases I have the slide and I will talk around it in a way that it meant something to me, and I'll tell you the point I will make.  You will have the deck, but certainly I will not address each and every point on every slide.  Yes?  Okay.  

So, with that as an introduction, let's -- Mike Wasnik (phonetic sp.) gave a big introduction to the conference.  The conference has gone on since 2003.  It started out at the request of the Danish Ministry of Agriculture in the European Union, and the question was as we prepare for co-existence in Denmark what can we do in terms of policies and what else do we know for making sure that producers that want to cultivate biotech crops, organic, and conventional will have the chance.  So, this is a picture of the first conference.

The next conferences, and I've listed them, they went from Denmark to Montpelier in France in 2005; Seville, 2007; Australia, 2009; and the last one that I chaired in Vancouver, Canada in 2011, and actually there were a number of people from the committee that actually attended the conference, and they can jump in and correct everything I say along the way.  

But the first two or three conferences spent a lot of time on technical solutions, and what do we know about pollen flow, and isolation distances, and experimental design around all of these issues.  The conference in Melbourne started focusing more on market access issues, and how do we deal with those; and Vancouver, next slide, Michael, these were the two main themes of the plenary sessions.  The first one was issues around managing co-existence, so different national systems, what we know, what we've learned, best practices, technical measures, tolerances and so on, and then the second day was around low level presence.  So, everything I will say deals with some parts of that first day, and some parallel session presentations.

Generally the conference was well received.  This is kind of the post-conference survey that we got, generally got good reviews.  Next slide.  And this is the audience in the conference, so it's a little bit of everything.  It's academia about 40 percent, it's industry and industry organizations about 35 percent, it's about government about 20 percent, and NGOs is the rest.  So, it is a very interesting forum because it isn't just international, it's also from very different perspectives, and so the conversations tend to be very, very interesting.  

So, everything I will give you, I will give you slides of what people talked about, and then what I will try to do is I will try to tell you what I learned from those slides, which I think is really probably the first way to provide the material that was covers in.  So, this is a bit not editorializing what they said, but rather what they tried to learn from it.  Okay.

So, I will show you three slides that probably you've most seen one way or another.  The conference was opened by Ann Tutwiler, who is with FAO, she's the Deputy Director General, and what I found interesting about this slide which deals with the outlook in 2050, and she talked about the demand side of them, the agriculture, and the supply side of agriculture.  What I found interesting about this slide was that if you look at the very, very first bar the idea is that FAO expects most all of the supply response in agriculture to come from yield growth.  There is no expectation that we will see a lot of land coming, new land coming into agriculture in the next 30 years.  There's a little bit of new land projected in Africa and South America, but beyond that there is not much more than that, and then pacification is very small, so most of it is expected to come from yield growth.  Next slide, please.

She also talked about a lot of things, but she also spent a bit of time dealing with the issue of price volatility and how to manage that.  And I thought that the next slide which came from another speaker in the opening session, and that was Randy Giroux from Cargill, the statement that he made was that supply and demand balance had shifted from production push to consumer pool, and that sustainability and food security have become values, and the idea being there that from a policy perspective both the issue of food security and price volatility have become significant policy issues.

Now, what this slides, or this issues and statements meant to me, and why I'm bringing those up here is that they have a meaning and probably an anticipation about a future in the context of co-existence.  And so if in fact the prediction is those predictions are correct then we will be continuing to be in environments with low stocks, with demand driven markets, that means that yield will have, or believed to have significant value at the farm level.  And that tends to mean, and we have seen over the last 10 years that what has driven at the farm level adoption of biotech, especially new trade stocks where yield is seen as the main driver is that issue, the value, because of high prices the value of yields.  And so, that means that if those predictions are true in fact what we should expect to see is in countries like the U.S., Latin America and so on to see next generation biotech to be adopted very quickly, and that has implications both for pressure on acres and co-existence, but also has implications about how we test and how we assess GM content, for example, in the context of co-existence, and known GM and organic programs.  So, my take away message in this particular case was in the context of co-existence.  Next slide.

A lot of what I want to show you really from the conference relates to what was covered about different systems of co-existence in the world, what do we know from all of these systems, how they have been implemented, what we know in terms of technical measures, what we know in terms of liability schemes and compensation schemes, and what do we know from all of these measures in terms of how they succeed and how they fail.  So, I will show you discussions that came from North American, from the European Union, and then from Latin America and Brazil, and that is really everything that we have today in terms of implementation around the world.  

So, in the case of North America, next slide please, the point was made over and over again by a number of North American speakers, whether it was from the seed industry perspective, Mike Lumina (phonetic sp.), for example, from MASA (phonetic sp.) and Pioneer spoke about the seed industry.  We had a number of Canadian and American speakers, but the point was that North America has been doing co-existence for a long period of time and has been implementing co-existence measures both in terms of having speciality type of crops, and speciality crop systems, but also GMO organic, and in that context there is quite a bit of experience.

The issue of non-GMO is, programs in Canada and the U.S. is really important to note, mostly because U.S. and Canada are the, along with Brazil, are the largest non-GMO material exporters in the world, so obviously there is quite a bit of effort in terms of co-existence measures in that sense.

Okay.  So, in that sense, next slide, please, we had a number of, and I will just show a couple of examples that mention the issues around how much background material, and how frequently we meet standards or not meet standards in some of these programs.  And so this comes from Laura Anderson with the Canadian Grain Commission that basically talked about the non-GMO IT program for soybeans in Canada.  Canada exports a fair amount in Europe and Asia, and the discussion about background material was that the industry can meet comfortably most of the time the .5 to 1 percent standards that they're working with, with 15 to 60 percent price premiums.  So, based on experience from the U.S. this would be very, certainly very representative of U.S. soybean programs, as well.  Next slide, please.

This came from Lynn, and Lynn talked about a lot of things, and very interesting he also, very interesting, I'm sure you'll hear a lot of those in your deliberations, but one of the issues that was very interesting was he has mentioned his reference to how the typical corn program in the U.S., non-GMO program, that has standards, serious standards on segregation and so on, what type of averages in terms of background material could we expect, and what kind of standards one can expect to meet, and he mentioned a half a percent there.  Of course, you know, always the average isn't the only important number, the distribution is equally important because we don't want only to meet the standards at the mean, but certainly the number is of interest.  Of course he raised the issues whether those types of numbers are sufficient to meet the, for example non-GMO project standards whether blending is to be acceptable and so on, both in non-GMO and organic programs.  Very interesting issues.  But in terms of background material, in terms of corn programs, again, based on my experience this would be thoroughly representative of the U.S. problems.  Next slide.

The discussion beyond background material, and the experience on co-existence measures, there was a lot of discussion in the conference about what's the, in the philosophy?  What are the principles?  You talked about principles on compensation schemes just a second ago, and there was a lot of discussion about what's the principles of co-existence systems that we have today around the world?  So, there was quite a bit of discussion about that.  And I will show you Randy Giroux's from Cargill slides here, but similar statements were made by other speakers from North America.  And he made two points that I think are worth putting in front of you and then contrasting with statements that are coming from your opinion speakers just a second later.  And he said well, the co-existence measures that, and systems that we have developed here in North America have had some basic tenets, and they have operated on those basic tenets for some time.  And the first tenet is that the speciality crop isolates itself from the generic commodity, and generic meaning the unidentified, not necessarily the largest in the amount, and that generally speaking those markets also have to define what their spenders are.  And, next slide, please.

The next issue that she raised, the next tenet, is that customers and consumers' willingness to pay a premium really is a driver of all of those systems in the sense that, since segregated systems cost (indiscernible), and since most all of the speciality programs, be it organic, non-GMO speciality crops of all kinds are costing the producer to execute and produce, there has to be a demand side and a willingness to pay from the buyer.  

And so in those two sets of broad tenets basically what Randy was talking about is that much of the philosophy behind all the co-existence problems that we have had in North America is really driven by the market.  In other words, we have let the market regulate all of those industries, and not supply and demand.  Okay.  

So, let me go with the next slide, Michael.  Next slide.  Yes.  So, the next issue, and I will come back to this issue about market driven versus government driven principles and what they are and some of the legal background.  But another point that Randy made in his presentation, which I thought was interesting, it has been made in the past in the literature, but not as much, as we look for general parallels, historical parallels of how co-existence has worked in other industries and so on, he went back to the open range laws and that some of these issues about fencing in versus fencing out livestock have existed for some time, you know, a couple of centuries ago.  And one of the interesting points that he made was that a matter of fact the allocation of property rights in systems like this, the fencing in versus fencing out, and whether those rights are who bears the costs in essence, whether that's the livestock producer or the crop producers, actually changed along the way as the production system changed over time.  So, as crop producers became more plentiful those allocation rights became different.  So, I thought that that was an interesting point and talks about to the issue of the principle and what drives some of this.  Next slide, please.

All right.  So, keeping this in mind let's then look at some of the issues brought by European speakers, both in terms of implementation of systems, and in terms of the philosophy where some of these co-existence systems in Europe have come from, and there has been a lot of activity on co-existence policy in Europe for a number of years now, it started at the European Union level and has certainly been extended at the member state level, and so there have been a number of member states, a number of countries that have implemented and created laws around co-existence in the last few years.  

So, Walker Beckman, who is a professor in Germany, talked a lot about what is the principle, or what are the principles behind co-existence policies in Europe, and how is it too that we need to understand those policies?  And so he talked about subsidiary principle, principle of freedom of choice, pace principle, there was a mention about point pollution just a bit ago, principle of proportionality, there was a discussion about proportionality just a second ago, and there are more.  And his point was that all of these types of policies are grounded in a legal system, and not happening in a vacuum, which is important to remember.  And that, of course, applies in every county in every region.  Next slide.

I'm going to show you a couple of things that he talked about in the context of some of those principles, and where the freedom of choice principle comes from, and how articles in for example the Treaty of Lisbon translates into the principle of having, producers having the freedom of choice to be either GM or conventional or organic and facilitating those freedoms.  And I won't go through all the material, but basically the slide is about that translation from the basic law to the co-existence policy.  Next slide.

And here's another one that as you can imagine generated a lot of discussion both during the session and afterwards, and has generated a lot of discussion in the European community itself, and that's the "Polluter Pays" Principle, which itself goes back to OCD in the '70s when the idea of internalizing environmental pollution was really introduced, and the concept was created and translated into ultimately international law, and issues around environmental damage.  And so that concept has been translated within the European Union to really mean an allocation of right which cuts in the core of the whole policy in Europe, which is really, really important.  The segment is as a general principle during the phase of an introduction of a new production type in a region operators who introduce a new production type should bear the responsibility of implementing, you know, measures and so on.  So, the idea is that the reason allocation of rights in terms of who is first and who is second, and who bears the cost of what, and again, goes back to a particular principle, which some agree and some disagree as to how well it applies in this particular case.  Next slide, please.

Now, in the context of the official subsidiary, how that has translated into policy-making, really what it means is that the member states are responsible for co-existence policy in their country, and then what the European Commission at the center is really responsible is about guidelines, and about standards, and suggesting those in the context of advise, but not necessarily being binding to anyone.  So, there is a European Co-Existence Bureau that is supported by the European Commission and creates standards which then are suggested to the member states and then they may adopt them, may adopt them differently, you know, and so on.  So, I'm going to show you some of those standards, and those have come from a number of years of experimental standards and deliberations.  And this is, I've included a couple of publications that you may want to look at some point, but this was published in 2010, and it is, these factors is for maize, corn, as viewed by the European Commission and the Co-Existence Bureau.  Next slide.  

And what you see here is our, really all of those are technical measure.  And what was interesting to me is that if you look at the technical measures that came from experimental studies in Europe and also expert panels, for instance, take a look at if you are looking for a .9 percent level of that mixture, the suggested isolation distance for example is 15 to 50 meters in the case of corn.  So, that's 45 to 150 feet.  And that's typically not only well within the range of the most speciality programs that we use here in the U.S., it's probably on the low side.  And so, the measures are fairly conditioned.  If you look at the .1 recommendation for example for .1 type of threshold the isolation distance suggested is from 105 meters to almost 500 meters, and that's again 300 plus feet to whatever it translates, 1,500, right?  And so the -- for example, all the isolation distances that seed production uses really falls well within that recommended range.  Next slide.

So, there are a number of studies that they have done, all of those are, again, in most cases experimental, experimental field trials under control experiments, and so on, and I'm showing you just such an example of some of the studies that have been used to derive all of these technical measures.  Other sets of measures include, for example, temporal isolation, and again, if you look at the recommendations and how they have been used, and there's a broad variation on how those had been adopted and used by different countries.  So, for example, if you look at Portugal and Romania use 15 to 20 days of differences in planting.  So, that's three weeks, that's very much standard here in the U.S. in terms of temporal isolation when it's being used.  Greece, my native country, would suggest more like 45 to 50, which in most cases is not really implementable in any practical way.  And there are other similar type of technical recommendations that had been put in those types of documents.

There's another document that the Commission has published recently in 2009 that compares these types of policies, and the types of measures that have been used both technical measures and liability regimes, and I have the link there, and 15 countries have legislated so they have national laws, and in all cases going back to the issue about the allocation of rights in terms of co-existence, all the measures in mass to be taken by GM producers in every country.  But beyond that everything else is really very heterogenous, from the way that those measures are being implemented, the information that is being requested, the registration, training, and so on, to the technical measures that are being actually used.  Next slide.

So, I have two tables that, well, it's actually a long table that was used by Ustus Wesler (phonetic sp.) again from the University of Munich, just to show the variation of standards that can exist in terms of co-existence within the European Union going from one country to the other.  And so, for example, the table has Germany, Italy, and Spain, and you can go down the list from buffer zones, to distances, to the requirements on record keeping, to the information that is required -- next slide, please --to the issue of liability, and you can see that countries have dealt with issues in a very, very different way.  And in some cases some of the standards are being affected by kind of the demeanor of the country and the government towards GMOs, but in some cases it's also influenced by the legal, the laws that exist, and most of these countries have in their hands in essence to legislate.  And so, there are significant differences, so when we talk about Europe and co-existence it isn't a uniform policy.  Next slide.

On the issue of liability, again, the document makes comparisons, and Ingler Diggus Reisa, who is with the Commission, presented some of this.  And what I want to point out in this slide is really the last three bullets.  No court case is recorded in terms of liability, so far no specific insurance products in the market, and some of the member states have established compensation funds with a levy for GM crop cultivators, but which have never been used.  I will come back to this issue because back to your point, Michael, about what do we know in terms of compensation schemes.  We know a lot theoretically, but in terms of what has been legislated in terms of practical implementation in Europe, we actually have very little evidence, and I'll show the only country that has some semblance of implementation of a compensation scheme.  

A very quick slide here to show really inside the European Union, Spain is the largest adopted of biotech corn, and then from that point France, Germany, and Romania really started, but they have stopped using GMOs because of government policies.  And then we have Portugal that took Republic of Poland and Slovakia that have really small amounts.  And I want to go back to Poland because Poland is a really interesting case.  

So, why Poland is an interesting case, and a lot of the material comes from -- next slide, please.  I'm sorry, not Poland, Portugal.  Yes.  Thank you.  Thank you, Michael.  So, the reason that Portugal is such an interesting case is many fold.  One is because Portugal actually has an agriculture that is dominated by small holders, and by small holders we are talking really, really tiny.  The map on the left, which I'm sure you cannot see on the screen, but you can see on the paper, shows the break down of average farm size for the country for the different states or provinces, and the red part is really we are talking about two to five hectares average farm size.  So, this is a little bit better than 10 acres of land.  So small, small fields, and small farms.  So, in that context implementing co-existence is inherently difficult, and so here is what Portugal has implemented in terms of rules and then I'll go to a bit on the incrementation.  A lot of this, by the way, comes from Fatima Cueda (phonetic sp.), who is with the Ministry of Agriculture in Portugal.

So, farmers, what do farmers have to do, they have to first of all undergo training, and this is all as we think of Europe it's all GM farmers in terms of what is being requested, undergo mandatory training, notify of the crop cultivation, they must inform their neighbors, and they must cooperate with the agricultural ministry, that typically means record keeping.  Next slide.

What the seed distributors must do, they must inform farmers on conditions measures, but very importantly they must report the farmers who are buying seed, GM seed, the Ministry of Agriculture so that compliance can be assured, and that becomes a public record.  Next slide.

The regional agricultural authorities are in essence charged with the passing of the information to the national government, but also the compliance part, so they published the notifications where those farms are, and how many acres are being produced, and what traits, and so on, and they also monitor to make sure that the requirements are met.  What are the requirements?  Next slide, please.

The GM growers are given basically a menu to choose from, three types of choices involve either isolation distances, 200, there is 600 feet, against conventional 300 meters or 900 feet against organic; potential buffer zones, 24 rows against conventional, or 28 against organic, plus some isolation distances; and then up to 20 days of temporal isolation, so they can choose how they want to approach in terms of technical measures.  They must segregate, they 

must -- one interesting aspect of small culture agriculture is that many men actually share equipment, and so in segregated systems they have to follow specific rules, including flashing equipment in particular ways, as described here.  Next slide, please.

And one of the interesting dimensions of Portugal requirements is that it allows farmers to form what is called production zones.  In other words, because farms and fields are quite small they can band together and the really behave as a bigger farm in essence, and have co-existence measures implemented outside of that production zone.  

All right.  In terms of the overall adoption number of growers, and number of hectares, you can see, and it's all broken down by region, and why it's broken down by region is so that you can see that the regions with the largest farms are typically the largest adopted.  Okay?  So, which is natural because smaller farms are in essence at the disadvantage of meeting those standards.  Next slide.

But what I do want to show you is this table that shows how where regions have a lot of small holders, like for example in the center most of the production happens in production zones, so farmers band together and they create more flexibility for themselves.  

Now compensation scheme.  Portugal is the only country that has had a compensation scheme put in place since 2007, and has been to some extent implemented because there is actual production, and ongoing production, and so the way that it's working is that there is a contribution by the seed industry of four years per bag, in essence 80,000 seeds, which is really depending on your seeding rate more than, you know, or less particular area, but, you know, let's say four Euros per bag.  And then how does it work in terms of making requests?  Requests can be made by farmers that demonstrate that they have used certified seed up front, and that there is a loss because of adventitious presence, those then requests are analyzed by an assistant group that includes a representative of different stakeholders, government, farmers, seed industry, food and feed organizations.  The fund so far has not received any requests since 2007, and does not cover adventitious presence that is due to non-compliance.  Okay.  So, there has to be a determination whether around the farmer there was compliance, and then if that was the case then a request can be made.  But there have been no requests.  So, next slide, please.

