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SENATOR WANZEK; Sponsor, introduced the bill. See attached testimony.
REPRESENTATIVE POLLERT; Sponsor, testified in support of this bill,

KEN BERTSCH; ND State Seed Commiséioner, testified in support of this bill. Sce attached
testimony,

SENATOR NICHOLS; How do you plan to pay for this?

KEN BERTSCH; There are two things that are an issue here, we are self funded and we
internalize the development cost and that is what we have chosen to do.

SENATOR KROEPLIN; What are field inspections intended for?

KEN BERTSCH; We are unsure of how this is going to happen. We are trying to be flexible
enough in setup.

DAVID MORKEN; Unity Seed Co., Casselton, testified in support of this bill.

NEAL FISCHER; ND Wheat Commission, testified in support of this bill.
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CLYDE KREBS; ND Grain Dealers, testified in support of this bill. See attached testimony.
JOAN JIRIK; testified in support of this bill.

BRIAN KRAMER; ND Farm Bureau, testified in support of this bill. This is not just a GMO
bill, it is a variety protection bill and identity preservation bill. We will be able to determine
whether or not those crops arc GMO and segregated. The non GMO crops are going to benefit
from this program just as much or more than GMO products.

The hearing was closed.

SENATOR KLEIN moved for a DO PASS on SB 2235.

SENATOR URLACHER the motion,

Roll call vote: 6 Yeas, 0 No, 0 Absent and Not voting,

SENATOR WANZEK will carry the bill.




FISCAL NOTE

Requested by Legislative Council
01/17/2001

Bill/Resolution No.: SB 2235

~ Amendment to:

1A. State fiscal effect: /dentify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations

compared to funding levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.
1999-2001 Biennium 2001-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennium

Generai Fund[ Other Funds [General Fund | Other Funds |General Fund | Other Funds
Revenues $0 $0 $O $0) $0 $0
[Expenditures $0 $0 ' $0 $0 $0) $0
Apptopriations $ $0 $ $ $ $

13. County, city, and school district fiscal effect: /dentify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political

subdivision,
1999-2001 Biennlum 2007-2003 Biennium 2003-2005 Biennlum

School School School
Countles Cities Districts Counties Cities Districts Counties Cities Districts

[ |

2. Narrative: /dentify the aspects of the measure which cause fiscal impact and include any comments
relevant to your analysis.

Service development costs are internalized in department program budgets, Costs in excess of normal are
funded through contingency line item as unanticipated expenses.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:
A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type
and fund affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each
agency, line item, and fund affec ted and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, of the effect
on the biennial appropriation for each agency and fund affected and any amounts included in the
executive budget. Indicate the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and

appropriations.

ame: Ken Bertsch gency: Seed Department
one Number: 701-239-7210 Date Prepared: 01/22/2001
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VICE CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: = We will go to SB 2235,

SENATOR WANZEK: RELATING TO THE INSPECTION, ANALYSIS AND
VERIFICATION OF SEEDS AND CROPS; AND TO PROVIDE FOR A REPORT:

When | had w1is Bill in the senate, | had a prepared statement. This is a bill that | feel quite close
to. It is a proactive approach to our seeds and our markets, It provides our producers a
mechanism for a ook that they can use to go to there customers. With a verification that the
product or the commodity that they are selling to the end user has the characteristics or traits that
that end user wants. [ know personally that we have marketed soy beans to Koreans, Some
other farms have. Some of the exporters tell me that when they go to Korea and into a buyers
room that you see a map of ND, on the wall. We are recognized for the high quality of our

beans and food grade grains, They also look at official looking documents which we have,

Certified seed and verification. We need this as a positive thing to uddress the future of Agr,
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and what [ think will come down the pike. We are not going to be growing commodities any

more we are going to be growing special end use crops. It needs this kind of service to verify

and keep separate and segregated.  This Bill essentially just authorizes the seed commission to

start adopting or putting together the rules and regulations and implementing a program like this,
That will be done through the seed commission. It would be patterned after like our certified

seed program is now,  We have an inspector come out, they do lab inspections and do

certification and verification. that your sced is of good quality and certain variety of germination

values.  This will be patterned after that but extended beyond.

REPRESENTATIVE ONSTAD: As crops have gone overseas to different countries. We need

to be streamlined. With this bill it will be vertfications of the product.

REPRESENTATIVE DELZER: DIST: 22 | support this Bill. We are in a new era.

with the GMO crops. I think that there is a definite need for us to be able to have better

access to identifving GMO crop.On our farm we purchase seed from a company, Raise the seed

non GMO crop raise the seed and probably keep some of the seeds back for one year, That is

entirely legal.  When I keep that sced back, I think that we have reached a point now where

I may want to test that sees cven before I plant it or know that it has been tested so that [ know

that it is GMO FREE, Because if | am purchasing a crop that I think is GMO free, plant it, keep

it for seed, replant it I could unknowing be violating the law. We want to make sure that we

have the facilities and testing available.

REPRESENTATIVE LLOYD: Testing is not simple. 5 to 15 percent is the error rate. Testing

can take time. Labor can be expensive. Significant labor, 1 hope people aren't going to think it
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is going to be easy to take a sample from the grain bin and have it easily identified whether it is

contaminated or not because [ don’t think it will be that easy. This is more of a statement.
REPRESENTATIVE DELZER: Just net cleaning up your bins, your scders et¢ and you can
exceed tolerances.  Testing is not a perfect science.  We want to identify what we are going to
be planting

SENATOR WANZER. Considering that there is not a perfect science, I hope that we will be
cautious and | have complete faith in the state seed commission that they will be careful in
stating how far we will go with this and making statements that this is certified zero non GMO,
I would never sign an agreement as a producer saying | am certifying that there is zero GMO
crops. [ would certify that I planted Non GMO. Maybe some day we will have better testing,
REPRESENTATIVE LLOYD The level of Zine in our seed is minimal. Other countries like
that low percentage.

KEN BERTSCH: ND. STATE SEED COMMISSIONER: Please see printed testimony.

[ am going to walk through the Bill.  There are two :itings happening here.  GMO controversy.
Relating to crops.  Please see Bill as to walk through.  In section one Analysis means the
laboratory examination of seeds, crops or plant tissue to determine the genetic identity or
physical traits of the seeds or crops, See page two line four and down.

We have the dispute

There are going to be dozens of different patented trades that are contracted. We are

establishing programs over the next few years that will work.
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WE have Field inspections, Inspection and analysis fees, laboratories and facilities, identity
preservation, segregation, trace ability, labels, documentation, contract for services, protection of
growers, deposit of fees, investment, warranties regarding seeds or crops.
REPRESENTATIVE BERG: On your revenues. s this how they are all split, 20 % general
fund and the balance on a revolving basis?
KEN: 20% OF OUR INTEREST GOES INTO THE GENERAL FUND. 80% STAYS WITH
THE DEPARTMENT. THE REST OF OUR REVENUES ARE ALL FEES FOR SERVICES
AND BECOME A PART OF THE BUDGET.
PAGE TWO LINE 29 WARRANTIES REGARDING SEED CROPS.  How can you guarantee
with any certainty what you have is zero.  'This section is standard language again. It is
standard disclaimer. We can’t as a state agency say this seed is GMO FREE,
It scientifically impossible,

Please read the entire printed text and the actual Bill  There are no international standards out

there. There is no such thing as a st tolerance of what is allowed in the industry, This is just
an example. In the absence of National and International standards we are floating around on
are own out here, That is why we started thinking about this Bill ~ Actually put some teeth in
what we do at a state level.  We have an opportunity to pick up a strong leadership roll on this
issue, nationwide. Hopefully this will really help the producers. Putting stewardship in the
genetically modified material.

