AC21 Working groups—Status Update 1-19-12
At its August 30-31, 2011 meeting, AC21 members decided to establish four working groups to help frame relevant issues for the Committee.  The four working groups are:
1. Size and scope of risks

2. Potential compensation mechanisms

3. Tools and standards to verify eligibility and losses
4. Who pays?

The Committee decided that the first two working groups could begin their work prior to the second plenary session in December, 2011.

In forming the working groups, USDA chose to appoint both AC21 members and non-members in order to broaden representation or provide additional expertise on particular issues.  Working group members who are not members of the AC21 will participate in discussions just as AC21 members on those working groups will.   Working groups are not tasked with making decisions for the AC21:  rather, their role is to simply help frame information for the full committee to consider. 

The composition and Plans of Work for the Size and Scope of Risks and Potential Compensation working groups were outlined in the previous status update.  The other two working groups have now been established and are beginning their work.
The Tools and Standards to Verify Eligibility and Losses Working Group will have the following members:

David Johnson                            
AC21 member

Mary-Howell Martens              
AC21 member

Alan Kemper                               AC21 member

Chuck Benbrook                         
AC21 member

Greg Jaffe                                    AC21 member

Keith Kisling                               AC21 member

Rachel Lattimore                         Attorney, Arent Fox LLP
Karil Kochenderfer                     Food industry consultant, LINKAGES
Brad Shurdut                              Global Regulatory Manager, Dow AgroSciences.

The Who Pays? working group will have the following members:

Daryl Buss


AC21 member
Darrin Ihnen


AC21 member
Paul Anderson


AC21 member
Angela Olsen


AC21 member
Leon Corzine


AC21 member
Melissa Hughes


AC21 member
Philip Miller


Vice-President, Monsanto Company
Robert Uram 


Attorney, Sheppard Mullin Richter and Hampton LLP
Plan of Work for the Eligibility Standards/Tools and Triggers Working Group

I. In general terms, what categories of eligibility standards would be needed for individuals who might seek compensation?

II. What are options for the types of tools that could be implemented to verify that damage occurred and to ascertain the extent of loss?

III. Are there particular losses that should specifically not be covered?

IV. Are there existing programs in USDA that might help to develop such standards or to monitor or assess losses? If so, which?  

V. What are options for the types of tools that could be used to verify that due diligence was observed by the producer in the management of the crop for which a loss was suffered?

VI. Are there other marketplace tools (e.g., standardized testing mechanisms) that might be put in place or existing tools that might be modified that might facilitate the operation of a compensation mechanism?

VII. For each type of potential tool identified, what might be the impacts in the marketplace of introducing such a tool, for: GE crop producers; identity-preserved non-GE producers; non-GE commodity crop producers; and organic producers; and how would such tools affect export of US products?

VIII. Who might put in place any of the identified tools?

Plan of work for the Who Pays? Working Group

I. What principles should the AC21 consider for recommendation to the Secretary to guide the choice of entity/entities who would fund a compensation mechanism if it is decided that one should be instituted?

II. Which are the entities or sectors that could potentially be called upon to fund or help fund a compensation mechanism?  What measures, if any, is each entity currently taking to prevent unwanted GE presence in products where it is not wanted?  What economic reward or cost does each entity receive/incur for such measures?

III. How would the various principles in I. align with the various entities identified in II?

IV. What would be the likely market impacts of each potential assignment of funding obligations and why might those impacts occur?