Interesting in terms of compliance itself, and there's a very close supervision of the program, generally have been only four cases where lawsuits have been brought, and one has been because a farmer has provided late information, and three because of no notification being made, but in almost all cases, not in almost, in all cases the requirements in terms of isolation distance and so on have been observed, it's just that the information has not come through.  So, generally speaking this program has had high compliance, and as I said it is being looked over quite a bit.  An interesting side is that three Spanish (indiscernible) growers who have acquired land and produced corn in Portugal were also the ones that were non-compliance in essence because they didn't recognize that there were information requirements.  Okay.

Now, moving from Europe to South America, and Brazil is the only country in South America that, Latin America in general, that co-existence measures do exist at the limited level.  A lot of the information I'm going to show you comes from the Ministry of Agriculture in Mr. Coila (phonetic sp.) in the Ministry of Agriculture in Brazil.  And the first slide is about adoption, and of course you know the fast growth of biotech soybeans in Brazil, but what's less recognized is how quickly Brazil has adopted biotech corn, and that pinkish color in the slide is the amount of their hectares of biotech corn that is, has happened in the last four years, so in 2011 and 2012 that percentage-wise does expect to be about 80 percent.  So, they've gone from zero to 80 percent in roughly four years.

Now, there is a Resolution 04/07 of (indiscernible) which basically applies co-existence measures only in the case of corn, not to GM soybeans, not to cotton, but only in the case of corn.  So, it is a very specific co-existence policy, and of course it applies to issues around approved varieties and so on, but keep in mind that Brazil also have a mandatory labeling regime that has a one percent threshold for food and feed, and that means that that standard has in essence been implemented within the co-existence measures.  So, because of that one percent mandatory labeling regime for food and feed the taking into account studies that Brazil has done they have implemented basically two types of standards, either an isolation distance of 100 meters, 300 feet, or from another corn field, or an alternative distance of 20 meters, 60 feet, and then 10 border rows of a known GM commercial corn.

In terms of these limitation, how they went about it and this has been implemented for about three or four years now, how they went about it, they spent quite a bit of time in terms of information and talking to stakeholders, they were especially interested where organic farms might be so that the compliance is checked more actively in those areas, and Brazil is obviously a large country.  There was a requirement for including instructions on co-existence on the seed bag, and I'll show you how some of that has been implemented, and then there was a building of capacity at the government level to be able to check compliance.  

In terms of the seed industry, the seed industry itself had an initiative that basically targeted information to the farmers, how to implement, what the requirements were from the government, and also how it can be implemented.  I'm giving you examples of the kind of brochures, or what was on the bags, and the kinds of statements that were on these types of communication pieces.  And there is some information around compliance based on the data that came from the Ministry, and the bottom line number is right there are the bottom of that slide that for roughly about 1,200 inspections 7.9 percent of them were in non-compliance, so a little bit better than 90 percent compliant.  In most cases this had to do with how far, how much you had observed the isolation distance, for example, because of all size of fields, and so on, which becomes a bit difficult to measure sometimes.

The observations, those are not my observations, has -- those are the observations of the presenter, have to do with how well the program has worked so far.  And generally speaking the farmers have innovated quite often among each other, and in some cases they have dealt with issues of difficulties to deal with isolation distances, buffer zones by, for example, buying the grain of the next door neighbor.  And so consolidating the production much like they did in Portugal, but rather in a much more direct way by buying the grain rather than creating production zones and so on.

Organic farms have been observed to be away from typical areas of GM corn cultivation, and again, there's no reported cases of complaint or litigation, so again we have a limited experience, or at least no experience in terms of complaints being brought forward.  I want to mention here, which is not in the slide, that Brazil does not have a compensation seed.  So, that's something that I should mention here.

Generally speaking one point that the speaker made is that the very fast adoption of the biotech corn has made co-existence issues almost a non-issue because in essence you have a very large block of fields all adapting at the same time, so really they don't find a reason for co-existence.

So, I had a number of slides that I tried to give you a taste of, both in terms of what the principles of co-existence around the world, at least where we have seen them being implemented are; what the current knowledge is, and as you saw a lot of what we know is around technical solutions, around measures, how do we prevent something from happening and how effective it might be.  We have some experience or some evidence, some of the evidence is private, on background material, how many times we failed test, how many times we did not meet standards, so I heard your discussion about data and requirements along this line, so that's an important issue.

In terms of compensation schemes we have a lot of theory, but we have very little practical implementation so far, but everywhere that there is production and there is a compensation scheme really we have not seen many cases go to court.  And so, you can take this as evidence of either there are no real issues, or that liability measures exposed are difficult to implement, or a mixture of both, but in any way that kind of the evidence so far.  

So, let me stop right here, take any questions that you might have that might be (indiscernible).

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Thanks for the summary.  And I think my questions in this area of what conclusion can you draw around the establishment of mechanisms that either haven't been implemented, or for which claims haven't been drawn were saying that you can conclude it has reduced cases going to court, or that the issue isn't there, or a combination.  But I'm wondering in looking at this one of the things that I think is unique at least in my perspective from what we experienced here that may also be a driver is that mandatory requirements for stewardship that are implemented with government oversight and compliance do a good job in preventing the issues for which the mechanism is put in place, so that I think there's also a view that you could say is that having a mechanism in place and a mandatory requirement for stewardship works in terms of containment.  So, I would put that out as an alternate possible take away from at least from my perspective of seeing the data.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  I will just make a very quick observation.  And again, I said I'm presenting many of these things mostly from my perspective of what I learned from, and how I digested all of the different presentations.  Really, one thing that I want to emphasize is that whether it's mandatory standards imposed on the GM producers, or whether it's voluntary market driven standards imposed on the speciality crop producers in North America, when you actually look at the standards themselves, the technical solution, the isolation distances, the temporal, they are all almost identical, and they have the same type of scientific evidence.  So, in that sense I'm not really sure that we have -- there's a convergence is what I'm trying to say, there's a convergence in terms of technical solutions, and I think that's important because it does say that, for example, the things that (indiscernible) does with his farmers, and it works, and they go back to principles that we have used in speciality crop systems for many years, seed crop production, so on.  So, there's an overall convergence of technical solutions measures so the issue is more so who is actually bearing the cost, and how they are being implemented more than anything else, rather than the measures themselves.  

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Nick, thank you.  First, thank you very much for a very interesting presentation.  I was wondering in the cases of say Brazil, which now has some mandatory measures in place, this committee here has been talking about the kinds of data that exists for risk, and for economic losses, and, you know, part of the function that this committee.  One of the topics that this committee has to wrestle with is if there are X percentage of rejections what does that say in terms of public policy, the needs for public policy in a particular direction.  So, I guess the question that I have, and there have not been lawsuits, et cetera, was any data presented, though, about the state of the market in Brazil in terms of shipments that get rejected, farmers loads that have to be diverted to other uses, et cetera?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  No.  No details of that kind was presented in the context of this conference.  

MR. REDDING:  Michael?

MR. FINK:  Thank you.  In the Brazil situation where there was 7.9 percent of those growers in non-compliance what was the ramifications for those growers?  In other words what was their incentive to get back into compliance?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  The Brazilian government has basically fines that they apply to the farmer, and they can be pretty substantial, I mean something in the order of, if I remember well, two to $30,000.  So, it isn't trivial not being in compliance.  

MR. REDDING:  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Nick, thanks for a nice conference in Vancouver, and thanks for a nice presentation.  I'm scratching for data I don't know how to get, and maybe you can steer us to its source.  What's the background of adventitious presence of GMO in non-GMO seed?  Where would I go to get the best available?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  To the seed industry.  I mean, fundamentally really the seed industry produces both conventional and GMO seeds, and they have had for many years they, it is to their commercial interests to segregate those and make sure that purity is maintained, of all kinds, not just in terms of GM corn.  And they work harder, so whether they measure systematically how much background GM content in seed there is, I don't know.

MR. CLARKSON:  They don't, they haven't shared any data with any researchers that you're aware of?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Not, no, not that I -- I have done two studies on the issues of low level presence in seed, as you know, and in the context of my European study that was done back in 2006, 2007 I did take a look at background GM content data from three different European companies.  And of course European companies don't only sell in Europe, they sell here, they have production in Chile, you know, I mean, it's a global industry.  You know, I certainly have no liberty to share any of this, but I did look at the background as a way of, among other data points in terms of producing the studies that I did on the low level presence.  I can send you a copy of the European study, and based on some of the experiments in terms of different thresholds you can also see how much gets rejected, but I can tell you it's not generally the background that gets you, you know, as you start squeezing the threshold, as you very well know, I mean, you get to the point that really you can't meet standards at an average about 95 percent of the time, and that's different.

MR. CLARKSON:  Thanks.  I very much would appreciate it.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Greg?  

MR. JAFFE:  Nick, great presentation, and I think it was a very interesting conference.  I think you did a good job summarizing a lot of the things.

Yesterday here the committee was talking about I think what Lynn was trying to get at, some data on, you know, what are the rejection rates out there, and what happens at the farm in terms of pollen flow and sort of trying to figure out the scope of how big of a problem this is that there's unintended presence out there that's causing economic losses.  And I mentioned something, the presentation you made back in September I think it was of the gene flow conference here in Washington for USDA.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes.

MR. JAFFE:  And my recollection, which I didn't have a chance to go back to my office to check my notes was, was that that study was very, very interesting to me and I know a number of other people in the room because it was farm level data, it was data that you had collected at the farm level, a lot of the stuff that people have been talking about and what they think they could collect and help us with is really at the grain level, or it's already been co-mingled with a lot of other farms.  And my memory was that both you had farm level data that you had collected and you had done it in several different locations, one where the -- you had looked the neighbors and sort of the county and how much GM was being grown in that area, and you were looking at data not organic but conventional, non-GM markets that were meeting European thresholds, and my memory was that you had some interesting analysis of how much unintended presence there was depending on how much of their neighbors were growing GM corn, and then you also had some interesting analysis about the dilution factors, or what would happen depending on whether the farm level was, how big the farm was and the likelihood of meeting the one percent standard.  I was wondering if you could just give the committee here a couple minute sort of synopsis of what your study involves, and then a little bit about when it's going to come out, or when --

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Right.

MR. JAFFE:  -- some of us might be able to get to see some of that data and analysis?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  So, the study was basically looking at three different speciality problems, one was a non-GMO corn, a couple more were waxy and high (indiscernible) programs.  But the idea is that we looked at data at the farm level, actually, at the field level.  In other words, we kind of near the, in that (indiscernible) we had specific data on actually some businesses used the size of the field, how approximate the pollen source, or GM pollen source was to that particular field, and then we had data on trucks that were basically hauled out of those fields and going to the delivery park.  And so, the GM testing was not done at the farm level it was done at the truck that comes out of it, but, and so you can connect the fields with a particular truck.  And the overriding conclusion is that, and really, if I can tell you one thing that I was very surprised, I mean, I looked at speciality programs for a long time, seed programs, non-GMO programs, one thing I was very surprised is that very consistently, and by consistently I mean rejection rates were on the order of two to seven percent, if I remember well the range, but I have to go back and, I mean, I'm talking off the cuff here.  This is for the whole program.  But two to six, seven percent.  And for fields that in most cases were very, very close to the pollen course, in most cases the isolation distances were 60 feet, 70 feet, you know, plus or minus 20, and a standard deviation 20, 30 feet.  So, the isolation distances were certainly within 100 feet range in most cases, and in most cases the GM testing was, it rejected a small portion of the lots in the (indiscernible).  

MR. JAFFE:  Just when do you think your analysis will be completed or would be available, or published?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  I, you know, I am doing my best, but if I keep doing this, I can't (indiscernible).  You know, you actually have to be at your desk to write.  

MR. JAFFE:  In your office.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  So, my hope is soon.  I'm also looking at some testing data from different known GMO programs, and my hope is to also get some insight, additional insight from that.

MR. JAFFE:  Just one follow up, and for this study what is the range of data points?  I mean, how extensive was it?  How big was the study?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  No, this is a big study.  I mean, this is hundreds and hundreds of fields, and, you know, in large regions.  Yes, this isn't a small sample, this is a large one.

MR. JAFFE:  Thanks.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Mary-Howell.

MS. MARTENS:  Using your model of the polluter case and that whole concept as kind of a lens here, you know, it would be awfully for me as an organic corn producer to be able to come up to my neighbor and say hey, this is your fault.  But often times I don't feel that that is accurate.  And that's why I brought up the idea of non-point source pollution because I think in many cases it isn't really clear where the pollen came from, or the genes came from, if it wasn't even pollen.  So, is there any discussion on if you can't really tell where it came from how to control it?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Excellent question.  First of all I want to say that this is not my polluter case principle, it's OECD's principle, and, you know, there is a very active discussion about it.  I don't believe that we have seen, and I'm an economist, so you're asking an economist to talk about law, that's always a bad idea.  So, but generally speaking I don't believe that we have seen many legal cases come through so that either your question, or even the, whether the principle polluter pays really applies in this case, even within European units.  So, you know, certain just from an evidential perspective I don't believe that we have much to go with.  

MR. REDDING:  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  Leon Corzine.  Nick, I certainly appreciate your presentation here, and your study, looking forward to seeing that, as well.  The question I had, you said two to seven percent rejection, what qualified as a rejection?  I didn't get that.  If you can say as far as what percentage of presence.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes.  So, this was, it had to meet a European program, so .9 percent was the ultimate outcome, really.

MR. CORZINE:  Okay.  And the follow up is were you able to differentiate between sizes of fields that were used, all the dilution factor that was alluded to earlier?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes, I do have, I don't remember what the data is, but there is definitely, I mean, I have a nice graph that I produced almost immediately after, you know, we put together the data set to see how the rejections really varied over a field size, and you can see that they are higher for smaller fields, and lower for larger fields.  So, it's a nice curve that, you know, smooths down as field size grows, but I can't remember what it is off the top of my head.  

MR. CORZINE:  That's great.  Thank you very much.

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I just want to thank you for giving us a little bit of preview on the work you're doing in terms of --

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Oh boy.  

MS. BATCHA:  -- looking --

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Are you talking about managing expectations here?

MS. BATCHA:  Looking forward to seeing that published, that range.  I saw you present a little bit of that I think preliminary data at the conference in Washington on gene flow right directly following our first AC21 meeting, and one of the things that we did at the Organic Trade Association was collect data from our membership on testing rates and adventitious presence, and we collected about 15,000 samples.  Now, this is not published, it's just our aggregate data in working with land, we're going to be making that available to the working group on scope and size.  But, and we aggregated the data for organic and identity preserved separately, and then in totality, and I think what we saw for a rejection rates is not out of line with what you're seeing, a little bit higher for organic than IP, the organic above that .9 with where we used to break it out was closer to about nine percent, and the two to four percent range on the IP, so in the aggregate I think it, you know, it's interesting to see that, you know, there's a sort of perhaps a common body of knowledge there, and I think one of the things that we did when we separated out the data was then break it out at lower marks, so we did any detectable, we did .1 to .5, .5 to .9, above .9.  So, is that some of the way that you'll be sorting your data in your study, as well?

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Not in that particular study because the testing program was not one that basically dealt with issues (indiscernible) at lower levels.  So, not in, in that particular study it is not, but I'm hoping that some of the other things that we are doing will have a bit more information in that direction.

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Yes.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  Last call.  Let's take a break.  But again, we know this was sort of extra effort to get in and out of here.  We really appreciate the time today, but also the good work you're doing.  

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  Thank you.  

MR. REDDING:  And you're helping us understand, and our trading neighbors understand.  

DR. KALAITZANDONAKES:  My pleasure.

MR. REDDING:  Well done.  

(Discussion off the record.)

(Whereupon, a brief break was taken.)

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Let's go ahead and start.  I want to give a thank you to Nick for the presentation.  Very well done.  I really appreciate what he has done personally, and certainly in his co-chair responsibilities with the Vancouver conference, but also just giving some historical perspective of what has been done, both within the structure, but around the world, as well, and I think that's helpful.  Both of the presentations both yesterday and today I think have helped us.  You know, I feel better in the sense that, you know, there are some folks who have spent years looking at it, thinking about it, there are consistent themes, you know, it does give us some confidence that there are some answers there, whether they are the ones that we want to ultimately adopt, right?  Don't know.  But at least, you know, good minds have looked at this, and worked hard at it, and having that perspective from our two presenters I think is really helpful to the committee and to the work group.  So, to each of them thank you.

Let's pick up on the conversation prior to the next presentation looking at the guiding principles.  Laura had shared some, Marty had shared his, there are some common themes even among those two.  Let's just open it up.  I know there are others around the table who have talked about this, thought about it, if they want to share their points on the guiding principles we'll do that now.  As you can see from the agenda there's two other discussion points here before noon that deal with sort of the standards of risk and some of the future risk points, as well as the tools and standards of compensation.  So, but before we get to the noted discussions here I'd like to just come back to the guiding principles.  Okay.  

MS. MARTENS:  Could Marty and Laura --

MR. REDDING:  Sorry.

MS. MARTENS:  -- put their words up on the (indiscernible).  

MS. BATCHA:  I'm happy to -- would you like me --

MR. REDDING:  Sure.

MS. BATCHA:  -- to describe?

MR. REDDING:  If you will --

MR. MATLOCK:  Or I can type and then we'll describe.  Sure.  

MS. MARTENS:  So that we have that structure.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.  

MS. BATCHA:  Marty's words were way more elegant and short than mine, so I would recommend we use Marty's words.  

MR. MATLOCK:  But not necessarily understandable.

MS. BATCHA:  But not necessarily understandable.  That's a policy.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  On every day man.  

MR. REDDING:  Marty, accepting the, one of the principles of education is repetition.  Would you repeat for one more time your points, and then Laura the same, and we'll maybe help Michael

MR. MATLOCK:  Certainly.  I think Michael's on top of it already, as always.  Community, inclusiveness, proportionality, autonomy, and equity were the five that I had.  And equity was the last one, but he's got it down there already.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  And Laura, yours?

MS. BATCHA:  Fairness, shared responsibility, preserving choice, encouraging good neighbor relations, and those that profit pay proportionately.  

MR. MATLOCK:  You also had flexibility.  

MS. BATCHA:  Yes.  Yes.  Thank you.

MR. MATLOCK:  Which I really liked.  

MS. BATCHA:  That was part of the those that pay.  Yes.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Could you repeat what    you --

MS. BATCHA:  Fairness, shared responsibility, encouraging choice, preserves choice, encouraging neighbor relations, and we'll just use flexibility to catch that last idea because that's fair, Marty.  