REPRESENTATIVE PIETSCH:  This strikes me that we are moving from cettification to
vetification of input to a vital product for verification in terms quality exists in the product that

. is going into the market place. 1 can see this as a massive increase in the business of the seed
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commission. Do you believe that if that were to happen, do you have the capacit; to expand
There will be private companies coming in this area in five or so yeai ;. Do you invasion your
self and have the service capacity to meet this market because | think it is going to happen
quickly. 1t won’t be a slow steady growth. Do you think the sced commission is in a position
to handle this.

KEN: [HOPE SO. Once the federal standards are put in place we certainly hope so.

There is internally set up costs and once we start producing revenues exactly as you are saying
meets before we are able to have the capacity to do that.  We do have some money in a reserve
fund. We are already doing similar things,  Doing lab test to the best of our abilities.

We give the state scal as to our tests, Over seas it is a wonderful thing,

REPRESENTATIVE PEASCH:  Can you use NDSU for help.

KEN: Yes we use them frequently and go back and forth, It a number of areas.

In the plant pathology our we will be going back and forth also,

REPRESENTATIVE ONSTAD:  We are basically expanding the seed commission, Do you
see an increase of fees to handle this expansion.

KEN; Not an expansion. We will put different fees for different services. For different
programs that we put together. An example, We are expanding our capabilities of our diagnostic
capabilitiecs  Different type of corn GMO test or SOYBEAN TESTS ETC.  We must
approximate the cost of service. That is how we try to set our fees. The expansion issue is not
going to mean that the rest of our fees are going to be higher, it’s going to mean we are going to

have more of them, based on the number of services that we are providing.
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Representative Onstad:  Basically what you are going to say‘is that you need more money to run
your department,

KEN: You don’t give us any money to run our departinent,

ONSTAD: [ know but, you are going to need more dollars coming into your depariment,  You
are self funded. But, you basically are going to need more money to run your department,
KEN: At some point yes, we arc going to have more revenue. and a larger budget, In the
perfect world, if we are doing as Rep. Peasch suggests, more and more business in regard to this
type of program, yes we will need morte diagostnics capabilities, and more highly trained people
out in the field that can recognize certain traits in the visual inspections process. All of those
things will cost more, We can only hope that as the budget process moves on we will have the
numbers in place to allow us to do that, ‘The language as to the bill has been in place since
probably 1939, Other agencies that have those fund balances have to have them in the Bank of
ND. This is by state law. 'The bank keeps 20% of what ever interest is gencrated and we keep
80% for our department. Our tevolving fund. Tam not sure our leeway is any different then any
other agency.

Representative Lemieux: When you are looking at these testing procedures, using prudent
business practices, Will you examine whether outsourcing these testing procedures cither pass
the University or private industries, Will you take that into consideration? In your
determination as to doing the testing?

KEN: Yes, we will, WE have to achieve a decent balance or we will look hard at out sourcing

certain types of tests, That is ofT in the distance.
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LEIMUEX: The other question that [ have is that the commission shall establish the procedure

for inspecting. Do you foresee the sced department doing inspecting for lets say patent holders
of GMO'S?  Getting involved In inspecting for them or is this mostly for producers?

KEN: What | invision here is the separation between dispute processes and for fee services,

If we are talking about the fee process,  In terms of dispute processes.  We will have the

disputing people present, ‘That is how we will handle that part of the issue. It is a fee for

service Issue regardless as to who it is for. It is the owner of the crop, that will be the

determining factor for what we do. If it is a private company and they own the crop that is in

the field, they have a contract with the producer or something like that, it is a well arranged circle

that we become involved with those partics. That is the model that we are going to use.

REPRESENTATIVE MUELLER: Are you biting off more then you can chew on this one, Do

we have the resources. This is huge. Can you do it.

KEN: [don’t have the answer, Ther - is no one that has any capability of ¢ven taking a shot at

it. This is open ended. This bill is to create programs. This is the frame work, do it if you can,

It dose not say shall. We make the determination. We may have to create a lot of partnerships

to make this happen. 1know we are going to have some partnerships. Grain industry etc.

We need to meet demand. We are half way there. We have to take a shot at the rest of it too.

VICE CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any other testimony in support of this bill.

LINDA RANSEN: DAKOTA RESOURCE COUNCIL. Iam here on behalf of the council.

WE ARE IN SUPPORT OF THIS BILL. WE URGE YOU TO DO A DO PASS.

VICE CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Any other support of this Bill. Any opposition?

WE WILL CLOSE THE HEARING ON 2235. lA: 1409
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CHAIRMAN NICHOLAS: WE WILL OPEN THE HEARING ON SB 2235,

BILL IS RELATING TO THE INSPECTION, ANALYSIS, AND VERIFICAION GF SEEDS

AND CROPS; AND TO PROVIDE FOR A REPORT.

REPRESENTATIVE WRANGHAM MOVES FOR A DO PASS IS THERE A SECOND?
REPRESENTATIVE LLOYD SECONDED THE MOTION,

REPRESENTATIVE LEMIEUX: PLEASE SEE BILL AS TO TESTIMONY. HE DID
MENTION THAT IT IS HARD TO FIND UNZONTAMINATED SEED.

TOUGH TO FIND SOYBEANS SEEDS THAT ARE NOT CONTAMINATED WITH GMO.
REPRESENTATIVE BERG: ADMINISTRATIVE RULES WAS BROUGHT UP
REPRESENTATIVE MUELLER: COMPANION ISSUES SB 2204 AND SB2235
REPRESENTATIVE LLOYD. [THINK THEY WILL GET SET UP TO RUN THESE TESTS

IF THEY ARE NOT ALREADY BUT IN THE MEAN TIME THEY CAN ALWAY'S
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SUBCONTRACT OUT TO A LAB THAT IS DOING IT. THERE ARE SEVERAL LARS.,

ESPECIALLY THE ONEIN SD.  THEY SHOULD CHECK OU'T THE LAB IN SD TO
MAKE SURE THAT THEY WILL BE TESTING ACCORDING TO THEIR
SPECIFICATIONS.  AS FAR AS THE FEE'S GO T WOULD SAY THEY ARE IN LIN,
MAY BE A LITTLE HIGH,

REPRESENTATIVE ONSTAD: WISE IDEA TO DO SUBCONTRACTING.
REPRESENTATIVE LEMIEUX: 1'TTINK WE HAVE TO ESTABLISH FEES THROUGH
ADMINISTRATIVE RULES. WE ARE TYING THE HANDS OF THE INDEPENDEN'T
AGENCY THAT DOSE HAVE A PRODUCER BOARD THAT HELPS ESTABLISH THOSE
FEES AND THEY ARE NOT GOING TO Bl UNREALISTIC, THEY WILL ONLY GOING
TO COVER THEIR COST. 1HAVE NO MAJOR PROBLEMS WITH THIS BILI..
REPRESENTATIVE BERG: LETS RUN IT OUT,

CHAIRMAN NICHOLAS: THE CLERK WILL TAKE THE ROLL.

