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Dr. Miley Gonzalez, Chair of the Biotech Task Force and Secretary/Director of the New Mexico Department of Agriculture, called the meeting to order. Thirty-five participants were present. A quorum of task force members were present. 

Dr. Cindy Smith, Deputy Administrator of Biotechnology Regulatory Services, APHIS, provided an update on recent APHIS activities. The second round of training of state inspectors under the pilot project was held on September 14 and 15; inspectors from 18 states have now finished phase one. Several problems need to be resolved before phase two can commence. Progress is being made on the EIS; it should go into internal review before the end of the year. BRS is also working on defining the role it may have in future regulation of animal biotechnology. 

APHIS would like NASDA to consider whether the agency should develop a regulation regarding sharing CBI; a recommendation yet this fall would be timely. Cindy noted that this request came out of the meeting that APHIS held with NASDA in June 2004.

Cindy also mentioned a cooperative grant that BRS has with the National Plant Board. Under this grant, the NPB will conduct an assessment of some program elements of BRS and survey states on ways to improve relationships with the states. Cindy and Bill Dickerson, past President of NPB, indicated that this activity would include a survey of the NASDA members as well.

Cindy discussed a communications plan that BRS is working on; BRS is interested in topics that would assist the states. One topic mentioned would be a flyer on the Coordinated Framework. She also mentioned the number of fact sheet found on their website.

Miley also mentioned his discussion with Secretary Johanns regarding an appointment of a NASDA member as an ex officio member of the USDA’s biotechnology advisory board. Cindy indicated a willingness to follow up within the Department to assist in getting someone appointed.

Dr. John Anderson, Monsanto Company, spoke about acceptance of biotechnology. John was a professor at North Carolina State University before joining Monsanto. He is a member of a product development team and also works on international marketing. He presented information on domestic and international utilization of biotechnology in crops and trends regarding advances that will likely be made in the coming years. He spent some time going over the opportunity that is currently in the pipeline to stack genes with traits that are complimentary and beneficial. He also spoke about issues like the likelihood that China will approve biotech rice in the coming years. India will follow shortly after that. With advances such as this, the use of biotechnology in crop development will continue to expand.

Several activities—mostly legislative—that are occurring at the state level were mentioned by Task Force members: e.g., local and county regulation efforts, market concerns about presence of biotech in organic crops, the efforts of states to pass legislation that curbs other forms of government from regulating biotechnology (12 states have passed such legislation). Also mentioned were some efforts being made to deal with thorny issues at the local level, e.g., two efforts in Hawaii. 

One policy amendment was discussed. It was amended and passed—to be referred to the Animal & Plant Industries Committee, as amended.

The NASDA Issues / Pew Project was discussed. Dr. Anne Radcliff, project leader from the Pew Initiative on Food and Biotechnology was in attendance. The project resulted from staff discussions regarding issues considered important to NASDA members that have been around for a while and stand in the way of allowing biotechnology efforts at the state level to run smoothly. One topic worthy of discussion is the difficulty that many states have regarding keeping confidential the confidential business information (protected under federal law which may not be able to be protected on state open record laws), which makes some kinds of cooperation between state and federal plant pest/biotechnology officials cumbersome or perhaps not even feasible. A second one is liability / peaceful coexistence. A third one is the value of determining methods where states can share concerns with the three (or more) federal agencies that make up the Coordinated Framework. These meetings have been set up for mid-December to discuss CBI; early March for liability / peaceful coexistence; and the third, on the possibility for cooperation between states and the federal agencies involved in the Coordinated Framework) will be scheduled, likely in May.

A work plan for NASDA staff was discussed:

· Provide NASDA support for the APHIS BRS state training grant

· Provide NASDA staffing for the Pew Project

· Review and revise current NASDA Biotechnology policy

· Continue to work on a NASDA Members manual regarding biotechnology

· Represent NASDA at key events regarding state issues and concerns

· Keep Members informed of issues and events of interest.