MR. REDDING:  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  Thank you.  Leon Corzine.  One of the guiding principles maybe that should be included, and maybe as information as far as clarity and some of the discussion yesterday obviously points out a lack of understanding of check offs.  The corn check off is a voluntary check off that is state by state.  It is dictated, the use of it is dictated by statute, and there are a couple of things there, one in particular there, I guess one I became aware of, a real understanding of how many dollars it is.  Like I say, in Illinois it's three-eights of a cent a bushel and it's voluntary, you can get it back; it's controlled by a state board of farmers; important to remember, farmers decide where this money is to be spent, it's to be used for market development and some research dollars, but no production research in the State of Illinois, other states are a little different.  Also, it should be noted that this is farmer money, farmers put their own money into this for their promotions.  And by statute what was suggested yesterday, or maybe it was around the room a little bit is that it could not be used by statute the state check off in the State of Illinois, and I believe probably no other state for any kind of fund such as this.  Whether, actually, whether it be for organic or for biotech and conventional.  Not used for this kind of thing.  So, I think that needs to be noted and on the record and off the table.

If others want to start their own check off and have money for that available for this type of fund, for example, if the organic folks would want to, you do that, to get it collected you probably have to have some legislation, but that could be structured several ways, and you would dictate how that money would be spent.  

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Thanks for the clarity.  Thank you.  Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  Mr. Chairman, with respect to the national soybean check off, which is a, it's not a state to state check off, it is a, it was empowered by the 1990 Congress that wrote the law into existence.  That check off would be precluded from any compensation fund of this nature, too.  Those monies are specifically marked for promotion, research, education, consumer and producer, that sort of thing, so it could not be used as an indemnifying fund by federal statute.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  Keith?

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling.  Wheat's about the same.  We in Oklahoma are voluntary, some of them are mandated, but it's used for research and promotion, and so it couldn't be used for that.  Wheat.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Other guiding principles?  We have two that as I reflected on Secretary Vilsack's comments yesterday that stood out one is, and again, I don't know whether they fit into, exactly into this guiding principles, but they are helpful to me, and I keep them on the paper here that science and values are co-equals.  Right.  If you can't -- you know, and that really needs to be sort of, we don't want to forget that, right?  I mean, we're adopting the science, using the science, but we also know by the two examples that, in the presentation yesterday that those values are important.  So, whether that is a guiding principle for how we approach this mechanism discussion, don't know.  

And the other point the Secretary made was the leading from the middle, that leadership is going to be found, solutions found in the middle, right?  Not on the sides.  And as a principle as we step into this conversation further and give him hopefully some reasoned recommendations that that middle ground is going to be key to those recommendations, and having something that's credible out of the committee.  Again, don't know if that's an exact principle or not, but I like that just as a guiding, made with a small G guiding principle, but it's important just because I think that's where we need to ultimately be in our product.  Other thoughts?  Jerry, did you have another comment?

MR. SLOCUM:  No, I'm sorry.  

MR. REDDING:  It's all right.  All right.  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  I think there's another point that I certainly would like to make, it's come up several times.  I know it's been of concern to Leon.  You'll notice in every country that has tried to regulate, tried to guide this market challenge they're protecting a defined standard of adventitious presence.  We cannot protect every market that's out there because we'd have markets going from ridiculous standards of zero in a world where there's just impossibility of hitting zero, to five percent.  I've frequently mentioned .9 percent because that seems to be the one that's most commonly accepted, and it seems to be one that we can successfully meet today.  So, I don't think we should be terribly concerned about meeting really tight markets, I think those are going to have to be left up to the independent players.  We can provide security to a certain standard that would meet most people's needs, but not every standard that's out there.

I also would note that some of the national models that Nick put on the board the exceptions here were for seed and for R and D.  And as we brought up, you're entering the era where we're going to have conflicts between GMO traits on one corn with other GMO corns, and we're going to get down to action levels that make these standards look easy, because you've got action levels in some cases of one part in 10,000.  We might have to have an exception for those.  We might have to have separate standards for those, but I think there's going to be, I think we need to come up with a recommendation that establishes a process, that has a flexibility to address issues that we can't put a number to right now, we just know they're coming down the road over the next several decades.

MR. REDDING:  It's a good point.  Lynn, are you thinking that that is in one of the existing work groups?  How would we best represent that?

MR. CLARKSON:  Well, I suppose that fits in the scope and scale work group.  It is extremely difficult to get a discussion, one's ideas around all those things, but it filters into everything, everything that's here because if we're coming up with compensation, the size of the compensation package has a lot to do with the design, and if we're dealing with just the cultural challenge of GMO and non-GMO without going to the trade issue then it could be a very small compensation fund but at a national standard.  But when we get into parts in one in 10,000 if we're not careful this money could grow exponentially into an absolutely enormous fund.  So, this is all going to be guided, I think, by ultimate recommendations on how we ameliorate the situation, and what the requirements are on seed providers and farmers, and who checks to see that people are following rules, and what the penalties are, or the lack of benefits are if you don't follow the rules.  So, this looks to me like a very integrated procedure, and we're working on separate pieces and puzzling over how it fits together, but I think that's the nature of the beast.  

MR. REDDING:  Very helpful.  Thank you.  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I would just based on the issue that Lynn raised, and your question about working groups to not only look at what threshold or a trigger would be, but what would be the process to address when that would not be adequate.  I'd recommend that you put that in that fourth working group that is looking at tools and triggers, and, you know, how the whole process could work kind of thing.  And so that's my only comment.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  And that's on our agenda here for later this morning to talk about that, so that's a great point.  Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask Lynn for a clarification between an action level and a threshold.  When you talk about action levels what's the differentiation?

MR. CORZINE:  Jerry, it's my awkward way of trying to deal with two very different issues in my mind.  The threshold in my mind is a cultural distinction.  I'm not saying that there's a safety issue, I'm saying it's a cultural distinction.  On the action level on dealing with traits, specifically in corn that I'm aware of, will change the process characteristics of other corns.  So, it's no longer perhaps, perhaps it's not a good way to make a distinction, but it's no longer a cultural distinction, it's an actual process, physical, super important process distinction in the marketplace.  

MR. REDDING:  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  Along that same line I think we should take a look at four things that Lynn mentioned, and Laura, as well, that we ought to, I think we'd be remiss if we didn't take a look at solutions as far as we look at, if we're looking at guidelines, solutions to prevent some of these issues, whether it is some of these very specific products, or in the whole for a fee to, so that maybe there are problems out there that we can solve, and you get back to that, if we were successful in that you maybe answered, you get to the if any level, but maybe not.  But at least there should be a look at, and included in our discussions or recommendations to the Secretary solutions, things that could be done, and part of it maybe is it can be built around that .9, if that's sort of the standard that we think should be what the target is.  So, solution should be added, I believe.  

MR. REDDING:  It's a good point.  We maybe ought to work that into our point three of the charge, as well, the other actions that may help facilitate the co-existence.  Right?  Okay.  Jerry?

MR. SLOCUM:  I'm sorry.

MR. REDDING:  It's okay.  All right.  Any final thoughts on -- yes, you have one?

MS. LEWIS:  Sorry, just to respond --

MR. REDDING:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  -- to your point.  I actually think that if I understand correctly, and a number of people have brought this up, you know, are we paying enough attention to some of the risk management strategies that prevent us from getting to the place where we have a problem?  I actually don't think that is within the remit of any of the existing working groups we've talked about because I think those working groups are supposed to give serious consideration to the compensation mechanism idea, and I think they're structured around really looking at the compensation mechanism and rightly so.  I think if we want to consider another working group and when we would start that I would suggest that's where we start talking about the other actions that can be taken to address the management of the risk, or preventative measures around the risk, as opposed to the compensation mechanism, which is what I understand the other four working groups to be addressing.  

MR. REDDING:  That's a good point.  I'm not sure at this point how to best structure that work, you know, how do we do that?  There's a couple of themes here that would come out even out of the existing two work groups, and I expect to have our conversations today around the other two work groups and that work plan.  But there are these things that are preventative that by point three other actions, and they are other actions, right?  They are preventative actions, preemptive actions that probably are critical to, again, probably putting in context points one and two, right?  That frame that.  So, again, we won't lose track of that, we just have to sort of figure out as we get into the drafting and the narrative components how we represent that best, right?  Whether that's a separate piece, or integrated with the other two points, and maybe that becomes a lot clearer to all of us from the co-mingling of these reports, right?  It's a structural piece, and to be very honest about it I'm not quite sure how to bring it in.  But I wouldn't feel comfortable sort of presenting a report to the Secretary that didn't have these other components, other actions.  I also understand the Secretary was clear in terms of deal with one and two, and if you have time get to three, right?  So, I understand we'll do one and two, and we've got a plan to get there.  But to really give, again, the reasoned recommendations that he mentioned back in August I think we've got to pull these pieces in, and how we best then structure that, don't know.  It may not take any more work group activity, it may be just reaching around the table with those who've got the expertise and sharing that, as Greg had mentioned yesterday, in some bulleted form, some initial narrative executive summary that would give us a chance to respond to it.  But let's not lose track.  Good point.

Okay.  Michael, you want to give some perspective on the discussion point here?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  You mean --

MR. REDDING:  On the, around the standards of risk.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  I'll say one thing --

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- first to Josette's point, and that is --

MR. REDDING:  Sorry.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- just to inquire whether there is, I mean, I've heard a lot of people from different, who approach this issue from a lot of different places saying that these solutions are going to be important, is that a common piece of the compensation mechanism that it needs to be accompanied with other things that a compensation mechanism alone is not sufficient, and/or that regardless of the decision on the compensation mechanism that other solutions need to come along, as well, is that -- regardless of whether there's a, regardless of the if any on the compensation mechanism?

MS. LEWIS:  I think that's something you can poll people.  My personal answer is yes, and I've heard a number of people say that, so I don't think I'm the only one saying yes.  So, above and beyond, which I hope is a phrase that implies I'm not pre-judging whether there will be a compensation mechanism, but -- because I think, again -- I'll come back to that.  Above and beyond a compensation mechanism there are additional measures that could be taken, both in the market place and by USDA that should accompany that potential compensation mechanism.  And I would just offer a perspective that I think that's also where you can find a lot of middle ground, that that may be an area where we can lead a bit from the middle.  So, my answer to that is yes.  

Again, I think the point I was trying to make is that at least my understanding of the four working groups that we've talked about is their mandate is really to look at the need for, and the modalities of a compensation mechanism.  And those deserve, that deserves serious attention.  That's what we, you know, the people in the room feel that has to be part of this discussion, that is what our charge was, points one and two, and I think we take that seriously, and that's why I was just suggesting if we want to explore above and beyond that that's almost a separate working group, and I would offer -- I do think it could be a separate working group that begins thinking about some, the number of the threats that we've heard in our conversations from different perspectives, to give that serious consideration so that we can put that as well, well developed ideas around that on the table in addition to the compensation mechanism consideration that in terms of the final product.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  Without disagreeing with you on the value of those, I know that the Secretary was really explicit.  I was just looking if there was --

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- a way to sort of distill the idea that I thought I heard many people saying about the importance of having that regardless of the other decision.

MS. LEWIS:  Right.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  But I don't want to -- as for 

the -- leave that on the table now and not --

MS. LEWIS:  Okay.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- not continue on the discussion of it.  

MR. REDDING:  I'm sorry, there were a few more (indiscernible).

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Sorry.  Sorry.  

MR. REDDING:  I think, Angela --

MS. OLSEN:  Actually, Mary-Howell was first.

MR. REDDING:  -- Mary-Howell, Angela, and then --

MS. OLSEN:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  

MS. MARTENS:  I would really like to see a webinar on (indiscernible) and compatibility in corn.  It's limited in its futility because it's just corn, but it is a way of addressing some of the concerns that Lynn has brought up of crates affecting other types of corn.  And it would at least give us some background on what tools are out there, and how broadly based they are that, you know, maybe it isn't just corn, maybe there are other genetic approaches in other species.  But it wouldn't necessarily be part of our mandate, but it certainly is background that we ought to know.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Could I just indicate there was quite a lot of discussion of that at the gene flow seminar, and you have access to the summaries on a whole host of different gene containment techniques.  So, I know that it's interesting stuff, I also know that time is short, so you're all going to be really busy with lots of working group meetings coming up, so maybe we can talk about this some more.  Okay.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  

MS. OLSEN:  I like Leon's idea a lot of looking at preventative measures, and we heard about this from Michael is it Rodemeyer yesterday also about education and different preventative measures that can be taken.  I also like Josette's idea of, you know, perhaps this is a different working group.  But I think that these discussions are important not only as an above and beyond, but what are we currently doing?  I can tell you as tech providers, as T providers we do a lot of education, there's a lot, and it's not just us, there's a lot that's going on with these preventative measures now, and it may be helpful for our group as an AC21 to have visibility to what is currently being done even with these preventative measures.  And I think that that goes also to scope and scale of risk.  I don't think that's a part of that working group, but perhaps query, is there another working group that's set up and those, that gathering of information is then shared with the scope and scale working group, or do we get somebody to come in, or a panel of folks to come in and talk about what are the preventative measures that are currently being taken, including education?  You know, and then take that information and overlay that with the work of one of the existing working groups, the scale and scope working group because I think it does go to scope and scale of risk, as well.  So, I don't think it's something that we should just kind of back burner, it's something that we should be thinking about now, as well.  

MR. REDDING:  I think Greg and then Missy.

MR. JAFFE:  I was just saying, I mean, it seems to me what Josette's talking about is what question number three of the charge to some extent which the Secretary specifically said not to cover first.  On the other hand, we do have our, I don't know, the third, the fourth working group, whatever it is, on eligibility standards, and I do think, and my, my thoughts on that is it's not just tolerances and testing protocols, but it does involve whatever you want to call it, risk management, or risk mitigation, you want to call it stewardship, a lot of different terms for it, but clearly some of that is going to come in to the eligibility standards that would fall around any compensation fund.  We would all agree that people have to use best practices, and have to do things to, before they would meet something like an eligibility standard, you know, you couldn't be reckless, you have to meet the start of the art, whatever that is.  And clear I think my envisionment for that work group is some of the eligibility standards would get into some of that risk mitigation, it may not get into education or things like that, but it would get into some farm level activities that people would have to be involved with.  And so, I do see that as a potential method to bring some of this in, it may not go as far as we'd like to go, but I read that, that fourth or third group as I think tackling some of that.  

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Thank you.  Josette, make sense?

MS. LEWIS:  Right.

MR. REDDING:  In terms of those pieces will be pulled in and potentially at one of the existing work groups.  

MS. LEWIS:  I do agree with that, and --

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MS. LEWIS:  -- I think to some -- but I also think that there are additional concepts that could be put on the table, or that frankly is I went through my notes that I would find in my notes the people that could deserve more elaborate attention, or more elaboration, and thus you could create a working group.  I don't, you know -- whether we do that now, or two months, or three months from now when we have a little bit more of that iteration I don't feel strongly about.  I was just trying to clarify that you don't think it'll be adequate to just assume it comes up and needs a state working group.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Fair enough.  Okay.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Should I go back to this then?

MR. REDDING:  Yes, let's go back to this.  And I'm planning on expecting, I guess, the committee members sort of keep track of these points, and as we get into the conversations of, you know, the work groups, and great points made, you know, as we where we need to park these components, or at least view that work group as the reasonable, you know, entity to deal with them, I want you to put that back on the table, okay?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  A couple of points for this discussion that was listed on the schedule at 10:30 to 11:15, standards of risk evidence and how to project future risks as GEN identity preserved markets continue to grow.  The first point, I think we've had a good bit of discussion on standards of risk evidence in the course of yesterday morning's meeting in particular.  I would note that we have Cathy Greene here now, and she has at least been made aware that the working group had some big ideas for her, perhaps, and perhaps there could be a little bit of dialog around that.  I thought in addition to that what was the original, or at least my original thinking on this discussion is in addition to the question of what's the level of risk and what's the level of damage that currently exists, you know, part of the challenge in looking forward is thinking about the world when it's not just corn and soybeans, but it's many other crops.  Obviously, there's not going to be real data on exactly what's going to happen; there's not, it's not going to be possible to, for the committee to think about these things on a crop by crop basis, we're not going to get that done, and that's much deeper than the level at which this committee has to operate.  But the question is what kind of guidance and kind of had to think about that issue looking forward to the work group as it's going to come back to you on size and scope of risks, can this group provide for how to think about those things in the future?  

MR. REDDING:  Marty?

MR. MATLOCK:  Currently, I think our charge is to consider, to limit these considerations to damages associated with economic loss directly to the claimant and demonstrated by the claimant.  And as we consider possible other damages I think by our charge we're limited, am I correct in understanding we're limited to other, we're not expecting to go beyond economic losses in our considerations?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  But it could be future economic losses is my point, that the mechanism that gets in place may need to be able to think about, at least in thinking about economic losses to think about economic losses that may occur as technology advances.

MR. MATLOCK:  Which means there are undefined, ill defined economic losses, but a principle that they have to be demonstrated by the claimant that these are not conceptual losses, these are real losses demonstrated by some documentation process does provide some mechanism of flexibility for the future, is that a fair statement?  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  To me, but that's your decision on the fairness of it.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I think this brings me back to some of the preventative practices as part of the eligibility standards of discussion that we've had if we're thinking about a scenario that is scalable to the unknown, essentially, right?  Then -- and it's based on demonstrated losses, that system is going to hold up better if it really, really, really incentivizes prevention.  

MR. MATLOCK:  Here, here.  

MR. REDDING:  So, Michael, when you talk about sort of a process -- sorry.  Wave.  Yell.  Please.  

MS. WILSON:  Thanks, Russell.  I agree both with everyone here, and I think Angela made a good point.  One of the things in our working group, the scope and risk group, we are looking at some of the efforts of preventative methods out there, and as we noted this morning in the talks the European Union and the South American Group had preventative measures in their standards.  And I think maybe even a sub-group of our working group, maybe one or two people that have an interest in looking at some of the preventative measures because we're going to be gathering that data, and that data may be there and we could either turn it over to another working group, or just have a small presentation on it.  That could be a mechanism where we can, we have the data, why not analyze the data?  Just a though.  

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Marty?

MR. MATLOCK:  Back to Michael's challenge about future losses.  We've had much discussion, he wasn't very articulate about the discussion about the threshold or some level of AP before there's presumed to be any damage as a reasonable market strategy for avoiding the ridiculous, the unachievable as a market claim.  That's why it occurs to me that in future scenarios though there may be a circumstance where a future characteristic there could be a zero tolerance of a presence for some feature trait, and that zero tolerance of a presence for some future trait that doesn't cause any other harm other than economic harm because of disallowability of the use of that product for its intended purpose.  That's I think what you're going for.  Maybe not.  But I'll put two scenarios, sort of tangible scenario, corn that's developed for very specialize application for bio-fuels which then in its third, four generation of development renders it fundamentally unusable as a feed corn, feed supply.  It's not happened yet, but let's just as a scenario.  That means that those traits then render the crop unusable as a feed supply, but do not necessarily render that crop viable as a feed stock for bio-fuels.  So, there's no market shift, it's not like I can just sell it to the other market because the trait occurs.  So, that's an example of where the loss is absolute, where it's no longer just a marginal loss it's an absolute loss, the crop is no longer, is rendered useless because of the presence of that trait.  That's a scenario where I could see in the future how do we anticipate that and prepare for that because that suddenly shifts this from small losses, small risks to fairly huge.  