THERE WERE **"”’14 YES'”’0 NO™"""'1 ABSENT*’”’,

REPRESENTATIVE LEMIEUX WILL CARRY THE BILL

WE WILL CL.OSE ON SB 2235,
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Testimony on SB 2235
Senate Agriculture Committee

Mr. Vice Chair and Senate Ag Committee Members:

My name is Terry Wanzek, State Senator from district 29. As legislators, you would
understand that we each, typically have one or two bills a session that we take personal
ownership and pride in, and nurture and shepherd through the process. Well, for me, this

is it,

It seems that each legislative scssion takes on it’s own personality or identity, I sense that
for Agriculture, this session, it is the concern or fear of biotechnology, or in other words
GMO crops, and the resultant effect it has on our markets, There is a concern that we
will destroy our markets, that customers will be reluctant to buy our crops. It is a concern
that we need to take seriously, if we are to believe the customer is king.

There will be a number of other bills that will pertain to the biotech issue. There will be
bills that will, definitely, be more visible, draw more attention, create more controversy
and more ink in the news, However, in my opinion, | believe there will be none other,
that will , as quietly, be more pragmatic, more effective, more positive and proactive,
long term, in addressing this issue of GMO's and the fear of losing our markets because
of customer rejection. To my knowledge, ND would be taking the lead in the nation in
adopting these guidelines for establishing an official state identity preserved program.,

Essentially, this bill would authorize, within the current structure of the State Sced
Commission, an official service for our producers, totally voluntary, that inspects,
analyzes and verifies the genetic identity and any other physical traits, that might be of
importance to the market, of seeds or crops.

This is a market approach in dealing with the perceived problem of biotech crop by our
customers, This is in no way meant to be an indictment of biotechnology. Matter of fact,
personally, 1 believe there are probably some tremendous potential benefits that we have
not yet begin to realize with this technology. Not just benefits from solely a producers
point of view, but possibly benefits for consumers and the common good.

However, we are where we are today, and I believe the customer is king. This bill falls

in line with the mission statement of COF A, stating our desire to be recognized as a
supplier of the highest quality food in the world. This bill will be a tool for those
enterprising, entrepreneurial and industrious ND producers who wish to add value to their
production by providing customers with an official documented assurance of the quality
traits, characteristics, and purity and that this quality has been segregated and preserved.




Ready . ., Set .

iy

~

Towa formens achieve nternanonal qualiy certiftccation

T

Ot ..‘dy:fpri.‘t‘he nekt

B Linagram.in agriculture,

118 1SQ,iwhich stands

:‘{‘ 1. Jiterpational Orga-

B tiixatan for Standard-

It also sty for quulity—a

oy sought-aftét “and recently ma-
gned adjective jn the grain world.

‘Quality control' is a bif of a new

coneept for agricuiture. To tarmers

TorTh re cOMINTIS 101

highsvalyie," v preserved (IP)

&
grHINS, quanty control will mean a
wholelo ¢ than g¢ .
tihe's copcave. settings :

"IT farmers are going 10 participate
in §oms ol (hosc future IP crops, we
Fave to be ready to meet the qualin”
Colons thal end-users have,” says
Russ Steffensmeier, who raises crops
and finishes cattle near Donnellson,
lowa. “If we're not ready ahead of
time, we may miss out.”

Prepared to act. To get ready for
the global marketplace, Steffensmeier
and four other furm families in south-
east lowa recently became the first
grain farmers on record to meet ISO
9002 standards for quality control.

1ISO 9000 is the generic term for
quality control standards developed
by the International Organization for
Standardization, an independent

ency based in Geneva, Switzer-

d. The organization was founded

develop standards for quality that
would help businesses move goods
and services across country borders,

S

If a company becomes 1SO certi-
iied, buyers know the products meet
high quality standards. The Y002 stan-
dards are speclfic to companies that
produce goods or scrvices.

“Having that international recogni-
tion s important in today’s global
food marketplace,” says Robert
Dodds, Extension director in Lee
County, lowa, who helped initiate
the farmers’ SO quest,

“The standards are fairly rigid,
and require that you put a lot of
thought and documentation g
into how you buy supplies, how
you plant and manage the crop, .
and how you harvest, store
and deliver the grain,”

Dodds says. “But the ben-
efits go beyond the recog-
nition of certification.”

After receiving manu-
als on ISO certification,
the farmers ecach looked at their own
operations and designed systems for
tracKing and recording that they were

growing a quality crop.

[Ts Important that 1SO-certified
companies be involved on both ends,
Steffensmeier says, Part of his 18O
plan is to purchase seeds from ISO-
certified companies. He detailed how
he would receive and store sced until
planting, his planter-calibration pro-
cess, and how he will decide who ap-
plies fertilizers and pesticides. Crop
scouting musthe carefully docunient-
ed. Combine cleaning and graindry-

~Tng practices also must be specified.
to an ISO-certilicd clevator at Wevey.

"It may seem like a lot of work and

@ FARMUIOURNAL January 2001

.

. ‘e "
expense, especinlly when we don’t yo
have a contract for some specialty,
crop,” Steffensmeier says. “But we've
already learned a lot about our own
operation, and are much more pres
pared for enfergencies, We dld o fairly
good job of documentation before-
hand, but now we have a complete sys-
tem to know what seed lots we planted?
and what herbicides were applied,
when,” Each step must be logged and

initialed, ‘The result is proof of what;
was done right and s thorough’

paper trail if things go wrong,

For final certifications, the
farmers faced a visit by 1ISO au-
ditors. They looked at ficld-,

and grain-handling equip- |

ment and personally visited f}
the fields and looked at

ficld records to make sure |

the 1SO procedures were §

up to snuff. ‘Total cost, in-
cluding travel costs for {TC auditors
Ton ‘
iMaTeTy $4,000 Tor cach farming opera- |
on, Auditors_make annual visits to
Cach farm, for a lesser fec, 10 cHsyie :
processes are being followed.

Growth potential, The group is now .
looking to expand. Another 10 area

ingdony, ran approx- 54
\

farmers plan to go through the process.
“We want to get enough acreage in
this area under the ISO 9002 stan-
dards to be able to attract serious con-
sideration from companies looking
for farmers to grow specialty grains,”
Dodds says. “It's also easier to do this
as a group than if each grower did it
individually. They can coordinate au-
ditor visits and share those costs.” B
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No IP windfall yet for wheat growers, but hope remains

dentity- presorvzd 1P) ma

NG wonder farmcrs spent much
of the 1990s scrambling for the most
coveted specialty grain contracts,

But wheat farmers
haven't always been
so fortunate. For
several years, Dan
Kidd of Big Sandy,
Mont,, has raised
300 to 500 acres
of IP wheat, De-
spite a 10¢-per-
bushel premiurn,

he has yet to reap signiﬁcant profits.

“It Is not a big moneymaker now,” he
says, “But I believe in the concept. and
am trying to support the program.”
The IP market has been difficult,
says Kidd, because transportation and
scgregation don’t come without costs,
management and labor. Also, farmers
can’t brown-bag IP seed because the
seed varleties are controlled by the
processor. “W¢ had some agronomic
problems with the varieties, and some
of the input costs are higher as well.”
Still, Kidd is willing to continue
raising IP wheat, even at break-even
remiums. 1 believe there will be a
ot of coptract growing options for
wheat,” he says.

