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Counties with Ballot Measures 2004

• Adopted
– Mendocino – adopted March 2004

• Qualified for November ballot
– Butte
– Humboldt
– Marin
– San Luis Obispo

• Initiated
– Sonoma
– Santa Barbara
– Alameda
– Lake



Committee for the Evaluation of
Growing Genetically Engineered Crops

In San Luis Obispo County

2004



Committee

• Convened at the request of the Ag Commissioner
– Not Board of Supervisors appointed

• Not subject to Brown Act
– Minutes provided when requested
– County counsel support for committee’s consensus not

to have proceedings taped



Committee Make-up

• University of California Cooperative Extension
• SLO GE Free
• San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau
• California Certified Organic Farmers
• San Luis Obispo County Dept of Public Health
• San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner



Committee Timeline

• Twelve, 2-hour meetings

• 30 April through 15 July, 2004

• Ordinance placed on the ballot July, 2004

• Agendas and Minutes included in Committee Report to Ag
Commissioner

• Report presented to Board of Supervisors 3 August, 2004



Committee Objectives

“...to provide information to the Board
of Supervisors on growing genetically
engineered crops in San Luis Obispo
County about issues that are within

their abilities to influence...”



Committee Objectives

“...to include basic information on definitions,
terms and techniques for biotechnology,

genetic engineering, organic and conventional
production...”



Committee Objectives

“...to deliver this information in the
context of the consumers choice for

locally grown produce and the
producers choice for how and what

they grow.”



Committee Ground Rules

• Be respectful

• Be bold, be brief, be seated

• Withhold judgment

• Listen as an ally



Thomas Bjorkman, Professor Vegetable Crop Physiology at
Cornell - letter in California Agriculture:

 “Behavior of people is analogous to the regulatory
pathways of plants . . .They just do what they do,
and these are the consequences”



Committee Deliverables

• Glossary of terms
• Federal, state, and county regulatory overview
• Organic certification review
• Health Review
• Implications Table

• Report online at http://www.sloag.org/ under “Recent
Correspondence”





Committee Deliverables

• Implications Table
– Was not intended to reflect consensus
– Agreement on major issues
– Negotiated the implications of Board actions
– Captured individual comments regarding

consequences

– Following slides show Table components





Agricultural Impacts
costs and impacts to producers, not to consumers.

• Impacts to Profitability

• Impacts to Integrated Pest Management
Programs, pesticides, and resistance
management

• Impacts to Producer Choices



Economic Impacts

• Market Protection

• Market Reaction and Reputation

• Conventional Product Marketing

• Organic Product Marketing



Environmental Impacts

• Gene Flow
• Unintended/Unknown Consequences
• Wildlife Impacts
• Changes in Bio-diversity
• Impacts to Non-target Organisms
• Benefits to the Environment



Health Implications

• Food Safety

• Allergens

• New Sources of Medications

• Rapid Technological Changes



Regulatory/Legal Issues

• Enforcement Authority

• Enforcement Costs

• Local Property Rights

• Liability Issues



Risk/Benefit Analysis

Risk
• Food consumption
• Environmental
• Gene flow
• Resistance to pest control
• Adverse market reaction
• Lack of local control

Benefits
• Agricultural

– Pest management
– Adverse growing conditions
– Improves productivity/lowers

costs

• Food Processing
• Production of industrial and

pharmaceutical products at
reduced cost



Regulatory/Legal Issues
Ag Commissioner’s Perspective

• State and Federal Activities
• Local Regulatory Issues

– Lack of Notification
– Authority to Enter Property
– Penalties

• Costs



Lessons Learned
from Committee Experience

• UC was not perceived as an unbiased source of
information regarding biotechnology
– “Your salaries are paid for by Monsanto”
– Offering refereed information viewed as combative
– Work to do on how biotechnology and UC’s role is represented

• Organic producers served as “middlemen” in discussion





Continuing efforts

From:  http://slogefree.org/



Continuing efforts

From:  http://slogefree.org/



Labeling Resolution Request to BOS



Health Commission Committee



Agricultural Committee - 2005

• Organized at the request of the Ag Commissioner
– Responding to a request for information from the Chair of

the Board of Supervisors
• Public testimony at Board meetings
• Interest by ag community

• Task: Investigate the limits of co-existence for
conventional, organic, and GE crops



Co-existence Components for Discussion

• Tolerance
– Fundamental agreement on the possibility of adventitious

presence
• Existing Methods from other States, Programs

– Co-existence
– Isolation / segregation

• Consequences
– Safety
– Liability







CO-EXISTENCE METHODS BY COMMODITY,
THEIR CURRENT APPLICATIONS IN SAN LUIS OBISPO

COUNTY AGRICULTURE
AND IMPLEMENTATION OF GUIDELINES

• Latest draft 9-15-05
• Winegrapes

– County’s #1 Crop
• Corn

– Not included in county crop ranking
– Of concern to public (home gardeners)

• Report back to Board of Supervisors late 2005