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  I don't know that I fully understand your point, would it render it useless, or could you breed the trait out?  Every company there are pure seed lines, as well, so I don't know that we ever get to the point of rendering something useless.  And maybe I'm misunderstanding the point that you're making.

MR. MATLOCK:  The beauty of fictional scenarios, I get to make up all the rules, right?  

MS. OLSEN:  But we're not living in fiction land.

MR. MATLOCK:  I know.  I know.

MS. OLSEN:  And the thing is I don't, so I don't see a scenario where that's going to happen because you can breed out traits, there's always pure lines that are maintained to avoid exactly that scenario.

MR. MATLOCK:  And yes.  To clarify I'm not talking about the loss of a strain of a crop, I'm talking about the loss of a field of a crop for its intended market.  So, a producer grows a field for a particular market, and then an AP occurs, an adventitious presence occurs that renders it no longer viable for its intended market, but there's no substitute market for it, there's no secondary market because the presence of that trait renders it buyable for any other market but the market that that trait was developed for is not adequate for, the crop is not adequate for that market, as well.  It's suddenly in no-man's land as a crop.  That's a fictional scenario that's sort of the most extreme that I can imagine.  Again, I'm a book-ender, so if you want to ask about what's the worst case scenario within economic loss thresholds, there's no human harm here, there's no bio-diversity harm here, there's no seed crop harm, strain harm here, it's just what's the worst economic harm, and this would be a total loss of a crop, not of a variety but of a crop in a field for its intended market.  Total loss of the marketability of that crop.  That's the worst harm I can envision.

MR. REDDING:  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  Marty keeps saying things that take us right into step three in his statements.

MR. MATLOCK:  Sorry.

MR. CLARKSON:  No reason to be sorry for it, I mean, it's an essential problem that we've got to deal with.  And the scenario Marty presented isn't particular science fiction, it's real today.  So, it is of concern, but that leads right into a discussion of the recommendations to back up a compensation system, which would be best practices and approval requirements for new seeds, and what appears on the side of the bag, what are the requirements for the farmer to do?  And if he complies then he's protected for a (indiscernible).  If he doesn't then he's either not protected, or he's penalized.  And nobody in the chain can escape some degree of responsibility.  That really takes us, Russell, to stage three, so I don't know how to diplomatically deal with these issues without reaching a conclusion and working backwards.

MR. REDDING:  So, you're suggesting we get to phase three?

MR. CLARKSON:  I think it's clear that I don't know what I'm suggesting, so --

MR. REDDING:  All right.  But noted that yes, we've got to start talking about, and what to talk about that phase around the standards, right?  Recommendations.  Michael, you want to --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  I just want to talk to Marty's scenario a little bit here.  I can accept the premise that you might be considering something that you would want at, you wouldn't want at any significant level in a product that's being sold, but the only way that you actually know that something is zero is by testing of the grain.  If the material is unsuitable for food because people don't want it it becomes a contaminant like lots of other things that you don't want in the product.  For this as for anything else there is no such, there is no zero standard where zero means that you test every grain.  There are for many things we've heard about the processes that can be used apart from some organic markets where there are things that can be diluted down to undetectable levels.  So, the question of whether or not there is an actual zero, or there are alternative things that might happen maybe a little more complicated.  

MR. REDDING:  Mary-Howell.

MS. MARTENS:  There is a way to achieve zero, and that would be to put the responsibility off the farmers and onto the companies developing the seed that contain these traits.  There are genetic approaches of containment where there is genetic incapability with other corn varieties and therefore the pollen being produced by the modified plant will not pollinate other ones.  And that's why I think it's important to look not just at the farmer to farmer type containment mechanisms, but to look at something bigger that might be, might get us to the point of being able to achieve zero where there is a trait getting out into the trade that could really have an enormous economic impact on other farmers.  

MR. REDDING:  Keith?

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling.  I don't believe zero tolerance is possible in the farmer field.  But what I do worry about, Marty, is that in wheat you have a product that can be a cattle feed, a livestock feed, and if we do have a GM wheat at some point that does that, or just produces forage, but it will make a head, it will make a berry, and but it won't make a loaf of wheat, a loaf of bread, then we have a problem.  So, we are concerned about that when we do have a release that we don't have some gene in there that makes it zero tolerant for bread, because boy, that'd be a problem, wouldn't it, for the exporter or the grain handler.  So, we have to be real careful there.  I think that's the only area I can see that zero tolerance would be possible.  

MR. REDDING:  Josette?

MS. LEWIS:  I don't know if this is helpful or not, but, I mean, we do have one example of that sort of analogy, and we heard a little bit about it I think from Michael Rodemeyer, which was the instance of a company that was trying to develop this pharmaceutical product in rice, and that was a case if any of that rice got out, even if it was considered safe for human consumption the market place would decide that, you know, basically detectable zero was all they could accept, I mean, you basically could not have, the market place got so nervous that, you know, Anheuser Busch, and Gerber, and all sorts of people, basically said if you go ahead with these field trials forget it.  And I think the market place spoke, and that company isn't producing that rice.  I mean, the market place was pretty clear in sending some signals about what was acceptable and that, you know, there's been a lot of discussion imperfect, I mean, you know, not all the market signals always work, but they're, I mean, these really extreme cases I think the market place does ultimately affect what technologies reach, and there are a lot of lesser examples of people within that production system if you take it by crop, who are trying to send signals back about what technology is acceptable, what practices they're willing to put in place, and they work together.  So, I mean, I think just to say the really extreme examples, I think there are instances where the market has helped settle it out in the effect of not bringing technology forward.  I think we want to be careful about a heavy hand at trying to regulate that because it is difficult to predict what the market will accept and how the market will respond to different types of technologies.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Again, I think these are all important conversations, and I think, you know, we looked at sort of the future risk question, future loss question that will be one of those themes, not quite sure how to, you know, deal with it within this structure and our charge, but we can't ignore it, right?  It's there, and maybe if we get to some of that and we talk about the standards and tools that may be again some of the preventative stuff also lead into the future loss point here.  So, does that make sense?  Okay.  

And again, every time I think I've got this sort of going closed, as I said my boys back home, you know, working cattle, you make sure you hang on to that gate, right?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Don't open that gate, right?  And --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Right.

MR. REDDING:  -- I do it, done it here, but anyhow.  So, Michael.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  I think before we move onto the last item on the agenda it would be, for the morning, it would be useful maybe to have a little bit of exchange since we have Cathy Greene here about what the ideas coming out of the size and scope of risk working group was, and how that group sought that was the data you have and the kinds of analysis that they at least think you can do.  That might be very helpful for the discussion here.  So, could I turn to Josette to sort of reiterate that, and --

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- put you on the spot here.  If you can find your own notes.  

MS. LEWIS:  Find my notes.  I'm going to change my career path to professional raconteur.  I'll introduce it, but then I actually very much hope others will chip in because I wasn't the one who raised this within our working group.

I think the -- so, basically we're looking for data to understand the frequency and -- so the frequency and the scale of economic harm caused by unintended presence of GE products, and it could be GE in GE, it could be GE in organic, GE in conventional non-organic.  So, that's our charge.  In doing that we're very sensitive to the fact that individual, whether it's a seed company, a producer, a processor, are very sensitive about revealing data about their particular enterprise because it can come with its own form of economic harm.  And so, we, the collective royal we because I wasn't the one who personally knew this, but we understand that some enterprises have shared data with you, and that perhaps you could provide that data perhaps in an analyzed form in some ways would be helpful to us, with an understanding of the context in which the, of what the data really represents, you know, how aggregated is it, how many, you know, what's, how many enterprises does it represent that we can get a little bit of a clarity on how representative it is.  So, if that's fair everyone else can chime in.  

MS. GREENE:  ERS has one main form of data that we collect all the time every year from producers, it's our annual farms producer survey.  And so, we have right now just a tiny bit of data on our corn survey from year 2010 about the number of, whether farmers tested for GE presence, whether organic farmers tested for the presence of GE, and whether they had had loads rejected that year, or in the previous five years, and if so what the economic implications of that were.  That's the one tiny bit of data we have so far from our ARMS survey, and our program of collecting data from organic started in 2005 and conventional farmers.

What we don't have from the ARMS survey at this point is the ability to break out non-GE producers, and the prices that they've gotten, and their testing and shipment rejections because we don't have those questions in our previous surveys, and we also haven't done a stratified sample to ensure that we have a representative sample of non-GE producers in that survey.

So, I want to wrap up that source of data by saying we have a tiny bit of data on corn which we can share because it was a pilot set of questions, we don't know how good the data will be.  Our ARMS survey is flexible enough to add questions to it, which may be out of this time framework that you all need data for, but that's certainly something that we can add data to in current and future years.

In ERS we also have, we have also been, we've initiated a study to look at data from the next level, from traders and shippers.  We are not, we have not walked down the path of that study to a large degree at this point.  We have data from a couple of traders at this point.  We've looked at how many traders there are for non-GE and it's a lot of, for non-GMO soybeans it could be 30 or 40 that are selling domestically and abroad.  For corn we have, we don't have really a good estimate on the actual number of companies at this point, but we, that's something that we are embarking on.  I can't tell you exactly when I have data.  And I would also like to go back to the committee and say if there's assistance that this committee can provide to us in terms of looking at data from companies, data that gives us a better idea of the whole population that would be very helpful.  And also, any help that this committee could provide in communicating to companies that this is a really important project the Department is, needs data on.

One thing I think, and this is my final comment, one thing that I can say about the Economic Research Service and the work we do there annually, the ARM survey, and also any work we do with trader data, and that is that we have many long years and decades of experience signing confidentiality agreements, and that is a fundamental and routine part of everything that we do that involves data.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Angela. 

MS. OLSEN:  Cathy, thank you for that information, it's very helpful.  And yes, this may be, I'm sure this is publicly available somewhere, I just don't know where, would you like to provide us with a copy of that survey so we can see the questions, see how they're worded?  Just because then maybe we can also help brainstorm with you other questions in the future that might be helpful.

MS. GREENE:  Great idea.  The survey is online, and I can, I'll get the link to Michael and he can post it.

MS. OLSEN:  Fantastic.  I figured it would be publicly downloaded.  

MS. GREENE:  Yes.

MS. OLSEN:  Also so that when we do see the data that you've collected, even if it isn't a complete set, we have some context as to how the questions were asked.

MS. GREENE:  Absolutely.

MS. OLSEN:  Is this a voluntary process, or is it mandatory?  The reason I'm asking is I hear you saying you haven't gotten a lot of responses from the 2010, so question number one, and question number two is there a deadline when folks have to respond?

MS. GREENE:  Well, yes.  I obviously didn't communicate that very clearly.  We have the complete survey data, we had fairly good response rate, both from organic and conditional producers.  What we don't have is we've never asked this module of questions before so we really don't have a good sense of how, how well those questions worked.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Josette?

MS. LEWIS:  The (indiscernible) is my role in the interest of our working group, and so if we asked you for a summary, or, you know, we can decide if it ultimately represents a presentation, but if we asked you for a summary of the results you got from the annual producer survey, the ARMS, as well as the data from the traders you would be able to provide that to us with a little bit of explanation of the context for that data?

MS. GREENE:  Sure.  

MS. LEWIS:  Okay.  Is it sufficient that to save Lynn work drafting this, because I think I went back to my notes and you're on task to help Michael, is it sufficient to say we've requested that and that --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Sure.  

MS. LEWIS:  -- spare us a little work?  That'd be great.

MS. GREENE:  Yes.  With, again, the 2010 ERS mass ARM survey, that's a, that is a discreet, discreet survey project, and we have all the data that we're going to have with that.  So, you know, riding that data with the caveats about how confident we are, and what it means, and so forth, that's something we can do.  

With the second part of your question, you know, the data that, the small amount of data that we've collected from two companies, again, because that's a very small set of companies I still, I think I need to have conversation with our security, data security officers in ERS and USDA --

MS. LEWIS:  Okay.

MS. GREENE:  -- to make a really good answer for the second one, or say yes, we'll provide data on that second one at this point.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MS. GREENE:  Because I'm not sure that it would provide confidentiality to the two companies, that's the issue.

MS. LEWIS:  Right.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  I note that Cathy suggested about 30 soybean trading companies that were involved.  I think that's, my business sense is that's an appropriate number.  My business sense also tells me that the number before trading non-GMO corn would be very similar, not identical to that.  Maybe slightly different.  And if out of 30 companies that are actively involved in this on a daily basis only two have cooperated I think that's an indication of a reluctance in a lot of folks, and I'm sorry to see the reluctance there because I don't think there's anything evil going on, I just think there's a reluctance to share the data for perhaps the too elevated fear of a market consequence.  I just, I don't see it there.  So, I will be happy to after the meeting make sure that Cathy knows other companies that I think certainly have viable data.  

MS. GREENE:  And can I just add one caveat in response to Lynn's comment, and that is we have not gone to the majority of those companies yet to request data, so we haven't been turned down flatly.  But we are being cautious in our approach.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other observations or questions for Cathy?  We appreciate your help, and it's noted in the work group report that your assistance in sorting data and delivering deeper into the conclusion would be very welcome.  It sounds like you're prepared to do that, so thank you.

MS. GREENE:  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Michael?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Just one thing that occurs to me, the committee has talked about other sources of data and information that there will be outreach for.  If the committee should be able to get some additional aggregated data may we have further discussions with you?  I know you're always happy to see new data about how we can move forward with it?

MS. GREENE:  I think that's a great idea.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thanks.

MR. REDDING:  The other point I have a note, again, it's one of these residuals of the task is, you know the data file is pretty thin in terms of our recommendations back to the Secretary is looking at, you know, additional, you know, fees, looking longer term, what does that look like, or should look like around, you know, yearly sampling, and data collection, right?  By ERS and USDA.  So, again, don't want to lose sign of that point.  You've got it on yours, but I think it will also show up in some of the future loss discussions, as well.  Okay.  

All right.  What do you think, you okay?  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  All right.  So, here's the question, you know, we're about noon, we really want to get to this discussion around the tools and standards, right?  So, we can either break for lunch and do that and come back at 1 o'clock, let's say, just to pick up a half hour time, or we can work through to about 12:30 on tools and standards and break, and then come back and resume that discussion.  Okay.  All right.  So, lunch.  Okay.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  We have consensus on that.

MS. OLSEN:  I know.  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Good.  Good.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  These two do, anyways.  

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  All in favor of lunch.

MS. OLSEN:  We agree on nothing?

MR. REDDING:  Here's the second part, I know you folks have got travel plans out this afternoon and flights, I'm sensitive to when we begin to lose folks just because of logistics.  Are folks generally okay through about 3 o'clock?

MR. MATLOCK:  2:30.

MR. CLARKSON:  Negotiation.

MS. OLSEN:  Marty is such a troublemaker.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Apart from Marty.

MR. MATLOCK:  I am.  I'm going, I'm DCA exiting.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  So, Marty you've got to leave 2:30ish, you're out the door?

MR. MATLOCK:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Anybody else earlier than 3 o'clock?  Keep everybody, most folks here?  All right.  Through at least 3 o'clock?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Fine.

MR. REDDING:  The schedule has us going further, but you're okay.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  All right.  Okay.

MR. REDDING:  Good.  Well, let's then break for lunch, come back here at 1 o'clock.  Okay?  And we'll pick up with the tools and standards.

(Discussion off the record.)

(Whereupon, at 11:57 a.m., a luncheon recess was taken.) 


A F T E R N O O N   S E S S I O N
MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Some folks have inquired about Chuck Benbrook (phonetic sp.) who appeared early yesterday and then vanished.  He was ill, was taken to the hospital, is now okay, heading back to the west coast, and he's going to have a pacemaker implanted.  So, among other things that means that he'll never be able to attend a meeting at the State Department, probably, but we're glad that he's okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.  

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. REDDING:  Good afternoon.  Let's resume our discussions.  And I'm well aware that the last leg of a relay is sometimes most difficult, so we've got an afternoon here to get through, and make sure we cover a couple of points that have been raised, but also as the agenda points out we've got our Undersecretary this afternoon, as well, and want to spend some time on some forward planning for the next 90 days of what we have to do between here and the March meeting, and that'll be an important part of the conversation.  

So, let's get to this point about the tools and standards work group, you know, and sort of open this up to conversation.  And we haven't spent, we've talked about it by general reference, but not really in the context of the work group, and the folks who actually focus their energies for the next couple of months at least on this topic.  So, thoughts on that?  I mean, Lynn, you had some thoughts this morning, and sort of hoped that we would get to this point.  Anything you want to sort of frame here that would get us focused?

MR. CLARKSON:  I don't quite know how, but I apparently caught Josette's disease, I'm not quite sure the focus of your questions.  Can you assist me?

MR. REDDING:  Well, I think the -- yes.  Here's the -- I mean, we've talked about the tools and standards a lot.  Yes.  Just looking for thoughts from the committee, and you had had some hope this morning as you were talking about a couple of those points that you had sort of more appropriately placed in this work group.  At least that's how I interpreted that.  And so, I know I'm putting you on the spot, but what would be, you know, just to help us start thinking about what are the tools, what are the standards, and this discussion will be we all sort of know what that work group's expecting, but what we would talk about here this afternoon becomes sort of an outline, a framework for that work group to really take the next steps to develop their action plan, right?  Like the other two work groups have done.

MR. CLARKSON:  And the challenge of this work group is?

MR. REDDING:  Well, I think the challenge is as the name implies, I mean, I think this is really getting at the standards question.

MR. CLARKSON:  Yes.

MR. REDDING:  Right?  

MR. CLARKSON:  The best management practices?

MR. REDDING:  Best management practices.

MR. CLARKSON:  Okay.  I will give you a thumbnail of the standards that I see in place around the industry.  The first one is really segregation by distance that we've used.  And while we might not know the distances required to achieve certain levels of purity, we can put in an X factor there and there are a number of technical study groups owned which are part of the USDA that can come up with that increment.  I don't think we have to say how many feet or how many rows.  But typically folks are running a 24-row segregation distance.  Right now the segregation falls 100 percent on the party trying to protect purity.  And typically that's on one side of a fence.  Twenty-four rows in the Midwest typically means 24 times 30 inches.  So, you've got 30-inch rows are the standard, 60 feet.  So, right at 60 feet.

In a case of just gene flow courtesy of pollen and insects, 60 feet seems to be enough to in most cases get us beneath the .9 percent standard.  Whatever the standards are in the world most of us are doing this on a successful basis day to day use a .9 percent threshold.  And .9 percent gives us a little leeway.  We can often do better than that, but you don't want to be riding right on an edge when you're trying to fulfill commercial contracts.  So, the .9 is a reasonable level in which most people are performing today.