Breaking out of gridlock, For ycars
the wheat mdustr{ has hoped that IP
markets would heip break them out of
commodity gridlock And there are
sorne success storles with white wheat,
durum and other IP milling products
for farmer-owned wheat processors
such as United Spring Wheat Bakers,

But, on the whole, the industry has
been unable to take advantage of
specialty markets as quickly as the
corn and soybean industries, One
reason is that the milling industry
hasn’t made a significant effort to
contract specialized production—or
even identify high-efficiency wheats
for making flour.

But for Kidd, raising IP wheat is a

By Laura Sands

strategic decision, “Montana farmers
could have some unique advantages
in this market,” he notes. They can
readily ship to specially Paclific Rim
buyers as the chat-noodlc market
evolves. Also, Montana grain growers
have enough storage for a4 year or
more of production, which makes seg-
regation relatively simple. And some
Montana producers are working to-
ward more cooperative marketing
rograms that will let them contract
arger acreages.

Overcoming hurdles. Stiil, there
will be hurdles as wheat muves to-
ward more contract production, An-
alysts say that even if wheat
producers obtain pre- ‘
mium contracts, they
face the same pricing
and value problems
that are plagulng their
corn- and bean-grow-
ing peers.

“In more mature IP

markets, farmers have

struggled with the prob-
lem of value decay,”
says Chris Schroeder, a
consultant with Ag Edu- §
cation and Consulting,
Champaign, 1L
“Typically, there has
been a three-year cycle
on most premium con-
tracts,” Schroeder says.
“Farmers have to adopt
technology quickly to
get them—by the time
some farmers enter that
market, the premiums
are already gone.”
There are also infra-
structure challenges to
specialized wheat mar-
kets, says Schroeder,
First, industry has to be
willing to make re-
search and develop-

typically low-margin industry, Farm-
ers have to be willing to grow an un-
tested product, and o significant
segregation capncity is necessary.
Some companies have made ma-
jor investments in new wheal prod-
ucts but did not launch for fear
growers would not cooperate,

Schroeder says, “Suspicion and mis-
st slow adoption o 0
ablﬂ EEcc!ngtE ﬁggr;_%; 55&%
ment,” he adds,

——"

Other challenges, If producers are
going to take advantage of a more
streamlined value system, they have
to be willing to share information and
think like an end user, says Schroeder.

That could take time, And the IP

wheat industry may not get the jum
§Tart 1t needs until giotecﬁ whoat r(')g'-
come on 1Ine, perhips t

0)

file years.

vances such as biotechnology
and high-oll corn resulted in a tremen-
dous breakthrough on value added for
corn and beans, Owen adds, “Maost of

}gs still think it will happep in wheat. -
t's just a matter of time,” R

""'3- VY AUTHOR
Ampie storage Is key to identity-preserved markets, and

ment investments in a Montana growers can store a year's worth of wheat.
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Good Morning Mr, Chairman and members of the Senate Agriculture Committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify In support of SB 2235 on behalf of the ND
State Seed Commission. With the committee's consent, I will discuss the evolution of
this legislation, and cover some of the significant points within the bill itself,

Given their role as a board of directors for the Seed Department, and leaders in
the seed industry, the Seed Commission has discussed at length In the past few
months the issue of biotechnology. It has become apparent that genetic
enhancement of seed Is an issue that raises concerns, as well as opportunity for the
agriculture and food processing indusiries. Setting aslide the many points of debate
In regard to the commonly used catch-phrase "GMO's" (Genetically Modifled
Organisms), the Commission feels it is worthwhile for North Dakota to take proactive
measures to manage blotechnology resources to the benefit of producers and
consumers.

The attached position paper outlines in detall our view of how we can facilitate the
movement and marketing of North Dakota seed and commodities nationwide and

worldwide.

We believe that SB 2235 Is important to producers and the agriculture industry
for a number of reasons:

1. Access: To remain competitive, North Dakota producers must have
access to the latest In seed technology. The controversy surrounding
genetically enhanced commodity production threatens this access. We
believe that proactive measures designed to ensure the availability of new
seed technologies are appropriate now, in advance of the release of
genetically enhanced small grain varieties.




1 ’

2, Inevitability: "GMQ" corn, soybean and canola seed have been
commerclalized; wheat Is on the way, When wheat Is commerclalized, the

entire production and marketing complex Involving this commodity wil
resemble the corn/soybean export situation (read: Starlink),

3. Cred/bility. The credibility Issue encompasses two points, First, overseas
markets gravitate toward government product approval, State or fec -ral
unbiased, independent third-party verification means market advantage to
exporters of commodities. Second, State Seed has the personnel,
expertise, reputation and technology In place to accomplish verification
programs. Few, if any, other states have the opportunity to provide a
state seal of approval as a service to producers, or advantage in marketing

commodities.

4. Capltalization: North Dakota producers have an opportunity to capitalize
on an Image of "clean", "uncontaminated" production, by implemienting
 services Intended to verify the quality of their products.

< yBlaproducts: Most experts agree, in the future producers will grow
products intended for special-use purposes. This Is a watershed point in
time; one where North Diakota can gain a market advantage by having a
proven trait verification program In place and operating, well ahead of the

demand for this type of service.

SB 2235 represents an effort toward stewardship of biotechnology, as
opposed to elininating the perceived threat of "GMO's". The Commission has
outlined a process to allow the state Seed Department to provide fer the verification
of genetic traits of seed and commodities, which can serve as a guideline for
stewardship. The Intent of the biil Is to provide the marketing advantages listed
above. The goal is to help producers capture value-added profit from the crops they

raise,

We belleve that broadening the mission of the Seed Department, and allowing
tralt verification programs to exist under a state-designated authority, will lead to

achieving this goal.

Background

SB 2235 creates a new section In Chapter 4-09 that is modeled on language that
designates the Department as the official seed certification agency for the state, The
bill outlines the components of a state approval system, and provides a flexible
framework for future adjustments.




Following Is a breakdown of key points of the legislation:

SECTION 1,

Commissioner- Genetic identity-Physical traits- Analysis and verificatlon,

Allows the Department to provide the services listed, most Importantly, related to
crops and commodities, Line 16 speaks to the process of documentation of all
inspection results for the purposes of providing Identity preservaticn services.

Inspection and analysis- Procurement of samples.

Relates to the provision of physical inspection and /aboratory analysis of both
genetic Identity and trait characteristics of crops.

Gives the Commissloner authority to determine the protocols for sample
acquisition and handling In order to provide for a verifiable chain of custody for

ident:ty preservation or dispute resolution purposes,

Field Inspections,

Gives the Commissioner authority to determine the protocols for field quality
assurance Inspections for seed or crops within verification programs,

Inspection and analysis- Fee.

Standard language allowing the Department to charge fees for service rendered.

Identity preservation- Segregation- Traceability.

Allows Commissioner to establish and implement /identity preservation services
authorized by the chapter.

Labels- Documentation.

Language similar to certified seed labeling authority. Allows Commissioner to
provide a /abel or seal of approval on seed or crops that have been certified under
the standards of genetic verification programs offered by the Department.

Prohibits other entitles from utilizing state-approved labeling related to Seed
Department verification programs.




Contract for services- Protection of growers.

Section allows Department to provide services to any public or private entity that
wishes to utilize those services. The protection of growers statement Is related to
the potential use of components of the verification services as a foundation of a

dispute resolution process.
Deposit of fees- Investment,
Standard language relating to the fiscal management of Department,

Warranties regarding seeds or crops.

Again, this Is a standard disclaimer Intended to limit llabllity of agencies providing
goods and services. Parallels language in chapters of code Involving seed
certification.

SECTION 2. STATE SEED COMMISSIONER- REPORT

Provides for a report on the status of genetically modified seed and crops during
the next Interim, An interim report may serve as a baseline for adjustments to
state law relating to the verification program offered by ND State Seed.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we believe that providing
producers with access to a voluntary, unbiased state approval process such as
outlined in SB 2235 Is an Important first step in setting North Dakota products
outslde of the "GMO" debate. There has been much discussion over the past three
years in regard to building North Dakota's reputation as a “trusted provider of high
quality" crops and commodities. This legislation is an important bullding block in
creating that foundation of credibllity for the North Dakota agriculture industry.

As seed and agriculture industries change and evolve over time, it Is imperative
that our state takes a leadership position, and defines for the industry a process to
build consumer confidence. As long as controversy exists in regard to Genetically
Enhanced Materials, we have a problem. We also have the chance to turn the
problem into an opportunity for our producers. This is a competitive industry; we
believe that SB 2235 can become a tool for enhancing profit opportunities of North
Dakota producers.

The Seed Commission hopes you agree, and asks for your support for SB 2235.
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Overview

With the advent of seed research and
development focused (to an extent) on
genetic modification of plants, and subse-
quent public debate associated with the
safety of these products, action is needed to
protect the interests of both producers and
consumers, The North Dakota State Seed
Commission belleves that the challenge of
managing the complex issues surrounding
usage of genetically enhanced materials by
producers can be positively and proactively
influenced by the development of a crops
identity certification program at the
state level.

The use of biological delivery methods for
enhanced output traits in crops, through
actlve research and development of genetl-
cally enhanced materlals provides equal
opportunity for consumers and producers to
benefit from agricultural biotechnology.
North Dakota has the opportunity build a
reputation as a nationwide leader in system-
atic verification and assurance processes,
leading to gains in agricultural marketing
and consumer confidence,

Summary of Needs and
Objectives

The necessity of implementing such a
program at the state level is clear, and rea-
sons abundant;

1, Producers must have long-term access to
the newest technologles in the agricultural
industry, including advanced seed sources, to
remain competitive in world markets,

2. A voluntary, independent third-party
verlfication program Is consistent with the
competitive nature of the industry, Iin which
cholce of Imaginative management alterna-
tives are standard Issues for Innovative
producers, processors and marketers.

3. Consumer knowledge of, and confidence
In, the quality and Integrity of North Dekota
crops, commodities and products would be
greatly enhanced In a state approval system,
The traceablifity of quality characteristics in
raw commodities assoclated with food pro-
duction will likely become a high profile Issue
in the future In terms of consumer expecta-
tions.

4. A verlfication program would allow North
Dakota producers to capture added value for
the production and segregation of non-
modified (and, In the future other) quality
characteristics. Agaln, the traceability of
specific commodity traits offers a potential
for capturing additional profit from niche
markets.

5. The marketing problems assoclated with
GMO crops are numerous; the potential
benefits to North Dakota producers In offer-
ing certified non-GMO commodities in world
export trade channels Is limitless., North
Dakota currently enjoys freight and image
advantages (as a source of "uncontami-
nated” food grade commodities) in Asian
markets, While inconsequential in the United
States, the Image of government product
approvalis highly valued in overseas com-
merce,

6, In the future, a movement toward output
(consumer) based trait enhancement (such
as golden rice) will require documentation of



field inspection, laboratory testing and segre-
gation processes. Current output (producer)
based technology will have been capably
managed by this state, who's reputation as a
supplier of verifiably high quality products
and cutting edge practices associated with
identifying them Is fixed.

7. The North Dakota agriculture industry
could gain market advantage in competition
for small grain and oilseed trade; an advan-
tage already lost to producers in corn and
soybean regions. Regardless of the introduc-
tion of enhanced varieties of small grains
(which is inevitable) producers choosing to
participate in crop verification or certification
programs would be protected from potential
“contamination” questions regarding the
products raised here.

8. Food grade, livestock feed and organic
production markets are all potential targets
for verification processes. As consumer
demand for informaticn on food products
increases, the ability by processors to verify
inputs will provide /ncentive for processors to
pay premiums for those commodities.

Program Outline -

The North Dakota State Seed Department
(NDSSD) proposes the development and
implementation of a program offering, at
process end, a state “stamp of approval” on
seed, crops and commodities grown in the
state,

In the absence of Internationally recognized
tolerances, testing standards and protocols,
NDSSD belleves that preemptive action to
provide a voluntary genetic/trait verifica-
tion program Is a sensible and timely re-
sponse to problems assoclated with the Issue.
The underlying goals involving creatlon of
marketing advantages are a secondary advan-
tage to the proposal.

The program would provide a full range of

options designed to meet the needs of produc-
ers and end-processors of commodities, in
terms of a “menu” of verification services. The
flexibility of the program would allow custom-
ized program development, individualized to
meet the needs of the contracting party.

A base level commodity verification program
would include all or part of the following list of
services provided by NDSSD:

1, Seed Source Documentation

- Mintmum requirement: documentation
proving seed source type and integrity.

- Optional : seed source testing for genetic
and trait purity.

2. Field Inspection

- Minimum requirement: visual inspection
based on certified seed standards.

- Optional: Inspections based on pre-deter-
mined quality assurance standards modeled
after seed certification standards, targeted
toward physical and/or specific, identifiable
genetic traits,

3. Official Sampling

- Minimum requirement: sample acquisition
under procedures determined by contract
parameters between producer and purchaser.

- Optional: sample acquisition by NDSSD
personnel, under pre-determined processes,
and with NDSSD officlals maintaining chain of
custody of samples.

4. Laboratory Analysis

- NDSSD provides full range of dlagnostic
services, including disease and genetic event
and tralt Identity testing designed to provide
optlons to coritracting party, including:

- PCR
- ELISA
- Bloassay

- Laboratory analysis of quality traits of seed,
crops and commodities Is the key element of a
neutral verification process. NDSSD {aborato-




ries provide up-to-date services designed to
guarantee quality assurance for purchasers,
processors or end users of northern grown
crops.

5. Identity Preservation/Segregation
Programs

- A seed-to-processor segregation program
based upon a documenied planting, harvest-
ing, handling and storage process designed to
prove and maintain product integrity overlles
the entire verification program. The standards
and requirements for this Identity Preservation
(IP) program have been developed by NDSSD
and approved by AOSCA, the Association of
Official Seed Certifying Agencies.

- AOSCA has instituted the standards for IP
programming by mettiods similar to those
developed for seed certification programs.
NDSSD IP Programs, while based upon AOSCA
standards, are intended to provide a more
thorough system of “checkpoints” throughout
the process, adapted to specific needs and
leading to a more neutral and, therefor, repu-
table result.