Mary-Howell brought up something that's been introduced commercially for the first time in 2012, and the commercial, the name of what she's talking about is Pure Maize.  There's a gentleman by the name of Tom Hagenmeyer (phonetic sp.) that developed this --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  He didn't develop it, he stole it.  

MR. CLARKSON:  I'm sorry.  His name's on it.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Exactly.

MR. CLARKSON:  I think it would be best to accept Leon's suggestion here.  Hagenmeyer's name is on a patent for this event, and there's a seed company in the Midwest that has commercially developed it, bought the rights to develop it.  I have spoken to the head of the seed company, he has enough seed for perhaps 6,000 acres in 2012.  I've asked him about the effectiveness to which he cautions and says look, we only have 10,000 acres, or 20,000 acres of experience, I've got a few hundred acres of experience at best, and it looks to me as if it's 100 percent effective.  I don't know if it's 100 percent effective.  He's not claiming that it's 100 percent effective, but at the moment he is very optimistic about the ability of this event to be bred into corn and keep the corn from accepting pollen from any other family of corn.  For usage over the whole United States this will be a very time consuming process to develop hybrids with the different material levels it would use based on your latitude of production, and he is entirely defensive.  It only works on the female end of the sex life of a corn plant.  But it is new, it is welcome.  

The other standard technique especially for the organic folks is to delay planting until our neighbors are done.  A problem for that in years like 2011 when we had an extremely rainy Midwest, and the window for planting was extremely tight.  So, if somebody was going to wait for somebody else to finish and then come in 20 days later they never, quite perhaps were never able to plant in 2011.  

Testing of seed, if you're really concerned about meeting standards at the farm level, as a farmer you may want to test your seed.  Some people that run programs go to seed counties and test lots of seed, and approve seed purchased from a certain lot because it's been pre-tested to have less than X amount of GMOA.  

Typically cleaning the combines, cleaning of planters is done vigorously, and there is financial incentive, most people seem to comply with that.  

Perhaps the biggest problem is when you've got farming operations with hired labor that may not have the attention to detail an owner would have, and maybe makes mistakes.  Those mistakes are, may not be negligent, I assume not out of intent, but it can screw up your compliance with a contract pretty quickly.  

All the standards that come into this are coming in through contracts right now, and typically those are raising non-GMO, are raising under contracts.  Right now in November, December of 2001 contracts are being signed for production in 2012, for delivery in late 2012 and 2013.  And those contracts will set the tolerance levels, the threshold levels to acceptable for the contracts.  Seed will be acquired and off they'll go.  

Now, because the premiums are so high for non-GMO you will have some farmers decide to freelance, and the freelancing brings in what Leon was suggesting yesterday, farmers that perhaps bend the rules and want to get the benefit without paying the dues.

MR. REDDING:  Is this the bell curve?

MR. CLARKSON:  This is the bell curve.  This is the lower end of the bell curve that grabs on and says hey, I want to go, too, but I didn't want to pay for the tickets.  So, you sometimes, you sometimes get that.

There's a general understanding that doesn't match my experience, and the general understanding is the latest and the greatest GMO hybrids, or GMO varieties, focuses on soybeans, GMO varieties of soybeans out yield the non-GMO.  In general that might be true this year, but if so it's because of developments that have gone on for the last 16 years.  And there's some non-GMOs that yield quite competitively with, so there's not really a yield drag issue.  When that happened why is there a significant premium that needs to be paid?  There's no yield drag, and the cost differentials are close to nil.  I don't know, can't tell you.  But they are.  And I do know that the standard premium this year is $2, one checks the competition and that's pretty standard across the Midwest.  So, those things are going on.

Third parties are sometimes invited in to do testing.  In our case the third party you would invite would be anyone of the AOSC Agencies, that's the Association of Official Seed Certifying Agencies, some of you know Chet Boroff (phonetic sp.) and have been introduced to the organization.  They have offices in all 50 states.  The state agencies are quasi-government, quasi-private, sometimes they're closely related to a university.  They have in general bright people trained in technology and laboratories, they have the facilities necessary to engage in testing and third party analysis.  They typically have retired folks that they call on to visit farms, visit fields, do testing, see what's going on.  And they share protocols across all states.  So, it's one of the very few organizations I can think of that a regulatory structure could rely on to provide third party observation.  

Those are the main things that most people who are raising for identity preserved markets store on farm, and some go to dedicated commercial storage facilities where everything is checked closely before it comes in.  It has to be checked extremely closely by commercial which is not the purview of this committee, but I want you to know the deal threat to commercial is if we take in a bad load and put one 1,000 bushel load that's what we call hot for an event in a bin of 100,000 bushels we could lose an overwhelming amount of value.  So, it's of keen concern to those of us who are players.  

On farms farmers normally are storing in small bins, the biggest risk of delivering what you've grown is somebody in a hurry with a thunderstorm, or a snow storm headed goes out and grabs a load but he grabs it out of the wrong bin.  So, you can't trust what's coming in, it has to be verified at each stage of the game.  

Those are the things that come to mind, first.

MR. REDDING:  Good.  That's very helpful.  Thank you.  Daryl?

MR. BUSS:  Daryl Buss.  It seems to me that the tools and triggers area is a good example of one in which we have a risk of drilling far too deeply and getting way too granular.  And so I think without a doubt adherence to prevailing good stewardship practices is going to be part of this, but prevailing in some areas is likely to vary.  In some cases not, I mean, cleaning of equipment is a durable kind of recommendation.  Things like set backs and so on, well, that depends, it depends on the crop, depends on technology available, so I think we need to be careful in putting this together that we not get too granular on some of these things that really are not likely to be durable over time or you paint yourself in a corner.  So, I think, again, keeping back to the relative by conceptual nature as opposed to really getting in extreme detail would be prudent.  

MR. REDDING:  Very helpful and good advice.  The full description of this work group is tools and standards to verify eligibility and losses.  Just so you have the full context as opposed to the eligibility for just basically compensation programs, potentially, and how do you verify the loss.  

MR. CLARKSON:  That's it?

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Sorry.  Yes, Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  One other issue, it's very difficult for me to know what a loss is unless we've got a price on something.  And so for somebody to come to me and say I've got a loss, well, what did you sell at?  What was your price?  And typically when somebody was contracting to grow anything IP there are a couple of ways of doing it, one is a flat cash price where this is what we pay you.  That works pretty much all the time in the organic world.  But in the non-organic world where we're dealing with GMO, non-GMO, or specific traits the pricing mechanism typically indexed the Chicago Board of Trade, you'll get so much over, and the index value will depend on what month it's delivered in.  The longer you hold it the higher the premium that will be paid because you're providing a service and taking a risk doing that.  Typically, but not all the time, typically contracts are written in terms of I will buy from you everything you produce on these acres, so it starts out as an acreage contract.  If the farmer wishes to start pricing certain quantities of bushels the farmer turns it into the bushel contract, because that's what we have to deal with on the Chicago Board of Trade.

So, if a, you reach a point where you had a loss because of adventitious presence that you're aware of what's the value of that loss?  Is it the value at that day based on the index of the Board of Trade?  Is it based on his loss of a contract right to deliver in May when the adventitious presence was discovered in January?  Pick all the needling details, and very, very bogged in, I just want to in passing let you know they're there and they become serious sticking points when you're carrying out contracts.  

MR. REDDING:  Mary-Howell?

MS. MARTENS:  On our farm to control this we've developed what amounts to like a (indiscernible) where we identify risk points, and there are three main ones on a farm that is producing organic grain, one is getting clean seed, making sure that the seed you buy is tested, which isn't intuitive, you know, the organic standards say you're supposed to buy organic seed if it is commercially available, but if it's not there's all sorts of loopholes that you can jump through and buy, you know, Pioneer, which isn't necessarily bad, it's just maybe not necessarily tested to the same, and rejected to the same level as --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I'll let it go.

MS. MARTENS:  -- Blue River.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I'll let it go.  

MS. MARTENS:  Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  We sell all kinds of seed for the record.

MS. MARTENS:  Understandable.  But the first risk point would be seed.  The second risk point would be pollen, would be the, it's the perimeter of our farm, evaluating what is being grown outside the perimeter of our farm, on each field, you know, and it's a case specific, it's a geographic specific thing because the risk is different if the other field is uphill, upwind than if it's downhill, downwind.  So, that's a specific evaluation of the perimeter.  The third risk point is the equipment, are we hiring a custom combine, trucking trucks?  It's amazing what can hide in a truck tarp.  Are we hiring a corn planter from a neighbor?  You know, there's a lot of risk points there that a farmer needs to consider.  Those are the three places where contamination can come in, or adventitious presence, whichever you want to call it.

To go back to what Lynn was saying about Pure Maize.  Pure Maize is a neat trick, and it's a nice tool to put into our toolbox this year.  Unfortunately, Blue River doesn't have it, have that corn in all maturities that are appropriate for New York, but it's coming, it's a nice way of limiting our exposure on an organic farm.  But as Lynn said, this is female birth control.  There are other gene systems that are more analogous to male birth control where the -- that can be used for containment.  And this would be gene systems that would be more appropriate for a seed company, a biotech company to maybe build into their hybrids, and take stewardship, you know, to the Nth degree and say we are producing this particular trait, we don't want it to get out into the public, so we're going to build in a containment gene into the product before it gets released.  Now, those are tools that are available, it's just a matter of where the tools get applied, and how they get used.

I'd like to ask Missy if she'd be able to talk a little bit about Organic Valley's policy on seed that their farmers can use, as far as GMO content?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Could I request that we break this discussion right now, come back to it in a few minutes, because I see that we have Undersecretary Cathy Woteki here, who was on the schedule, and I know she has some other travel I think it is that she has to do later today?  So, we started up a little bit early, we moved the time around, but we wanted to keep your window fixed.  So, if we could just save the rest of the comments and the discussion and come back to that in a few minutes, I'd like to introduce Dr. Woteki who is the Undersecretary for Research, Education, and Economics, and so as to save you time I won't give you a longer introduction.  

DR. WOTEKI:  Well, thank you very much, Michael, and good afternoon, everyone.  And also thank you for making time in your agenda.  I wanted to give my own personal welcome to you, and my thanks for your volunteering your time on this very important committee.  

I know that at your first meeting you had a packed agenda, and you heard from a number of people.  I wanted you to know I was in attendance at that meeting, I was in the overflow room on the side where there were a lot of other people, so I did have some opportunity to sit in and to hear your discussions at that time.  

This committee is a very important one from the Department, I know you've heard again from the Secretary during this your second meeting, and it's also a committee that is operating under the auspices of the research, education, and economics mission area, of which I have, for which I have responsibility.  So, I wanted the opportunity to have a short time on your agenda, and also to highlight for you some of the work that we're doing that's of relevance to this committee's mandate, and also to talk about the opportunities in the research community for funding of research that's of interest to your deliberations, and also that might help to provide answers to questions in this vexing area of co-existence.  

So, I've prepared a handout that I have made I think sufficient copies, more than sufficient for everybody in this room, and all the observers, and I'd like to hand that around.  And while that's going around just to remind you in the research, education, and economics mission area there are four agencies.  I think you've already heard from the Economics Research Service.  The second agency is the National Agricultural Statistics Service, and certainly some of the data that comes from their surveys in the senses of agriculture is important baseline data for some of the deliberations you will be having, and also is very important for program decisions that are made by other agencies within the Department.  The third area, or the third agency that completes the three intramural research agencies is the Agricultural Research Service.  And ARS does have some ongoing research, also, that illuminates some of the questions related to management of co-existence.  

But what I wanted to do was to focus discussions for you today on the extramural efforts of the Department, extramural research in education activities are administered through the National Institute of Food and Agriculture.  And what I've done is to pull together for you on this one-page handout some information about grants programs, as well as other means of supporting research of interest in answering questions related to co-existence.  So, what I thought I might do is just kind of walk you through this brief handout so you'll have a sense of what these programs are, and the periodicity at which they are available, open for grant proposals to be submitted.

At the top of the list is what's called the AFRI Foundational Programs.  AFRI is the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative, it is the competitive grants program administered by NIFA, and within the AFRI Foundational Programs, those related to plant health and production and plant products there are opportunities where university researchers could submit proposals for funding within this area.  The AFRI Foundational Programs could support research projects on gene flow biology, on containment strategies for transgenic and non-transgenic plants and crops, they could also support research on containment gene discovery, and as well as physical containment strategies.  Within that program there are focuses on controlling wheaty and invasive plants, and also on the basic biology of plants of importance to agriculture.  

This year the window of opportunity is closing in a week's time, but I thought just, you know, to give you a data point, as well as a point of contact, the point at which this program will be closing is December 15th for this year, and Dr. Mark Poth at NIFA is the contact person.  And if there's any interest that you know of on the part of university faculty in submitting proposals under the foundational programs they should contact Dr. Poth and he could provide some guidance about the next cycle of program announcements that would be relevant for that individual's research interest.

The second category is the BRAG program, the Bio-Technology Risk Assessment Research Grant Program, and under this program projects that are also focused on gene flow biology, transgenic and non-transgenic containment strategies, and physical containment strategies also could be accommodated.  The announcement of this years program was just recently made last month, the letter of intent, the one-page letter was due the first of December, but the final date for the submission of proposals is February 1 of next year.  So, there still is an opportunity for individuals or groups that would like to put in a proposal under the BRAG program.  And I just wanted to make clear to this group, although a letter of intent was recommended in the RFA, it is not a requirement, so if an individual or a group has not yet, had not submitted a letter of intent it doesn't preclude their submitting a proposal, and for that being considered in this years BRAG program.

The organic research and extension initiative is also a possible place for funding of research on genetic mechanisms to prevent inadvertent introduction of genetically engineered traits through cross-pollenation.  Dr. Mary Peet is the contact for this.  The dates for the next solicitation of proposals have not yet been determined.  So, again, if there's someone interested in this they should contact Dr. Peet and talk over with her what their research interest in is and how well it might fit within the OREI initiative.  

The Small Business Innovation Research program accepts proposals from, as the name implies small companies, and this program could support projects to improve detection of transgenes in seeds, and hay, technologies for improving seed handling.  And although the solicitation is closed for 2011 it is on an annual basis and the next time up would be, when proposals would be due would be September of 2012.  Charles Cleland is the program leader responsible for the Small Business Innovation Research project, and his contact information is here.

And then the NIFA colleagues wanted to also bring to your attention that through the formula funds that go to the state agricultural experiment stations, in our parlance it's Hatch Act funds, these formula funds, they're also now called capacity funds, could be used also as a way to support research.  These are projects where you would have to be working with faculty at a land grant university in which they would be developing a project and getting approval for the conduct of that research project through the Hatch funding that goes to the land grant universities.  So, it's a mechanism that could be used to fund research of the type of interest to decisions that this committee is going to be making.  

And then we've also provided here some current information about funding opportunities for food animals in the foundational programs, and also in the BRAG program.  

At the bottom of this page we've listed the NIFA website, and if you are interested in keeping an eye on this, if you keep that as a bookmark on your computer it's a good way to keep a monitor on what the grant proposals are that are being solicited, the program announcements that are being made.  And then we also thought we would be remiss if we also didn't point out the very important role that the Agricultural Research Service plays through its national plant germplasm system that has, it is the repository for germplasm that has been collected not only from throughout the Americas, but also around the world of importance to agriculture.  The global, well, the Germplasm Resources Information Network, GRIN, is now going to be going global with that information network tapping into germplasm theme made available to tap into germplasm collections in other countries.  And to just access the databases that ARS maintains we've provided the URL there for you to go to that.

So, on my own behalf I want to thank you, again, for volunteering your service.  You do not have an easy task, and I am able to answer some questions if you've got some time on the agenda.  One other thing.  I wanted to introduce Karen Wilcox on my staff.  Karen is in the corner there, and she's been helping me to stay on top of the issues that you're dealing with.  So, Karen, thank you.  

MR. REDDING:  Yes, thank you for being here.  Very helpful to us in understanding sort of what resources are there.  This issue of research has come up a number of times in our initial meeting, and the last two days.  So, thank you.  Questions?  Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Yes, I had two.  Sorry about that.  Greg Jaffe, I have two questions.  One, I'm somewhat familiar with the biotechnology risk assessment grant program, and I guess this is a very Washington question, but I'm curious as to how much funding that has for the coming year, and how that's been doing on funding?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

MR. JAFFE:  And the second question was for the other programs, the first, third, and fourth ones you had mentioned, I'm curious, historically have they gotten any, have they given any grants in this area of containment and gene flow?  Have you done any, looked to see whether any have gotten that?  I mean, I know that, again, the BRAG one I know has done a fair amount of work in some of these areas, but I'm curious whether these other ones have ever actually given a grant in the areas that you've mentioned here.

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.  Well, I have not in preparation for this meeting actually done a search through what historically is the research that has been supported through NIFA in this area.  It's something we could do.  And those questions are always really hard ones to answer, because the name of a project sometimes will be squarely within the request that you're posing to the database, and in other cases there may be some really relevant related research but it's really hard to identify through either the name or the keywords that are in the search.  But we could definitely follow up and do that kind of search and provide it to the committee.  

MR. JAFFE:  And in terms of the funding for BRAG?

DR. WOTEKI:  In terms of the funding for BRAG, Michael, do you recall what the level is this year, or Mark?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I don't.

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.  No, we'll get that number to you, also.

MR. JAFFE:  Thanks.

MR. REDDING:  David?

MR. JOHNSON:  David Johnson.  I had a question and I was wondering if you may be able to just give the committee an update on the recent BRAG branch that was awarded the Stephanie Green related to alfalfa?  Michael provided us an e-mail at the very end of last week that has a little bit of bullet points on them, but I wondered if you're familiar with that particular award at all, and if you could comment on that?  Because I think that's a significant award of money to study the issues in alfalfa in particular.

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.  I wish I could give you more detail about that specific project.  We can certainly look into it and give you more than what was in Michael's e-mail.  I'm not familiar with it in any depth other than title.  

MR. JOHNSON:  What I would add is that I think the Department's on track here.  I think it's a very significant award, it's addressing a number of issues that were brought up during the discussions on alfalfa last year with the Secretary, and I just want to compliment the Department on putting the money in that for the industry that I work in, and just leave it at that.  But I thought if you wanted to give an update on it, or could, we'd --

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.

MR. JOHNSON:  -- love to have heard that.  But thanks.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Thanks.  And Dr. Woteki, thank you for coming and walking through this with us, we appreciate it.  I have two questions, one is just very straightforward.  At our first meeting we had some discussion about reconvening of the National Genetic Resource Advisory Committee, and I don't know if I missed announcement on appointments or not, or whether you have a time line and you could share a little update on that?  I know it's not related to this, but I thought you might be able to share about that.  And then my second question, and I'm not sure because I haven't read the materials on BRAG or the RFP, but I do know that I just picked up here in conversations amongst some of our stakeholders some concern about areas that may be identified as not available for funding.  I don't know if you know anything about that, Dr. Woteki, if you could walk us through maybe sort of where the boundaries are on this?  I don't have a lot of information about it, but I did hear in passing a couple of times some reference to that, and I just thought you might be able to shed some light on that.

DR. WOTEKI:  Okay.  Well, on the Genetic Resources Advisory Committee I do have information, and no, you did not miss the announcement.  We've been working on getting the final clearance for that committee.  It is this close, so we had hoped that we would be able to announce it prior to this meeting.  It is forthcoming very soon.  So, that's almost to the start line for their first meeting.

And on the BRAG RFA, each year the program is reviewed, we're responding to comments that have come in about how the previous years solicitation was made, and we do make some internal decisions because there are not indefinite levels of funds to support this, in fact, it's relatively modest, but to try to then focus on what some of the big issues were that have come up over the previous years.  So, the areas that were identified this year were informed by, you know, those kinds of discussions that were submitted.

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  (Indiscernible.)

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Just to add on, I think that the BRAG program under how it's written by Congress specifically doesn't address economic risks, though.  I think that that's one of the --

MS. BATCHA:  And that's from Congress, and that's probably what --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.

MS. BATCHA:  -- I'm thinking.  

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.  Which is also a very good point to make because in so many of the programs that NIFA administers they're governed by the authorizing legislation, which may place specific limits on not only the topics that are considered, but also who are eligible institutions, or individuals to apply.  So, they may be limited to universities broadly, or it may be limited to some subset.  

MS. BATCHA:  Just a quick follow up.

MR. REDDING:  Sure.

MS. BATCHA:  Michael, thanks for the clarification on that.  And given that's one of the biggest challenges we've having is this whole idea of economic losses, are there in the competitive branch program are other opportunities where that wouldn't be excluded from consideration with the congressional mandate that other programs might have.

DR. WOTEKI:  And I think it's worth us looking into.  

MR. REDDING:  Josette?

MS. LEWIS:  Very old school, raise my hand.  I do know, actually, from reading a lot of the RFAs around the foundational grants program that in fact it strongly encourages, if not actually requires that you pick not just so if you were doing -- basically it has an extension and education component to it, and actually very explicitly allows for economic research to take place within that sphere.  So, I know the foundational grounds actually --

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  -- as a company who looks at these opportunities actually that becomes a really pretty high barrier for us since we don't do that kind of research, but I do know the foundational ones do explicitly allow for and encourage count research.

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes.  And it's interesting there have been some complaints from ag. economists saying we can only be stretched so thin, we're being asked to participate in so many things now that we weren't asked to before.

MR. REDDING:  Very good.  Thank you.  I appreciate, Dr. Woteki, you being here and taking time to shed some light on the programs and availability of resources, and appreciate the follow up on a couple of these.

DR. WOTEKI:  Yes, we'll --

MR. REDDING:  So, thank you.

DR. WOTEKI:  -- be submitting that for your minutes and follow up.

MR. REDDING:  Excellent.  Perfect.

DR. WOTEKI:  Great.  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  Yes, thank you.  Good to see you.

DR. WOTEKI:  Great to see you --

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.

DR. WOTEKI:  -- too.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It's been helpful.

(Discussion off the record.)

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Coming back to our conversation around the tools and standards, Latresia, I think you had your, you had some comments.  I'm sorry, there was somebody --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Josette.

MR. REDDING:  Josette.  Okay.

MS. WILSON:  Well, my comment is around the question of the threshold.  Obviously, in the last couple of days there's been this question of what's the threshold value, that one number, is it a .1, .5, .9?  And I propose or suggest we consider the idea of looking at less than one percent.  Is that something that reasonably could be done?  Instead of saying that the value has to be .9, and these things are based on that, I mean, what if we said less than, or greater than, or so forth, and that gives you a bigger range of numbers to look at, to work with.

MR. REDDING:  Josette (indiscernible).  I don't know if you were going to talk about that, maybe --

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.  I could say some things if it speeds us along.  I think the .9 percent is that the market and to some extent, I mean, to a very large extent we can't change the market, so even if we set it at less than one percent it's very clear that the market is going to take it below that, I mean, that you actually has at .9 percent for labeling, if I'm correct.

MS. WILSON:  Is it .9 percent or less than that?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.  Yes.  Yes.  

MS. WILSON:  So, if you come in at .5 --

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.  

MS. WILSON:  -- that's what I'm saying.

MS. LEWIS:  Yes.  Yes.

MS. WILSON:  You don't have to set on the one value, we can say less than some value, whether that be one percent, .9.

MS. LEWIS:  Less than or equal to .9 percent.  

MS. WILSON:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  But I think really it's, I mean, other than that U law, I mean, a lot of this is being driven by different markets requiring things, so, you know, we can, I mean, we could come up with numbers but the reality may be something different.  So, I don't know if that helps.  

But, actually, I just wanted to come back to the discussion we were having earlier about the use of, or the potential for gene flow, biological means of restricting gene flow as one of the tools that can help us with this problem.  And I would say I think that's a good thing, and I know in certain commodities we do work on sorghum, for example, and if you talk to anyone who's gone down the path of thinking about GM sorghum very quickly you realize it's probably never going to get commercialized unless there's a gene flow restriction technology around it.  But I'm also really struck by the irony of this conversation because I'm old enough in the biotech world to have lived through the terminator technology discussion, and there were efforts by both USDA and industry to develop that technology, and if I'm not mistaken that was actually one of the reasons we established the first of these advisory committees.  And I think the point I'm trying to make isn't that I have a good memory, but that rather it's very difficult to predict what the market is going to want or demand in the future.  And research and technology and new products, no matter what industry you're in if you're breeding a new variety, or you're in a biotech, you know, classical breeding versus biotech, they're both, these are long time trains.  And while I certainly encourage us to explore and perhaps maybe we could decide USDA should put some more research dollars into this, but I would stop very clearly short of putting those kinds of concepts into a regulatory requirement because you cannot predict what the market, and I think this is an excellent example where people were doing that and then the marketplace basically said no.  And the people who had invested in that had to put that stuff on the shelf, and that the funding they had invested in that never came to fruition.  So, to me it's a lesson learned about where you decide to regulate things and put things in hard and fast boundaries versus other tools to encourage, but then let the marketplace ultimately decide which of those tools becomes the predominant ones.  

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  I agree with that comment.  I'd much rather set standards and say if you can meet the standard in the following, however you do it, show me that you can meet the standards and then I'll give you credit for that.

I wanted to mention there's other, there's a significant tool that I left out earlier.  The rice industry years ago came up with optical scanners, color sorters, and the color sorter technology was improved, it's been computerized and refined over the years.  Companies like mine about maybe eight, 10 years ago turned to using optical scanners because we wanted to avoid passing on certain molds, cob rot, for instance, that leaves a very subtle difference in color in the kernel of the corn.  And if you can take out just the kernels that are showing, you cut back, you clean out something like 30 percent to five percent, and it's in everybody's interests to reduce the waste.

Until approximately five years ago there were no commercially available GMO white corns, so if anybody in the world came to us and said I want corn without any GMO in it we would say well, would you consider using white corn?  And if they said yes, then all of their supplies would be run through optical scanners.  And if you were talking to the marketing department of optical scanners they are verging on 100 percent effective.  If you're talking about somebody that uses them we're a little more careful about what we say.  They're very significant.  They could be well used.

About five years ago GMO white corn seed became available and was accepted by a major user, and so we've lost that distinction.  But one of the potential tools we have is to say to someone who is bringing a new seed in that might cause consternation is please, give us a visual distinction, put a color into the corn, or a stripe into the corn, or give us a distinction somehow or other in a kernel that we can pick up with a sensor, it may not be visual, but we could pick it up in some spectrum somewhere with significant accuracy in detection.  

MR. REDDING:  Michael?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  Three points, actually, I want to make.  One, I was just delivered some information from NIFA about the BRAG program.  Thank you, Carrie.  BRAG funding last year was about $4 million, and the funding for this year is not yet exactly determined in terms of the final amount, but it's likely to be about $4 million or just a little less.  So, that's just one piece of information.

The other two points I wanted to make, one was to the number about, to an actual number for thresholds.  Take Josette's point about this being in part out of our hands for the, on the market side of things.  I'm not sure that having the committee try to agree on what a number should be for us would be the actual best use of the committee's time.  Folks, you know, it's debating over a number.  But I think that some useful stuff could be gotten from the committee to clarify it being a threshold for what purpose, you know, what is the intent of a threshold, what use would it have, where would it come in in the context of compensation mechanisms?  

Which brings me to my third, the third point, which was going to the list that Lynn has provided us over the last little while of tools that are used to help bolster co-existence.  Going back and reading the charge, the charge was just slightly different going to tools and standards to help compensation, a compensation mechanism work.  So, I'm just kind of putting on the table that it might merit not necessarily right now thinking about whether the correspondence of that list between the list of helping co-existence, and the list of helping make a compensation mechanism work.  

MR. REDDING:  Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Yes.  Just responding to Michael's and Latresia's point.  I guess from my perspective since this is a discussion about eligibility standards, it's not about a threshold number or a tolerance number for something, my understanding, and I come at these sort of things from a legal point of, lawyer point of view, and so -- and also don't know a lot about the market, but my understanding from talking to Lynn and other people is, you know, if you're trying to give somebody, you might sign a contract to say you're only going to do two percent and then you might get a certain premium for that, and if you were to do .9 percent you'd get another premium for that, and if you went down to .5 percent you might get, you know, a different premium for that, but also it's harder to meet kind of thing.  But at some point you get to a point where -- and the question would be if those people don't meet those different things are they eligible to get compensation from whatever fund or system we set in?  And to me that is an issue of the reasonableness of that contract, and at some point do they bear all the risk because they said I'm going to get absolute zero, and they were going to do it in white corn, and white corn doesn't exist any more, and do I want to ensure or have a compensation for somebody who is going to get a very big premium taking a very big risk, but also something that said, that doesn't fall within in my mind the eligibility standard.  So, for us the issue isn't setting a tolerance level or a threshold level, but it's sort of saying what that range is of which when somebody does a contract or does something within that range it's reasonable that if they didn't meet it they would belong to this compensation fund.  That's one of the sort of criteria to get in.  But if they did a contract that was outside that because it was something that doesn't fit within best practices and is not obtainable, although somebody in the market may want it, and somebody may be willing to pay for it, are we going to ensure whoever the we is ensure that additional, that kind of thing.  So, to me it's not -- in some way it's a range kind of thing, or it's a discussion about what's -- it's not an issue of -- it's an issue of what's outside of our eligibility standards that we need to sort of set, and that could be a range, or it could, it might depend on the crop, it might depend on a number of different things.  And I think we, hopefully in this subgroup we can get to some discussion about what that might be.  

MR. REDDING:  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  And to respond to Greg, it's a critical number to use if you're trying to determine what scope and scale is.

MR. JAFFE:  Right.

MR. CLARKSON:  Because if I'm using a five percent it's amazing, and if I'm using a .1 it's non-existence, if I'm using a -- but it's critical, it's critical, and I think we have to make an assumption here, and declare an assumption, and so what would the assumption be?  My suggestion would be .9 because of general acceptance.  So, what we're dealing with here are markets, and how would we phrase it?  This is about markets, and a market has in general determine that .9 is acceptable.  Now, the organic market hasn't commented on that, but I suspect they too would have to come up with an acceptable number, whatever that is.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  A couple of things just to build on what you've said, Lynn.  I think if we're talking about basic assumptions, so you can look at eligibility standards and how a process might work for evaluating whether or not a claim was legitimate within some guidelines, I think that's what the working group is talking about.  I think reasonable assumption on the .9 for a crop, but I think, I'm not sure, I don't know the answer, but I'm not sure it's a reasonable assumption to be using if you're talking about a seed crop.

MR. CLARKSON:  No, it's not.

MS. BATCHA:  So, I think I just want to make note of that.  So, we may need to have a couple of paths, or forks in the road, or some scenarios to think about that.  So, that's it.  

MR. REDDING:  Keith?  

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling.  Lynn, I just have a question, one question about the contracts.  I understand that the contracts are made on acres and not bushels, which is a little surprising to me, and then the farmer designates the bushels toward the end before harvest, or after harvest.  Is each load designated say on this .9 if it's more than that does that, and that's not part of the contract is it on the whole field, is it on the whole contract, whether per load, how do you handle something like that?

MR. CLARKSON:  There are various ways in the marketplace, and many contracts are written on a bushel basis to start on.  The ones I'm most familiar with because we started out with crops that maybe there wasn't any other market for it other than the market you were contracting for.  So, to make it more amenable to the farmer the contracts were drafted so that we'll buy everything that you raise on these acres, whether you have 200 bushels an acre or 50 we'll buy it. 

With respect to the sampling, and the standards, they're applied typically on a load by load basis.  So, if you owe 100, essentially 100 loads, and one of them tests hot for whatever value you're looking for that one is excluded.  Typically today that would be shipped to a conventional, the closest conventional market, whether that would be if it's corn and ethanol market, or if it's a soybean oil and meal market it would get it to a typical market within easy trucking distance of wherever the truck was when it was rejected.  But you would be short that load. 

So, you've got a range of behaviors, and I'm trying to just give you a sense of what normal is in my part of the world, which is Central Illinois.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other, you know, sort of tools or standards, components we want to put on the table?  Again, the objective here is to give, you know, some framing to the work group that's going to sort of take these points in this conversation and sort of go to work on it and back to us in March.  Other things we want to have included in that?  Again, I look at this sort of as the inventory of what are the options, or considerations, or standards and tools in the context of compensation?  Josette, do you have another?

MS. LEWIS:  Well, and just, I think in this discussion we've talked about tools for managing the risk of unintended presence, and then we've also touched a little bit on sort of what could be the binding principles, or standards for eligibility to the compensation fund.  And I know they're interlinked because, for example, the standard might have something to do with best practices to manage risks so as to put some burden on the producers to act responsibly in the system.  But I think it's, maybe it's worth clarify that ultimately the goal is to come up with eligibilities for principles, or tools, or standards for eligibility for the compensation fund, and not to give us a list, a menu of options to manage risk --

MR. REDDING:  Correct.

MS. LEWIS:  -- or to manage risk.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  Just to clarify that.

MR. REDDING:  Correct.  Okay.  Then we have what we need for the work group?  Okay.  All right.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  We'll try to take this back and reflect on this as we put together some plans of work for these work groups.  

MS. BATCHA:  I have a clarifying question.  Okay.  This is Laura Batcha.  Just a clarifying question for Michael and Russell in assigning these two additional work groups.  And I apologize if you've already told us this before, but some folks were assigned to working groups and some were not, is the expectation that everybody eventually serve on one, or how did you do your numbers, and just remind me of all that.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  It's not actually a reminder, I'll actually tell you.  I don't think I did before.  The intent was that everyone would serve on a working group, there was one exception of someone who asked not to serve on the committee because of some other, working group because of some other simultaneous responsibilities.  And with one other, one additional exception who is our Chair, who sits in on as many of these as he can.  So, but that's the general idea.  So, you can reasonably presume that if you haven't been picked yet to be on one of the working groups your time is coming.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  And those that have bought have --

MR. REDDING:  But nobody will be on two.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- have our service -- you're going where I'm going.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I know.

MR. REDDING:  Is that what you're saying?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Barring some unexpected change that's the plan.  




MR. REDDING:  You'll recall at the first meeting, though, we had sort of an expression of interest from members, and we've tried to sort of triage that to reflect your interests, more or less.  It's not perfect.  But the other point would be, you know, as we get into conversations, and even into clarity around the expectations of the charge, you know, there may be folks here who didn't initially because of that topic sort of say yes, I'm interested.  We should know that.  And secondly, you know, just given the subject matter discussions there may be a need to reach where somebody's already serving.  So, I would hope that that would be acceptable that we would recognize that there would be some value to you serving on more than one.  But this is real time discussion, we are hoping, you know, to finalize the next two work groups --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Right.

MR. REDDING:  -- very soon.  We understand the pressures, and the clearance process, and so forth, but as I said yesterday and today, I think we all sort of come here with a sense of urgency, and understanding that the calendar and the seasons are running past us, right?  And we've got to sort of look at the next 90 days, and we can talk about this now or at the very end, but sort of looking at what our own expectations are in terms of product for distribution when we meet again in March.  And that sounds like a long way off until you get done singing Christmas carols and everything else, you know, you wake up and it's mid-January, right?  Then you're down to six, eight weeks of work.  But so we'll come back to that, but just on the committee stuff we're trying to get this done so we can get the work groups moving.  Okay.  

So, last call on that -- sorry.  Keith, yes?

MR. KISLING:  Mr. Chairman, I just wanted --

MR. REDDING:  Yes.

MR. KISLING:  -- to make clear, Michael, when I asked not to be on one of the first two committees I didn't mean all four of them I just meant the first two in case you were talking about me because of the involvement with the Farm Bill.  So, if that was my name that you were talking about why I'd welcome to be on one of the last two.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I didn't realize that Farm Bill stuff is actually going to be done --

MR. REDDING:  I think if it was done, yes.  You don't have any Farm Bill stuff any more?  We don't have a deadline.  

MR. MATLOCK:  Michael, you mean begun?

MR. REDDING:  Like we did.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Is there ever a real deadline?

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Not a crucial deadline.  

MR. REDDING:  So, just being able to check that off our list, okay, that we have what we need to give appropriate direction to the standards and tools work group.  Okay.  So, what do we want to pick up?  Do you want to talk about, there were some miscellaneous pieces here, I mean, this -- well, let's finish the work groups.  So, the who pays work group, how do we want to frame, you know, the session around the who pays?  I mean, obviously that's a theme from day one in this discussion.  But Michael, you had some thoughts about that, and maybe you want to share just in terms of what the expectations are.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  In terms of lower hanging fruit and higher hanging fruit, if you will --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I was going to say I don't think it's lower.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- I think it is that Greg's suggestion about the principles that underlay that decision is something that this committee might actually hope in a reasonable amount of time to get consensus around.  I think that's a very helpful step along the way, and I think that's the first thing that such a working group might very well tackle.  And to present something to the full committee that it, that after considering the discussions that they had here and doing some more work some proposals that the full committee might think about for what those principles might look like.  

Moving beyond that point to the actual discussion of who specifically would pay, you know, to the extent, again, this is all time limited, I think we get to hear what the work groups have produced at a given time, if there are pros and cons, or ways to describe the pros and cons of having different entities pay, how well they might fit with other, with potential compensation mechanisms I think those are steps down the road.  The nature of the detail with which this committee is going to be able to make recommendations on that specific issue I think remains to be determined.  So, I think to the extent that this committee, that the working group can bring some portion of that back at the next meeting that's going to be good, but I don't want to minimize the amount of work that's going to be involved in the committee in talking that out, and having as a first step what Greg has talked about since we haven't been able to go through any sort of detailed process on the list of things, the lists of things that went up, and to get people's temperature in a more organized way, I think that's a place to start.  That was probably not all that articulate.