- NDSSD IP programs can be customized to
assure the integrity of products as they are
transferred between points in the supply
chain; from producer to handler and beyond.
Transfer of liability Issues ~an be successfully
negotlated within the scope of predetermined

identli ireserved criteria.

The combination of seed source identification,
field Inspection, laboratory analysis and record
keeping requirements assoclated with the
NDSSD Trait Verification Programs may
become the Industry standard, in terms of an
integrated and government approved approach
to management of blotechnology resources.
North Dakota, and its producers, has a unique
market advantage at present in regard to an
“uncontaminated” Image in the agricultural
marketplace, This state is also in a unique
position to capitalize on the advantage while
the opportunity exists; to “stay ahead of the

curve’, in terms of managing production and
marketing aspects of agricultural biotechnol-

ogy.

While corn and soybean regions battle with
problems associated with the marketing of
GMO products, the most striking example
being the recent Starlink debacle, the same is
not true in regard to northern grown crops.
However, the expansion of soybean acres in
the state, and the potential problems regard-
Ing “questionable” (read: modified) Identity of
the crop produced, may create the same
problems for North Dakota producers.,

An unbiased, state managed and guaran-
teed approval process is the proactive
measure neressary to set certain North Dakota
produced crops outside of the GMO debate It
would provide North Dakota producers, on a
voluntary basis, the opportunity to capitalize
on current and future trait specific markets for
commodities, with an advantage over neigh-
boring producers of similar commodities. It is
efficient utilizatlon of state government assets,
requiring minimal upgrading to provide neces-
sary services. It does not prohibit similar
services being provided by private industry
however; it does take advantage of the per-
ceived neutralily and existing capabilities of
the North Dakota State Seed Department.

Most importantly, this program provides a
foundation for accelerating the value-added
opportunities generally recognized as the
future for production agriculture In this state,
and nationwide. In the future, the impact of
value added marketing gains through identity
preservation should outpace non-GMO segre-
gation requirements,

As seed and agricultural industries change and
evolve over time, Nerth Dakota must strive to
remain In the forefront of product and service
development that keeps pace with this evolu-
tion. Providing North Dakota producers with a
state designhated authority, and approva'
mechanism, relating to biotechnology Is an
important first step In the process of capturing
markets for high quality/speclalty markets.




Testimony on HB 2235

Good moming Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee. My name is Clyde
Krebs. I own and manage Circle K Feed & Grain in Glen Ullin. I'm also a
Director and the Legislative Comittee Vice-Chairman of the North Dakota Grain

Dealers Association.

The North Dakota Grain Delaers Association supports the concept of someone in
the State to track genetic traits of seed. The State of North Dakota needs someone

to monitor the genetic identity and physical traits of seeds and crops.

We do have some conceriis about the bill in its present form relating to crops. The
State Seed Commissioner ,as written in the bill, has powers that are quite broad.
We have a concern that this bill would give the Commissioner the power to come
to an elevator and tell them how to IP (Indentiy Preserve) grain? The grain
marketing system in the United States, as well as the state of North Dakota, will
be more conscious of the Identity Preserved status of crops and grains because of
the GMO com issue,

Thank you, and I would be happy to answer any questions.

.
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Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the House Agriculture Committee.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of SB 2235 on behalf of the ND
State Seed Commission. With the committee's consent, I will discuss the evolution of
this legislation, and cover some of the significant points within the bill itself.

It has become apparent that genetic enhancement of seed Is an issue that raises
. concerns, as well as opportunity for the agriculture and food processing industries.
Setting aside the many points of debate in regard to the commonly used catch-
phrase "GMO's" (Genetically Modified Organisms), the Seed Commission believes it Is
worthwhile for North Dakota to take proactive measures to manage biotechnology
resources to the benefit of producers and consumers.

The attached position paper outlines in detall our view of how we can facilitate
the movement and marketing of North Dakota seed and commodities natlonwide and

worldwide. (attachment #1)

This committee has reviewed a number of bills dealing with the GMO Issue, most
being viewed by the general public as being anti-GMO. 1 personally believe that SB
2235 Is as close to pro-GMO as any legislation introduced during this session. At the
very least, it is a strong attempt to define a pro-technology position for agriculture In
the state.

We Lelieve that SB 2235 Is important to producers and the agriculture industry
for a number of reasons:

1. Access: To remain competitive, North Dakota producers must have
access to the latest In seed technology. The controversy surrounding
. genetically enhanced commodity production threatens this access. We




: believe that proactive measures designed to ensure the availability of new
‘ seed technologles are appropriate now, in advance of the release of
genetically enhanced small grain varieties.

2. Inevitability: "GMO" corn, soybean and canola seed have been
commercialized; wheat is on the way, moratoriur  or not. When wheat is
commerclalized, the entire production and mark .ng complex involving
this commodity may raesemble the corn/soybean export situation (read:

Starlink).

3. Credibility: The credibility issue encompasses two points. First, overseas
markets gravitate toward government product approval. State or federal
unbiased, independent third-party verification means market advantage to
exporters of commodities.

Second, State Seed has the personnel, expertise, reputation and
technology in place to accomplish assurance programs. Few, If any, other
states have the opportunity to provide a state seal of approval as a setvice
to producers, or advantage in marketing commodities.

4. Capitalization: North Dakota producers have an opportunity to capitalize
on an image of "clean", "uncontaminated" production, by implementing

. services Intended to verity the quality of their products.

5. Bioproducts: Most experts agree, in the future producers will grow
products intended for speclal-use purposes. We believe that North Dakota
producers can gain a market advantage by having a proven trait
verification program In place and operating, well ahead of the demand for

this type of service,

SB 2235 represents an effort toward stewardship of biotechnology; which Is
in philosophical opposition to attempted prohibition of technology., The Commission
has outlined a process to allow the State Seed Department to provide for the
assurance of genetic traits of seed and commodities, which can serve as a guideline
for stewardship. The intent of the bill is to provide the marketing advantages listed
above. The goal Is to help producers capture value-added profit from the crops they

raise,

We believe that broadening the mmission of the Seed Department, and allowing a
“state seal of approval” program to exist under a state-designated authority, will lead

to achleving this goal.




Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, SB 2235 is simply enabling
legislation to allow a framework for Genetic Assurance Programs to be developed by
the State Seed Department. Development of this framework will require involvement
of many stakeholders in agriculture, and will need to be a joint effort between the
wheat Industry, grain handlers and State Seed, among others,

While a goal of absolute verification of traits may be Impossible at the present
time, given current technology, developing assurance programs aimed at the above-
mentioned goals Is well within reach of the North Dakota agriculture Industry.

Background

SB 2235 creates a new section in Chapter 4-09 that is modeled on language that
designates the Department as the official seed certification agency for the state. The
bill outlines the components of a state approval system, and provides a flexible
framework for future adjustments.,

Following is a breakdown of key points of the legislation:
ECTION 1.
Commissioner- Genetic identity-Physical traits- Analysis and verification.
Allows the Department to provide the services listed, most importantly, related to
crops and commodities. Line 16 speaks to the process of documentation of all

Inspection results for the purposes of providing Identity preservation services.

Inspection and analysis- Procurement of samples.

Relates to the provision of physical inspection and laboratory analysis of both
genetic identity and physical/trait characteristics of crops.

Gives the Commissioner authority to determine the protocols for sample
acquisition and handling in order to provide for a verifiable chain of custody for

identity preservation or dispute resolution purposes.

Field Inspections,

. Glves the Commissioner authority to determine the protocols for field quality
assurance Inspections for seed or crops within verification programs.




Inspection and analysis- Fee.

. " Standaid language from Chapter 4-09 allowing the Departiént to charge fees Yor™
service rendered.

Identity preservation- Segregation- Traceability.

- Allows Commissioner to establish and implement /dentily preservation services
authorized by the chapter.

Labels- Documentation.

- Language similar to certified seed labeling authority, Allows Commissioner to
provide a /abel or seal of approval on seed or crops that have been certified
under the standards of genetic verification programs offered by the Department.

- Prohiblts other entities from utllizing state-approved labeling related to Seed
Department verification programs.

Contract for services- Protection of growers.

Sectlon allows De::artment to provide services to any public or private entity that
wishes to utilize those setvices. The protection of growers statement is related to
the potential use of cornponents of the verification services as a foundation of a

dispute resolution process.

Deposit of fees- Investment.,

- Standard language from Chapter 4-09 relating to the fiscal management of
Department.,

Warranties regarding seeds or crops.

Again, this Is a standard disclaimer intended to limit liability of agencies providing
goods and services. Parallels language in chapters of code involving seed

certification.
SECTION. 2, STATE SEED COMMISSIONER- REPORT

Provides for a report on the status of genetically modified seed and crops during
the next interlm. An interim report may serve as a baseline for adjustments to
state law relating to any genet - assurance programs offered by ND State Seed.




Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we believe that providing
. producers with access to a veluntary, unbiased state approral process such as
outlined in SB 2235 is an impartant first step dispute resolution and creating positive
public image for North Dakota products. There has been much discussion over the
past three years in regard to building North Dakota's reputation as a “trusted
provider of high quality” crops and commodities. This legislation Is an important
bullding block in furthering the image of credibility for the North Dakota agriculture

industry.

As seed and agriculture industries change and evolve over time, it is imperative
that our state takes a leadership position, and defines for the industry a process to
build consumer confidence. In the absence of federal standards and protocols, or
while these standards are being formulated, we believe that a strategy for managing
the biotech issue must be in place at the state level.

A comment from AOSCA (the Assoclation for Official Seed Certification Agencies,
who represents NDSSD certification programs at the national level), to USDA-GIPSA
in regard to forming a national strategy on this Issue, Is attached, This comment Is
evidence of a national movement to provide the same service and oversight of the
biotech issue that Is sought In SB 2235. You will notice how closely the AOSCA
statement parallels many of the Issues covered In the framework that Is SB 2235.

(attachment #2)

. As long as controversy exists in regard to Genetically Enhanced Materials, we
have a problem. We also have the chance to turn the problem Into an opportunity
for our producers. This Is a competitive industry; we believe that SB 2235 can
become a tool for enhancing profit opportunities of North Dakota producers.

The Seed Commission hopes you agree, and asks your support for SB 2235,
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'Ih(‘ Association of Off sial Seed Certifving Agencices "p. ’.u‘f"s“'fk“‘v

SUB mdf“’ *Commt.nls, on Advance Notice of Proposed Rul umknu:
[I)()c,kol Number FCiTS-2000-001a]

The As ocmtlon of Official Sced Certifving Agencies (AOSCA) wishes to commuu on
“How USDA Can Best Factlituie the Marketing of Grains, Oilseeds, Fruits,. chctublc
and Nuts in Today’s Evolving Mavketnbice,™ 1tis our feeling that many of the issues
here may be addressed throupli the use of AOSCA member suivices, :
"»""V,“f"" ‘ Ce

. AOSCA membcr agencies have a long history of plo\ldnw unbiased., third parl)'
verification’ ofg,cncnc puri'y for seed production in the United States and Canuda. In
recent ycarh, Identity Preserved crap production has become an integral component of
ageney serviees, These agencies operate under various forniads in the dilferent states, but
all ave not-for-profit orgonizations wiih exelusive legislative aothority to effer seed
cortification within their states, The AOSCA standards for seed certification in the
United States are codified in the Federal Seed Actand all ageney standards and
procedures arc evaluated annually to ensure compliance with this | ‘ederal qutiiovity.

i
The standards for seed certification include requirements for land history, planting seed
source. cleaning of planting and harvesting equipnient. ficld inspections, conditioning
plant inspections, sampling, Juboratory analysis and labeling. Al avenues for potential
contamination are examined and monitored to ensure purity and proper fabeling of the
[inished product.

Seed Certification provides maximum assurance of genetic identity and purity for seed
moving in interstate or international commeree, This clain has validity in the fact that
AQSCA member programs are accepted for seed moving in international trade under the
OBECD Seed Schemes. Furthermore, USDA-ARS has. through a NMemorandum of
Understanding with AOSCA, delegated authority lor mlmmt.\h ring the OECD Sced
Schemes to AOSCA,

The principles upplied in the certification of seed have been extended to the verification
of produet identity throuplh the AOSCA Identity Preserved (1) program, AOSCA's 1P
programs are desipned to provide documentation of genctic identiy, .snmmrlud by
laboratory analysis, AOSCA has adopted 1Y standueds for use by all agencies and
programs are underway in several states that are effectivels ('\ ety produets o end
wsers with documented purity, To dae, the most widely used SOSCA TP program is the
Non-GMO grain program [or grain shipments o countrics ot iequire or desire
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VRN \'Walh this background. we would like to addtess scw.ml of your spcuh "‘q(IC's‘tmnS'.

Would a set of U0, staudords uponswhich to base 1P or othen marleLinq
systoms facilitate rorhot development? If so, are there. dny soerxilu
nat fonal or interras cor o ctandards or guidelines that should- sevve as
Phe a0 Loy e Coards T What role shoat | A have in

ol ity b y :

Yes. We betieve that the A 0sSCA TP Standards could well serve as the bﬂbls 10r us
standards as has been dene sl seed certification standards b /

CAS more cortifyio oo oo and ovganizations evelve to rovjow and
verity thoe perforvea:s © Lo company TP systens, hoeuld &DA havw Ny
rate do Lo acesedos 0 o Sinee cerb il ying tfu1|:|w:.l'-.: atud
Groand sellons o coreditation ol these o rtniyeing celpat e
and hI]quudLthL S ‘ S ditate marketing, C

. T

Cooperation between USDA and AOSCA could be most helpful here. AOSCA agencies

are currently involved in the acereditation and auditing ot sced production and 1P systems
in e US. USDA oversight of this process could lend additional credibility and enhance

public pereeption of 11 systems,

Shonid USDA provide, te: o fee, direct product certification for crops
dm1i”vw from biotectie oo baned onoan audit-bagsed auatity assurahce
ot tor oolher crops®

pProce gt Should Y he o

Direet product certification by USDA would be cost-prohibitive. We believe that produc
certification would be most effectively and efficiently accomplished through AQSCA™s
member agencies.