MR. REDDING:  Well, I think the, Michael, I think the clarification just, again, to manage expectations around the who pays, we know at some point we've got to put the other components together and do that matrix as if they're similar to interrelated and moving parts to that.  But at least as an initial charge to get the group thinking, focus on the principles, and let that drive, you know, the next phase.  And if you can begin to break out, you know, some of the, you know, the pros and cons, great.  But helping us as a committee focus on what those principles are that may be identified, or may be, you know, may be others, but that's sort of the initial charge to the committee.  All right?  

And to a sub-point on that, I think as we travel home and continue today think about, reflect on this meeting, and meetings, but particularly what we've heard here with the presenters and our own sort of exchange, the, continue to think about what those guiding principles are just generally, right, like we have here, because I think that doesn't stop here, right?  Because these are going to keep appearing, and we're going to put them, you know, what we have instead is potential recommendations through some set of criteria, right?  And how do we judge the reasonableness of a recommendation that this committee would want to make I think is going to be found in the guiding principles, ultimately.  So, all of us need to think about the, continue to this about what these guiding principles are.  And if you would pleas share that with us, with the larger group, or back to Michael that would be very much appreciated, so that homework is sort of a standing assignment, and if you're like me you'll do some of your best thinking in the car, right?  You'll be, you know, you'll be in the airplane, you'll be in the car, you'll be in transit thinking about some of this stuff, you'll read a note, you'll read an article and reflect on a conversation.  So, you know what, that's an interesting point, how about this, right?  Well, share that, and we'll gather that so we can present it to the entire committee next time.  Yes?  Please.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  Just sort of one other thing on the guiding principles, and this is just to get folks temperature on this question, are the guiding principles for deciding who pays, or are the guiding principles to help decide what the compensation mechanism is?  And is that the same?  Is that the same list?  

MR. REDDING:  Marty?

MR. MATLOCK:  There's some tension between some of those principles, and, for example, autonomy demands a certain amount of freedom of choice, and then the community part demands a certain giving up of freedom of choice for the larger group.  So, that tension is where we're operating, that's the middle ground.  So, we're going to have to make those decisions, I think, as we go.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Laura Batcha.  On the discussion about the sort of the work charge for the who pays working group I think I completely agree that I think it's really going to serve all of us to identify those guiding principles, and I think we started this morning drawing some up, stuff up on the news print, and we had some open time on the schedule, so I'd encourage us not to squander the time we have and feel like we have to walk away and do it, we can have those conversations here together.  But I want to, I guess I am hesitant at establishing the working group that the charge doesn't explicitly go further than that, because I'm cognizant of the clock on this whole charge with the Secretary, and how do we get down the road.  And we started to have that what we know is the topics of the conversations around who pays yesterday, and I think if the working group doesn't come back with that same balance sheet approach like we're using with the size and scope of the risk I don't know, if that doesn't come back in advance of the March meeting, and I'm looking at the time line for presumably four meetings to look at a recommendation, and the Chair will need to start with presenting to us some ideas of a framework of what this could look like to get reaction from.  

For me as somebody who serves on this committee and represents 6,500 certified organic operations across the country I can't even weigh in or reflect upon how mechanisms might work or anything else if I only have guiding principles about who pays.  I'm going to need more solid options than that in order to really engage the process through that fourth meeting.  So, I'm just hesitant that if we stop just at principles before the next meeting we're not going to get enough, I'm not suggesting at all that the working group determine who pays, I think the appropriate way is to use the same approach we're using with all the working groups, which is to put the options on the table and some sort of work deliverable that makes sense of them and weighs the options.  

MR. REDDING:  I don't think there's disagreement on that.  I think just trying to say to those folks who at this point don't know their own work group, here's your charge, read these minutes, and deliver this product, right?  And I'd love to have sort of, you know, it's principles plus would be preferred.  But just trying to make sure that when you leave here and you get the call from Michael to say will you serve on the work group that you now understand what the expectation of you.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  (Indiscernible) some work group.

MR. REDDING:  What's that?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  (Indiscernible.)

MR. REDDING:  Right.  The voluntary versus mandatory.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Indiscernible) e- mail that said you were on it.  

MR. REDDING:  But agreed, Laura.  I really, and we've talked about this as a group, I mean, the concern over the calendar, and really trying to provide a thoughtful product that is going to carry our name, you know, what that looks like to the Secretary, no small task.  And we're going to trick this calendar, and really try to get to work on it.  So, we'll get some additional direction, but I think just as a starting point knowing that at least the principles, and if the work group can structure their work plan sufficiently to address both the principles plus the other considerations we would want that, okay?  

We may want to talk about at this point, Michael, a little bit about just the time line.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I was just writing that.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Just, again, there's discussions around when do we expect to have certain products for review, and, you know, a chance to sort of carry that back to their respective entities and come back to the table.  You want to talk about, and I'll just plant a seed that we want to use a little bit more time around the guiding principles, okay?  We can continue that conversation.  But I know, Marty, you're going out the door.

MR. MATLOCK:  I'm getting ready to leave.  So --

MR. REDDING:  Right.  You understand your charge?

MR. MATLOCK:  I do, and I'm relying on Jerry here to keep me from getting more charges.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It's like a funnel, Marty.

MR. MATLOCK:  That's right.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  We just won't call on Jerry.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It'll follow you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I think you get to be rapporteur next.

MR. MATLOCK:  Thank you, guys.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Good.  Yes.  Happy holidays.  Thank you.  

MR. MATLOCK:  Merry Christmas.  Merry Christmas.

MR. REDDING:  Thank you.  Michael?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  So, I was just trying to think out working back from what I think would happen at the various plenaries.  I think a plenary in September you would have a report, a draft report, a draft set of recommendations and however much more there is in terms of a report that's attached to it from the Chair and I to be amended.  We will hopefully capture the range of views that are here, and the things where there is consensus and there is not.  

In June, let me back up two meetings.  In March we will have some, we hope to have some data from working groups.  I think the June meeting is likely to be sort of a hybrid, there will be more data coming in, we hopefully will have some elements of what we think we've heard about recommendations at the June meeting, but it's going to be sort of a mixed set of things, and information is still probably going to be coming in from the working groups, as well, to some extent at the June meeting is my guess.  

So, that's the sort of general framework that I see, that means working groups are going to be, let's see, the compensation mechanism working group optimistically tells us that they think they'll be done with their work by March.  Good luck.  The --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  No, it's the other one.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- size and scope of risks working group is going to have some information for sure, but we also will have data requests conceivably going out, we may or may not have the data, or have any ability to know what it is entirely by the time of the March meeting.  So, I think that group is probably going to be providing data the next meeting and the meeting after.  

The work group on tools and standards, or I don't know what the specific words are, I think will have some information back.  I think from that group and the group after we'll also have information in March and probably some information in June, as well.  Does that sound like what we can reasonably expect to happen?  And my expectation is that probably each working group will be meeting twice between this meeting and the next, and an undetermined number of times, hopefully two or less, between the March meeting and the June meeting.  I saw June, there should be quotes around it.  I don't have the exact date, but keeping to the approximate three months that's somewhere very late May to mid-June, somewhere in that range.

MR. REDDING:  Darrin?

MR. IHNEN:  Darrin Ihnen.  Just a comment as a grower, and it doesn't matter if I'm grower in South Dakota, or if you're an organic grower in the Northeast, when you look at mechanism and who pays, ultimately that costs is going to come back to the growers.  When there's an increased seed cost whatever it is just to be cognizant of when you come up with a plan the growers are going to be paying for it.  And so, just for those of you that aren't growers you need to think about that, too.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  (Indiscernible.)  Yes.  And some consumers, that would be -- I mean, there's obviously a cost in that chain.  

MR. IHNEN:  Consumers, yes, but in the agricultural world the growers ultimately usually bear all the cost.  I mean, if you could pass along that cost, rarely can I pass along the costs.  I take what the market gives, so I bear the cost of any type of program out there that, you know, whether it's --

MR. CORZINE:  Transportation increase.

MR. IHNEN:  Yes.  Yes.  Everything.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Anybody else?  

MR. CORZINE:  Two things, I would concur with what Darrin just said, and it does go to grower because it's a little bit like in Dr. Nick's presentation, you know, the consumer will pay what they view the value is, so, and if they don't it's not a sustainable added value product.  I mean, that's kind of the end of the day, so everything kind of works backwards from there.  And at the end of the day then, also, the producer has to decide whether it's worth that cost.  And if you, but if you are a commodity grower you don't have anything to back up to.  So, I think that maybe expands a little bit on what Darrin was saying.

My initial reason I raised my flag was as a producer, and Michael, we have talked about this before and it worked out last time, we have what we call red zone times as far as meeting times, and in the spring for probably a majority of the growers here we were looking at April, May, and June in -- or April, May in particular in the spring, and September and October, so if we can get that what you're calling September meeting into the end of, towards the end of August it relieves a lot of pressure as far as ability to make the meetings.  So, and I don't know how that affects everybody else's schedules, but it is significant pressure on several of us I know.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Fair point.  We'll certainly try.  I mean, I think being sensitive to the calendar, you know, I think we preferred even to have it earlier if we could just to give us time into the fall to make whatever final changes, but we'll take that under advisement.  Thank you.

MR. IHNEN:  Thanks.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Keith?

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling.  June's harvest.

MR. REDDING:  Pardon me?

MR. KISLING:  June's harvest, we harvest.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MR. KISLING:  I won't be here.

MR. REDDING:  We'll take that under advisement.  That's a great point.  I mean, we'll --

MR. KISLING:  To all the months that are down.  So, if you don't want me here --

MR. REDDING:  Okay.

MR. KISLING:  -- have it in June.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Is that the whole month of June?

MR. REDDING:  No, the first part.  

MR. KISLING:  The first part. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  For us it'll be the last part.

MR. KISLING:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Indiscernible.)

MR. REDDING:  All right.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Look, we have a --

MR. REDDING:  I'm sorry.  Missy.

MS. HUGHES:  I think probably everybody would agree that the sooner we can get the dates on the calendar the better.  I have somehow become one of these people that needs to know things six months in advance, not all kinds of (indiscernible).  It's the reality.  But Michael, I just wanted to -- I wrote down what you had here, and it seems like we're working in a fifth meeting, if we have August, December, now we have March, June, and September --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.

MS. HUGHES:  Okay.  And what I think -- to make an analogy what I'm hearing you say is that at the March meeting we're still going to, I'm going to use an analogy of building a house, we're still going to be gathering the materials, the lumber, the tile, the plumbing, we're still going to be gathering all of that in March; in June we're going to start framing the house; and then in September we're going to start putting, start putting the drywall up and those pieces up, but we're going to be doing that, I think -- would that be an analogy that might work for what you're saying as far as our work plan?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  There's a little bit of danger in analogies, so if I were, if I were casting the analogy I would say that in June we would be starting to build parts of it, putting some of the frame up, but I don't think we would be, we would not be putting any of the finishing on the house.  My expectation is that in the period of time when others might be off on summer vacation the Chair and I will be writing a draft report for the committee to get it to, report, recommendation, sense of the committee to get it to the committee with enough time before the September, whenever, meeting takes place, so that we can go over in that meeting whether we have accurately captured the range of views, the level of consensus, the temperature around different issues, and that we would have one meeting to talk about that report, we will make the changes that we can make and people will have an opportunity if they do not think that the revised version of it taking into account a post-September meeting we would circulate a revised version based on what we heard.  If that didn't do the trick people would have an option to send in a minority report.  Our aim is not to have that.  

MR. REDDING:  Does that work?  Okay.  Greg.

MR. JAFFE:  Just so I'm clear, this is a little different than when the committee has worked before, so my understanding is that there's going to be a report that will have recommendations, capture the discussion we've had, maybe talk about where differences were, hopefully have consensus, but it's not an all or nothing, it's not like we come to agree on all four work groups, and all four topics, or no agreement, there could be, we could all, I mean, there could be consensus that everybody thinks that there's if, any should go away, that there needs to be a compensation mechanism, and that there is a problem out there, but maybe not as to who pays or what the eligibility standards are, or vice-versa, right?  I mean, I'm assuming that we can -- that's part of what we can do in this and what's going to be captured in the report, it's not -- I don't know, it's been unclear to me over the last day and a half whether it was an all or nothing kind of thing in terms of consensus, or you could have consensus on different areas and not others.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Or no consensus.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think the Secretary wants recommendations.  If there are recommendations that a large segment of the committee wants and some do not we will capture that in the report, we'll be very happy to capture things that have consensus, but we don't want to try to paper over places where there's not.

MR. JAFFE:  But we've got recommendations on one area and not on another area, or vice-versa, or something like that.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think that's right.  

MR. REDDING:  Michael?

MR. FINK:  I just want to know if it's possible to consider an additional telephonic meeting with the whole committee at some time during this process should we need it, and I'm willing to bet we will need it.  Is it possible to hold a telephonic with the whole committee?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  It would be possible in the next fiscal year to hold another in person meeting some time after September, if that were needed.  It would be possible to hold a telephonic meeting, as well, before then, with an amendment to the charter, because we can only hold four meetings a year, that are not purely informational.  All of that is possible.  That takes a certain amount of effort and a certain amount of time to happen.  Maybe we can -- we assess that at the next meeting and see what we need.  I think there would be support, there would not be money for another in- person meeting beyond the four that we have planned during this fiscal year.  I presume we could get money for an additional meeting in the next fiscal year before the end of the year.  

MS. LEWIS:  I wonder if that makes --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  For an in-person.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Do we know --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Do I need to --

MS. LEWIS:  I don't know if that makes sense to people who don't understand the fiscal year cycle.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  Fine.  

MS. LEWIS:  So, you might --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.

MS. LEWIS:  -- compare that of the calendar years.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes.  The fiscal year for the government for those of you who don't follow when Congress has the chance to shut us down, is, starts on October 1st.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Goes till the 2nd every time.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  So, the meeting, a meeting that would take place in September would be the end of this fiscal year, and we have budgeted four meetings for this fiscal year.  If something goes later than that, I mean, I think there's certainly an intent to try to have a report in before the end of this administration, this whatever the results of the election are.  At the same token, if we need to have another conference call we can arrange with public notice, et cetera, to have a committee conversation via phone.  It's much harder to have a, as opposed to an informational discussion, the kind of discussion we're having between members here on tough issues by telephone than it is face to face.  It's much harder.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  So, we're all right with that proposed time line?

MS. BATCHA:  I just have one question.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Sorry.  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  Just to clarify when you were speaking, Michael, around the draft report, and consensus, and then you gave an example.  You're using consensus to mean unanimity?  Just to clarify that for me, or are you using consensus to mean decisive, two-third?  Or when you're saying consensus, just clarify that for me.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  By consensus I mean no one will object to that and will write a minority report opposed to the point.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Unanimity.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Well, no.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  It's not necessarily complete unanimity, it's a question of -- yes?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  How strongly you object 

to --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Yes, how strongly --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- it's how strongly you object, is it strong enough that you will oppose the report?

MS. BATCHA:  Got it.

MR. REDDING:  We'll probably want to hold that meeting in the State Department.  One other sort of administrative piece, and again, just so we don't all rush out of here, I think there were several thoughts, both in terms of work group product, but also discussions around sort of additional information, or webinars that would be of interest.  And I can't remember what they were, but I know that there were some thoughts, one was around the state mediation.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Oh, right.  Right.

MR. REDDING:  Right?  I can't remember --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I have the (indiscernible).

MR. REDDING:  You've got it.  Okay.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  Shall I?

MR. REDDING:  Yes, let's just put it on the table and see if there's something we're missing.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Okay.  So, there have been -- some of the things that I heard, I know you have a list perhaps, but I'll mention the things that I heard.  First, from the Deputy the things that she handed me a list of when she departed, first was literature search done through the National Ag. Library.  I'm trying to remember specifically the context.  It was a search for -- it wasn't everything to do with co-existence, it was everything to do with compensation mechanisms, does someone remember?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I think it was in relationship to working group one's --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  -- job of whether there's academic publications that have data.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I think it sort of actually indirectly came out of Greg's comment, too, that there may be work like Nick Kalaitzandonakes is doing, there might be other examples of that published.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Thank you.  The second thing was she had raised the point of having the National Organic Program do some sort of analysis about the percentage of split operations and whether there was an correlation between that and I think with rejections or risk issues.  I think it's potentially a very good idea.  I think as we heard from Cathy Greene coming in today what I need to do with that is to go back to ERS and find out if this is, the extent to which this is doable.  But we'll do that.  

The third thing that she had mentioned would be a webinar on state mediation programs, and with some specific reference to the kinds of tools that they find useful in dealing with other issues like pesticide drift.  And an overview of the program.  And we can certain arrange a webinar on at least the federal government end of that.  

I also heard mentioned at the last meeting and at this meeting this idea about getting more information about what the various industry segments are currently doing in terms of stewardship, both in the fence out and fence in sort of aspects, and we will certainly have something on that, whether it will be a speaker or two coming in at the next meeting, or have a panel discussion on it, I think that remains to be seen, but I think it's a subject that's come up a lot of times, and it would probably benefit the committee to have a presentation, get some more information around that at the next meeting.  

MR. REDDING:  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  Michael, were you still going on with your list, or were you soliciting suggestions?  You had also mentioned Kent Bradford, and I don't know whether it was simply passing the materials around that he had presented at the gene flow conference, and whether it's him or somebody else I think having someone who can describe to our group the science involved in gene flow, because as we all know it's very different depending on the crop, it is, you know, a higher science.  And so the question is do we get somebody in?  I was with Greg Jaffee, and I think Laura was there and others who were at the gene flow conference, and I found it to be very helpful to have somebody really explain the science of gene flow, and that's something that might be helpful to our group.  Whether, I think passing a publication around, I think it's good for people to be able to ask questions as they happen, and be able to pressure test what he's saying, as opposed to passing a publication around, but I'm interested in what others think as well.  Would there be a benefit to having somebody in to explain to us about gene flow, explain about the differences in crops, and that sort of thing?  

MR. REDDING:  Michael, do you want to respond to that, or --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I guess my first reaction is that it's a good idea in the scheme of things, but we're really limited in time, and I'm just trying to figure, and I think it's a call that we haven't yet made about how much time we take away from the discussions, and how much detail below where this committee can get to that would bring in.  So, I don't have a firm response to it yet, I think we take it under advisement.  I'm certainly very happy to hear other's views on that, as well.  I'm just very conscious of the time crunch.  

MR. REDDING:  Daryl?

MR. BUSS:  Daryl Buss.  I think, too, we need to keep in mind that whatever recommendations we make need to be couched with an understanding on our part that they need to be valuable over time because events are going to change, knowledge is going to change, so for us to approach this as an in game fate accompli doesn't make sense.  Otherwise it really won't be useful to the Secretary.  So, I think, again, it gets back to being careful how much detail we get into, and if we're going to get into it then that detail had better be pretty durable.  

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Latresia?

MS. WILSON:  Michael, I was just reviewing our notes from our working group telephone conference, and I was looking back and it said that you were going to -- there was apparently a federal notice concerning whether there was a request for data is it organic farmers, were you able to get that info?

MS. OLSEN:  Yes, that was me.  It actually wasn't a federal register notice, it was in a USDA publication, so I need to search for that, and I can take that on.  And again, I hope my memory isn't, I'm not misremembering this, but it was actually not a federal register notice, but it was a USDA publication, and I think it was tied to Cathy Greene's work.  But again, I have to go back and actually search for that.  Thank you for the reminder.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other notes, margin notes you have about follow up?  We need either, you know, hard copies of material that would get to you, or stuff you want on the website, or presentation?  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I mean, I think there were some individual information requests that are not going to go as far as having to gather a lot of additional information.  I know there was the request made for more information about the alfalfa grant to Stephanie Green, and we can certainly get that information.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  You mean to Cathy Woteki.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I think the key that you're all going to need is calendar information, and the names of the other members of the work, of the other working groups, schedule.  There was the matter that was raised about the working groups needing to provide useful little short summaries to help the other working groups be able to quickly understand where they were going.  We can add that into the --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Conference call.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  -- I don't know if that's the charge for the meeting summary or for the rapporteur.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I'm not going to answer that.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Thank you.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  At least we have (indiscernible).

MR. REDDING:  Pardon me?  We had agreed to sort of spend -- I'm sorry.  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  As follow up, as far as follow up information I was looking, the information about the grants that we were just given, we're going to try and get some more information on that, how relevant may be to, might be easy to do.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  You were right.  Dr. Woteki had indicated that we would get some more information about the history of funding from those programs in areas that are specifically relevant to the committee.  And we'll follow up on that.

MR. CORZINE:  Okay.  We'll have maybe dollar amounts, as well as what any outcomes might have been, are ongoing?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  I will check.  I'm not sure what I'm able to get since I don't have access to data.  But we'll check it out.

MR. CORZINE:  Thanks.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  And I'm sure that there were a couple of other information requests that are embedded in the notes, and when we try to turn around the meeting summary in relatively short order we'll see what else is in there and try to list those out as we did last time, as well.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  What's your pleasure, do you want to take a quick break here and then sort of reconvene, or -- 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yes, it's, it's --

MR. REDDING:  You want to do that?  I mean, we're scheduled through 4 o'clock-ish.  I mean, we had said there before lunch that maybe 3:30 would be a good mark just to, knowing folks had to travel.  But I think take a short break, come back in and focus on the guiding principle, pick up the guiding principle conversation, does that work?  Okay.  Let's do that, let's take a 10-minute break.

(Discussion off the record.)

(Whereupon, at 2:55 p.m. a brief break was taken.)

MR. REDDING:  So, to pick up on the conversation here, this break was actually helpful just to clarify when folks have commitments and such.  So, you know, we know that even by 3:30 we need to have this wrapped up, okay?  And that allows for folks who are driving and flying and trains and such to get out of here, so yes.  If you'd please, let's take a seat, and just wrap up our discussions here.  So, by 3:30 we'll be done, okay?  But I want to make sure while we have folks around the table we re-visit this issue of the guiding principles, specifically, and to just review what's there, ask the question of committee members are there other things that really ought to be part of the guiding principle.  And I know Daryl had said something earlier about sort of the durability of whatever these recommendations we end up, sort of the durability of those recommendations and whether that's a guiding principle or not, meaning that we're not simply looking at now, we're looking down the road, and the durability of these, whether that's a guiding principle, a helpful guiding principle, don't know.  But thoughts?  Final thoughts, Daryl?  I'm sorry, Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  I'm sorry, I thought you noticed I was talking over here, we just learned that the former governor of Illinois was a given a sentence of 14 years, and some of us thought that was appropriate, so excuse me for distracting you.

MR. REDDING:  Is that in the context of durability?

MR. CORZINE:  Absolutely.

MR. REDDING:  All right. 

MR. CORZINE:  And flexibility.  We've got to be flexible or we're not going to have any governors.

MR. REDDING:  Well --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Unfortunate reality.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Less than a year per felony.

MR. CORZINE:  Yes.  That may speak to -- where am I going here -- the shared responsibility.  I think it kind of points to where the problem is, that they took care of that part of it in that sentencing.  Sorry for the distraction.

MR. REDDING:  No, it's okay.  Make sure, again, that as we noted these guiding principles will show up both in terms of the general work of the committee, but also the work groups.  So, I want to make sure we've got a, we've done our job.  Please, Paul.

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, Paul Anderson.  I'm still a little bit unclear.  I listened to Marty, and I listened to you, Laura, and I know some of these overlap pretty nicely, but can you remember Marty's well enough to say which ones of those are really pretty identical and which are divergent?

MS. BATCHA:  Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Who's are the number one list?

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.

MS. BATCHA:  I could --

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, his -- right.

MS. BATCHA:  I can try -- so, Marty's are at the top there, right?  So, I think the ones that I identified, I think fairness probably correlates pretty well to equity.

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.

MS. BATCHA:  My guess.  Autonomy I think would correlate to preserving choice, perhaps?  

MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.

MS. BATCHA:  I think flexibility and proportionality in some way are related.  Community and encouraging neighbor to neighbor relations, perhaps.  It's not absolute.  And that leaves shared responsibility and inclusiveness, and I'm not convinced that they correlate, but those are the ones that are left (indiscernible) the lists.

MR. ANDERSON:  They work.

MR. REDDING:  Anything you want to add?  Anything you want to add to that?  Leon?

MR. CORZINE:  The question is some of it may get to be to the degree, I mean, there's a lot of not definitive but a lot of arbitrary, you know, you can take that where you want it to go.  I mean, some of those you take them far enough why we're in to Socialism, you know what I mean?  So, I think we want to be careful as committees, and I'm assuming that these, and you tell me, are these supposed to be directives that we're supposed to use?  Because if that is why I'm pretty uncomfortable with that.  

MR. REDDING:  I would not say directives.  I mean, they're, again, guiding, you know, they give you a little bit of structure beyond having sort of nothing, they have at least some, you know, points of reference around --

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Metrics.

MR. REDDING:  What?

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Metrics.  I don't know.

MR. REDDING:  Metrics.  They're not a directive.  I guess maybe leave it at that.  All right?  Michael, anything?  Okay.  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Lynn Clarkson.  I think these are very reasonable values to consider, but I would like to suggest in coming up with a recommendation on this.  One way to look at it is mandatory, another way to look at it would be to say it's voluntary.  If you want the protection of a compensation fund then you have to follow the following rules.  Should you choose to opt out, volunteer and say hopefully I can take care of this directly with my neighbor or on my own, and then you cause a problem you are not protected, and you're expected to pick up the burden of whatever problem you caused.  So, I don't know if this has to be mandatory.  

MR. REDDING:  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I have a follow on question for Leon, because I know we're both lovers of the free market, Leon, so I want to know which of those guiding principles are the ones that you get you concerned about it bordering on Socialism so I can have a better understanding of where your concern is coming from?

MR. CORZINE:  Well, your definition of, with community probably is better than if you just look at community and what does that mean, does that mean, you know, and that can, if you carry that to an extreme you could get there as far as too Socialistic in Lynn's mind.  And then what is fairness?  I mean, you can have a whole session, maybe a whole, more than one plenary on what is fairness, and it gets into maybe who pays, and those kind of things.  So, that is my caution that these can be so objective that where are we really to go with this list as we work through it?  Because until that's further vetted out, and I don't know that you can, I'm just not real comfortable with the list.  

MS. BATCHA:  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  I think the, I mean, the list sort of was born out of some of the discussions we've had about, you know, and maybe the roots were in the initial work group reports about that you've got to have some scheme in this game, you know, there has to be some understanding, there has to be some buy in, there's co-responsibility for co-existence.  I think that is sort of a genesis.  I mean, so we're trying to say okay, what really guides our considerations of the recommendations?  I mean, what are the tests of that, and that's what this represents.  And I don't know how to completely apply them yet, to be honest, but I think at least we can say, you know, here are some things that guide our considerations on mechanisms, on who pays, on further consideration, you know, getting into the real, the deliverables around what the Secretary has asked us to look at.  But I would say that these are, they're evolving, too, right?  You agree that it's not an all inclusive list.  I think as we said earlier, I mean, these are points as we drive around, work around, or think about things we want to sort of have on the guiding principle list.  But I would hope that they at least would embody the intent that we would have around some of the, certainly the discussions and the work group, but the deliverables.  Daryl?

MR. BUSS:  Daryl Buss.  I guess getting back to Leon's point, I envision these as guiding principles, they're just lenses through which to look at individual recommendations, they're not prime.  And I think to the extent that in a given work group that working toward the useful product that these get in the way, I think they ought to be thrown overboard.  I mean, that's the goal, I mean, in the work groups is developing that, whatever that issue is.  And if these are helpful, great, I mean, that was the intent, I think, in which they were put forward, but to the extent they're not then I think we've lost sight of the forest through the trees in my mind.

I also just wanted to point out that reminding people equity doesn't equal equalness.  Sometimes people equate one with the other, and that's not the case.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Good point.  Angela?

MS. OLSEN:  Another guiding principle that we need just to keep in mind is promoting innovation, and by we heard how important science was to the Secretary when he spoke to us yesterday, and innovation does not mean, and science doesn't mean biotechnology.  Organic farming, I think all of us sitting around this table know it involves some very elegant science.  We wouldn't want to set up a system or make some policy recommendations that could hinder innovation, and that's both in the biotechnology industry, that's in the entire seed industry, including in the organic sector.  So, I'd like to suggest that another guiding principle is promoting innovation and not doing anything to hinder it.  And that's across all industries.  

MR. REDDING:  Promote or encourage?  Yes.  Okay.  

MS. OLSEN:  And no, well, not restrict.

MR. REDDING:  To not restrict innovation.

MS. OLSEN:  I think promote and restrict, and as just to keep in our minds as we're talking about different policy considerations that we may recommend, or that maybe on a menu of options that we're not hindering innovation, both in the organic side and, you know, again, across all industries.  This is not just about -- you know, as Missy pointed out, and she's absolutely right, I mean, when we talk about science we don't mean that organic farming doesn't involve science, it's, as I said, very elegant science is involved in that.  Very sophisticated science.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  David?

MR. JOHNSON:  I would echo what Angela says, and I think also when we look at charge number two you get into things like testing protocols, and we'll have discussions about those testing protocols, and so one of the principles I would like to throw up is just the term science based because most of those protocols that we're going to be looking at in terms of testing and how we assess GE presence are based on scientific methodology, and so I would like to add science based principle.  I don't get hung up on this discussion about who pays, and one of the reasons I don't is as I read the two top charges it doesn't ask me to.  It says what are the, what types of compensation mechanisms, you know, and we know the rest of the paragraph, and what's necessary to implement them, and that is what would be the eligibility standard?  So, I don't get hung up on that conversation, so as you've seen me sit on the sideline on that I just wanted to let you know I'm not convinced that I have to really get hung up on that to provide the Secretary the information he needs on both point one and two.

MR. REDDING:  Good point.  Good point.  How about the issue of as a guiding principle focusing on solutions and not differences?  That you actually get into these considerations and just making sure that we're looking for an answer, right?  And the charge is to try to solve a problem and not create one.  So, again, just, again, making some distinctions here about what we ultimately put the, what lens we look at, the lens is in resolution, right?  And not the difference.  Lynn?

MR. CLARKSON:  Yes.  Lynn Clarkson.  My vision of agriculture in the United States is that we can not only offer quantity in terms of reasonably accepted commodity, but also be the world's leading supplier of identity preserved crops.  And I think we have a common interest over every path to the market of doing our best to support reasonable purity.  I think that will be increasingly important to farmers using transgenic to keep one transgenic from demolishing the market of another transgenic, and that certainly is important in all the existing IP markets.  So, I know that perfect purity is not possible, so the question is what's reasonable, and how do we get that, and I think that's in everyone's interest at this table and beyond the table.  

MR. REDDING:  Well said.  Thank you.  

MR. CLARKSON:  You're welcome.

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Any final comments, considerations here for the guiding principles?  Any final comments for this session?  Laura?

MS. BATCHA:  I just have a couple of things that I thought would be appropriate for the end, just technical stuff.  I think the public comment process, I really enjoyed getting to hear people's public comments, and I, my question is in other Ag. Boards (phonetic sp.) there is the allowance for a short Q and A period, a clarifying Q and A that's moderated so that as committee members we don't get on our soapbox to make a point, but we actually are asking a clarifying question.  So, I guess my request would be that we consider allowing Q and A in future public comment period, and second that we strive to get the federal register notice out much earlier, particularly as it relates to the public comment period because I think we're going to end up with just folks that either are in D.C., or who are tied to individuals who have agents in Washington to get them here, and I think we could do better than that in terms of stakeholder input.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  Fair point.  Thank you.  Keith?

MR. KISLING:  Keith Kisling.  I'd like to have Lynn tell me one more time, awhile ago you mentioned that if you want coverage you pay into a fund that would be voluntary and not mandatory, and that kind of caught me off guard, and I'd like to think about that a little bit.  Would you explain that a little bit again?  It might have something to do with the way we collect our wheat commission money from the producers, there's an opportunity here, I'd like to think about that.  Would you explain that again?

MR. CLARKSON:  My perspective on that is that the compensation plan will have best management practices requirements.  If you wish to be protected you have to follow those best management.  But if you choose not to be protected then you can do things on your own, it would violate the best management, but you are not protected.  If you cause your neighbor problems you're going to end up picking up the tab for that, whether if your neighbor's protected and he's covered, now there's a fund in your insurance, I think they have a right to go against you.  But again, I have a reluctance to make things mandatory, but I'm not reluctant to put an incentive out there for you to go along with it.  Is that a reasonable answer to your question?

MR. KISLING:  Yes.  Well, you know, in our wheat checkoffs if they're mandatory they're a tax, if they're voluntary they're a fee.  

MR. CLARKSON:  Okay.

MR. KISLING:  I'm just trying to, I'm trying to look at this thing where if you want covered you need to put some money in the program.  If you don't want to be covered take a chance like we do every day in farming then you don't get involved, but you aren't mandated to have.  I don't like having mandated requirements and restrictions put on me as a farmer.  

MR. CLARKSON:  Well, since you weren't on one of the first two committees I'll look forward to you telling me how we should solve that in the next --

MR. KISLING:  No, that's why I want, I want to think about what you said.  

MR. REDDING:  Greg?

MR. JAFFE:  Yes.  Just to follow onto Laura's comment about the public comment.  I've also been on committees where they've gotten the comments in advance and then given them out to the committee members so we could read them beforehand, which actually makes them asking questions even more relevant.  I don't know if you've talked about being able to submit written comments, you mentioned, Michael, in the future on the website, so there may also be a way that if we are going to have for our next meetings and we have public comment if to the extent that those public commenters can provide statements in advance that might actually allow us to use the time even more efficiently to have read those comments in advance and be able to ask questions.  

MR. REDDING:  Okay.  David?

MR. JOHNSON:  I had an off-subject topic I just wanted to bring up, not to embarrass our illustrious Dean Buss, but I was reading the paper back in Wisconsin, and it's not often you get your picture on the front page of a paper.  And so, Dean Buss is retiring this next summer, and it talks about his illustrious career, and it was a real privilege to get to meet him.  And I would have never met him even though we've been in Wisconsin about the same number of years had I not been asked to join this committee.  And so, I brought a copy of this to share with Dean.  

And I want to read just one thing from it, because I think it applies to our discussion here.  And it says the accomplishments we make are always everyone working together, not anyone in isolation.  And I thought that was just a fantastic quote, and I wanted to congratulate you on your great career, and I'm glad I got to meet you.  

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  Congratulations.  

MR. BUSS:  Thank you.

MR. REDDING:  See you in March.  Look forward to just continuing the good work.  Just --

MR. BUSS:  (Indiscernible.)

MR. REDDING:  -- a couple of final points.  Again, just wanted to say thank you for the commitment to be here, and juggling schedules, and making all this work.  It really is a really nice honor to be in these conversations.  And I think a lot of the folks who we represent and work with, you know, who know full well the implications of these topics, you know, they appreciate the work.  And I think having Secretary Vilsack, and Undersecretary and Deputy Secretary here at both of our meetings I think underscores one, the importance that they have placed on the committee, and gives some indication, quite frankly, of some of the pressures that are probably out there that they're feeling that speak to the necessity of really us delivering a product.  I mean, we've all been around the USDA and worked with them, and we know you get the Secretary two consecutive meetings, and the Deputy Secretary, that, yes, could be trouble, but it's also been helpful because it's helped focus on sort of what those expectations are.  And we have that direct face time to ask for clarity on, you know, issues, and I think that has been incredibly helpful to keeping our process moving.

Both of the rapporteurs have taken off, I just want to say for the record thanks to Josette and Jerry for the work they did to get us here.  Look forward to their continued work.  We've noted the next 90 days a lot has to happen, and I appreciate the input in terms of work group schedules, and we'll certainly do everything we can here to make sure that that's a productive time period.  Much to do, though, so stay tuned.  

To the public commenters, really value their perspective and time.  I think any time you get somebody to travel in here from the far reaches of Montana, you know, to spend a few minutes with us about their perspective, their life's work, their experiences, that's really important, you know.  It's nice to have it here represented by association, but when someone jumps on a plane and heads east to share that for a few minutes, I mean, that's really helpful to us.  So, to all the public commenters, thank you.

To Michael and team, Cindy Smith, and Diane, Mark, many folks in and out of here over the last two days, thank you.  We spent a lot of time worrying about this, you spent all your time worrying about it, and making it work, and just moving folks, logistics, protocols, really appreciate the good work and good thinking.  So, from all of the committee, Michael, please extend our thanks to the Secretary and Undersecretary, and to your staff and colleagues.  Thank you.  

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  If I could just say Diane has had an amazingly tough few weeks, if she's still at the door if you tell her thanks on the way out I'm sure it would be greatly appreciated.

MR. REDDING:  Yes.  And final word, thank you, again, and happy holidays.  Look forward to seeing you in the spring.  All right.  Talk to you shortly.  Thank.

MR. SCHECHTMAN:  Likewise.  Thank you, all.  And Merry Christmas, and Happy New Year.  

(Discussion off the record.)

(Whereupon, at 3:37 p.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
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