Should DDA provide disr ot analytical detection sewvicus and
certitication Lor crove derived foom biotechnology? Should the same b
done Loy other cropss

While an olficial USDA analvtical jaboratory for the detection and certification of erops
derived fromm biotechnology should be maintained, the primary function should be to
aceredit qualifving commercal and public laboratories in the performance of thesie duties,

R R II\'()J valert e, ctapdards, certiEying o veritication,
direct coatiticatien, teoty o cto, is pecessary, o cht paintoof e

mJ:VA‘Auw systen s baosid sueh o dne o Laent begdn area o
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W) th ndopuon and nmmlcnamu of
ing of .. .gencies and luboratories, Lo

: *How 3hould a fee i "ed’;fpr such services?
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A()SCA member agencics cstabhsh thelrufecé bascd upon costs for providing services in
the individua! states, This should é’ﬂtif:nuﬁ"wnth no interference from USDA. However
in order for USDA to recoup ifs admiifstiative costs for this program. some sort of
assessment on 1 production, collected by agencies and remitted o USDA may he o

option. R
' .II, :4 ‘},,i ':r | :
Should ouch fnvolvement be lim;ted to U.S.~prodhe- o v s L

Coodmpor ted cror ey

e gulalmm are 1o lw unpoaLd on US‘ productlon then no foss stgent requircina

o stmmary., we believe that AOSCA and |ts mcmbc [ agencies we aniquely pesttioned Ly
.ui fress the fusues vaised by this request for public comment, 1 cedel established 1

PSDAIAOSCA cooperation in the eertification ol sced secnnscto o deally supted to i
purpose, Proven standards. procedures, expertise, and facilitics wiv m place to
accomplish the mission of facilitating the marketing of grains, onlateds, uits, vepetahlos
and nuts in today’s evolving marketplace. -




NORTH DAKOTA STATE SEED DEPARTMENT
PO BOX 52567 - STATE UNIVERSITY STATION
FARGO ND 58105
PHONE: (701) 239-7210 FAX: (701) 239-7214
E-mail: ndseed@state-seed.ndsu.nodak.edu

Effective July 1, 2001.

The following schedule of fees will apply to tests on ali samples of seed submitted to the State Seed
Department. All fees must accompany samples unless previous credit arrangements have been made. Our
cash policy will not apply to seed dealers and wholesalers, elevators and North Dakota certified seed growers

or others who have current accounts with the Department.

SEED LAB
CROP GERM PURITY!
Bromegrass, Fescues, Orchardgrass . .. ... ... i 11.00 16.00
Bluegrass, Reed Canarygrass, RYEQrass . .. ... v vttt i v, 11.00 14.00
Alfalfa, Clover, Millet, Mustard & Trefoil . ... ................ ... ... ... 8.00 11.00
Crownvetch . ... .. e 12.00 11.00
Cereals . .. .. e e 8.00 9.00
' yorn, Sorghum & Sudangrass . .. .. . ... 8.00 9.00
‘dible Beans, Field Peas . ... ... ... .. . . .. . . e 8.00 9.00
SUgar Beuis . . e e 8.00 8.00
Flax . e 8.00 9.00
Safflower .. ... .. e 8.00 9.00
Soybeans . ... .. e e 8.00 9.00
Sunflower . ... L 8.00 9.00
Rape or Canola . .. . . . . e 8.00 14.00
Indiangrass & Bluestem . . ... .. . L 17.00 32.00
Green Needlegrass . . . ... e e 27.00 14.00
Creeping Foxtail . . . ... . . . . 15.00 32.00
Sideoats Grama .. . ... 17.00 20.00
SWIChOIaSS . . . . . . . e 17.00 14.00
TIMOtNY . e e e 11.00 14.00
Western Wheatgrass . ... ... ... 0 i e e 17.00 25.00
Othar Wheatgrasses . . ... ... it e e e 16.00 20.00

‘ Purity includes ND noxious exam if there is sufficient sample.
Kinds of seeds not listed: the Department will set fees




Rush Service:

UMY BB . . e e e
ixtures:

A Mixtures of two or more kinds of seed shall carry a fee equal to the fee for testing each
component in the mixture.

: B. Separation fee for germination test on mixtures - $ 4.00/component - no charge if punty
'] requested at the same time,
Treated Sample: . . . ... ... . e e (additional) $ 2.00

Size of Sample: The minimum weights of samples submittec for tests shall be as follows:

A, Seed Purity Tests
1. Four ounces of grass seed, white or alsike clover or seeds of similar size
2. Eight ounces of sweet clover, red clover, alfalfa, grasses, millet, rape, flax or seed of
similar size.
3. One and a half pounds of cereals, soybeans or seed of vimilar size.
B. Germination Tests

The minimum size of samples for a germination test shall be at least 800 seeds for testing (send

1 cup of seed to ensure best results)

MISCELLANEOUS TESTS

Noxious Weeds: . . . .. . . . e 8.00
Seed treatment for germination: (in addition to cost of germination test -
........................... must have an untreated germination lest also done) 5.00

Crop Grading: (Mustard & Buckwheat ... ... ... . ... . . . . 18.00
Seed Count:

Soybeans, Wheat. Durum, Barley (Must have a purity test done at same time) ... ... .. 2.00
Canadian Purity:

Cereals (1000 grams) . . ..o oo e e e 14.00

Other se0d . . . . ... 30.00
Accelerated Aging: (Includes germinationtest) . .. ... ... ... . e, 17.50
Tetrazolium Test: Quick estimate of potential seed viability (not for labeling)

CarBals . ... e e 10.00

Sunflower, Safflower, Buckwheat . . . ... .. .. e e 25.00

Other seeds . ... . . e e e 20.00




‘ bEEO DISEASE TESTS

Pulse Crops (Field Pea, Chick Pea, Lentils)
Ascochyta sp

Canola

Leptosphaeria maculans (Blackleg)
Leptosphaeria maculans virulency test (if needed)

Soybean

Bacterial Blight (Psg)
Diaporthe

Other Fungal pathogens
Virus Tests

Edible Bean

Bacterlal Blight Test (Dorme Test)

| Bacterial Blight Pathogen identification (Xcp, Psp, Pss) (for one test) 50.00
(for each additional pathogen) 20.00

Bean Common Mosaic Virus 50.00
Other Virus Pathogens 50.00
Fungal Pathogens 50.00

Barley

Ustilago nuga (Loose Smut)
Barley Stripe Mosaic Virus

Wheat

Karnal Bunt
Ustilago kolleri (Loose Smut)

Potato

Virus Tests for PVA, PVM, PVS, PVX, PVY, Leafroll and Potato L.atent Virus (For one test) 50.00
(Each additional test) 6.00

Composite samples (virus tests) . . . (Call for Price)
Bacterial Tests (Call for Price)

®
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Soybean:
Roundup Herbicide Trait Bloassay Test . . ...... ... ... ... .. . i i, 18.00
ELISA Test for Roundup Ready Gene . ... ... ... ... ..o 1= $150, 2-4 = §100, 6+ = 8§70
POR T@8t . . e {Call for Price)
Canola:
Roundup Herbicide Trait Bioassay Test . . . ...... .. ... . iy 18.00
ELISA Test for Roundup ReadyGene . . ............ .... 1= $150, 2-4 = $100, 5+ = §70
PR T8t . . o i e e e (Call for Price)
Corn:
Bt ELISA TS5t . .ot i e (Call for Price)
PR TS . . e e e (Call for Price)

GENETIC PURITY/VARIETY IDENTIFICATION

Electrophoresis Test

Call the Department fortotalcost . ......... ... ... .. ... .. ...

B 4

. (Minimum Charge) 45.00

- b »




