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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology      
 The 6th Meeting of the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology was held 19-21 January in Canberra.  Main issues for discussion included public perception and understanding of agricultural biotechnology and legal considerations related to the use of agricultural biotechnology. 

Participants from eighteen APEC economies discussed the role of public perception on greater understanding and acceptance of biotechnology in agriculture, including the opportunities and challenges for governments in an area identified by several economies as the single biggest hurdle to wider adoption of agricultural biotechnology.  Participants also examined the relationship between local, state and federal laws that treat agricultural biotechnology.  These legal structures can significantly impact whether farmers throughout the APEC region have access to the technology.
 Following presentations and discussions, the participants agreed that the Policy Dialogue should develop and carry out two workshops in 2007.  One workshop will address the topic of public perception in more detail and another workshop will examine the legal concepts of liability and redress currently being discussed under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  In addition, the Policy Dialogue will continue and conclude development and presentation of a Biotechnology Investment Toolbox, based on the recommendations from the Biotechnology Investment Seminar.  The Policy Dialogue also voiced its support for closer collaboration with the Research, Development & Extension of Agricultural Biotechnology (RDEAB) sub-group of the Agricultural Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG) and agreed to support the RDEAB’s decision to hold its next meeting concurrent with the next Policy Dialogue meeting in Lima, Peru in early 2008.
Recommendations

It is recommended that the Senior Officials:

1. Endorse the final report and recommendations of the 2007 meeting of the High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology.

“Sixth Session of High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology”

Canberra, Australia
19-21 January 2007
1. The Steering Committee of the High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology presents to Senior Officials the final report and recommendations of the Sixth Session of the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology, held 19-21 January 2007.  As directed by the APEC Leaders in Hanoi in 2006, the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology was hosted by Australia in Canberra and was attended by 18 of the 21 APEC economies (Australia; Canada; Chile; China; Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Mexico; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Peru; the Philippines; Russia; Chinese Taipei; Thailand; the United States; and Vietnam).
2. Ian Thompson, Executive Manager, Rural Policy and Innovation Division, Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, opened the Policy Dialogue meeting and introduced Don Banfield, Deputy Secretary, Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, who gave opening remarks and also offered some perspective on development and use of agricultural biotechnology in Australia.  Mr. Thompson then introduced Ellen Terpstra, Deputy Under Secretary, Farm & Foreign Agricultural Services, United States Department of Agriculture and Chair of the Policy Dialogue.  Deputy Under Secretary Terpstra welcomed the delegates and shared her thoughts on what the Policy Dialogue could and should strive to achieve during this meeting.  She stressed that the diversity of the APEC economies, including their differing levels of familiarity with agricultural biotechnology, can be used to leverage APEC economy expertise and experience to more effectively achieve APEC’s goals of promoting the development and responsible use of agricultural biotechnology.  Deputy Under Secretary Terpstra pointed out, however, that significant challenges lay ahead, including the need to address poor public perception and understanding of biotechnology as a barrier to its greater acceptance and the emerging issue of liability and redress under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety. 
3. The morning session focused on public perception and understanding of biotechnology.  There were three presentations: one from Craig Cormick, Manager of Public Awareness for Biotechnology Australia, one from Estrella Alabastro, Philippine Secretary of Science & Technology; and one from Jeff Walker, Senior Vice President for Decima Research in Canada.  Each offered different perspectives and strategies into how to more effectively inform the public regarding agricultural biotechnology. 

4. Craig Cormick from Biotechnology Australia started the session with his presentation on Best Practice Communication & Case Studies.  Craig began by examining tendencies of the general public and how these relate to their views of agricultural biotechnology.  First, the public tends to factor emotion into views on issues; facts are not always dominant.  Also, lack of familiarity or understanding about a certain issue can create uneasiness in the public.  Finally, there can be a tendency in the public to favor zero risk, even though zero risk does not exist in the real world.  Other factors can contribute to the public’s views on a given issue, and to agricultural biotechnology specifically.  These factors include reactions to globalization and the role of multinational corporations, recent public health scares and generally decreasing levels of confidence in government authorities’ ability to protect the public.  Craig identified several key principles that should be considered in any campaign to inform the public regarding biotechnology in agriculture.  These are: establishing a dialogue that involves experts, the public and the government; working to establish and maintain public trust in the government; examining both the pros and the cons of agricultural biotechnology, which empowers the public to make informed decisions; using multiple models to engage the public; focusing on the benefits of the technology as opposed to the technology itself; making the effort to educate, engage and sustain public interest in the issue; and ensuring that any information campaign reflects community values and aspirations.  Craig then looked at information campaigns in the United Kingdom and Australia and highlighted their positive and negative aspects.  Craig concluded by stressing that national and international networks can be very useful in individual campaigns to inform the public about agricultural biotechnology.
5. Estrella Alabastro, the Philippine Secretary of Science & Technology, then delivered a presentation on the Philippine campaign to inform its public regarding agricultural biotechnology.  Secretary Alabastro provided an overview of the Philippine government’s strategy with respect to agricultural biotechnology, citing the technology’s role in helping achieve and sustain food security, equitable access to health services, sustainable and safe environment, and industry development.  She demonstrated how the Philippine effort in research and development has been complemented by legislation that enables the use of the technology (four transgenic corn varieties approved for cultivation (including one stacked trait event) and twenty for food, feed or processing) and a robust inter-ministerial dialogue on agricultural biotechnology.  In addition, Secretary Alabastro cited the economic and environmental impact that Bt corn has had in the Philippines since commercialization.  In order to inform the Philippine public regarding agricultural biotechnology, a comprehensive effort was undertaken that involved the Philippine scientific community, professional societies and government officials from the Departments of Science & Technology and Agriculture.  Secretary Alabastro highlighted the use of the media to reach the Philippine public, through publications, brochures, videos, seminars for journalists, policy fora for high level policy makers and regional information seminars for representatives of the media, academe, private sector and civil society.  She also described the government’s national Biotechnology Week, started in 2005 and held again in 2006, that highlights the potential applications of biotechnology for the economy’s economic growth and sustainable development.  Secretary Alabastro then provided an overview of the attitudes among various sectors of the Philippine population with respect to biotechnology.  She noted that public perception studies dating back to 1997 show greater support for the technology among those people who are more familiar with it, including scientists and business people and policy makers.  One study also showed general support for the government’s role in ensuring the safety of foods containing the products of agricultural biotechnology.  The Secretary closed by saying that the comprehensive information campaign on agricultural biotechnology must continue and that it must include more information about locally developed genetically engineered crops.
6. The third presentation on public perception and understanding of biotechnology was delivered by Jeff Walker, the Senior Vice President at Decima Research, based in Canada.  Decima research has conducted primary research on biotechnology and emerging technologies for the Government of Canada since 1999.  Mr. Walker’s presentation focused on six key areas of research in Canadian consumer perception of biotechnology in general: overall impressions, prevailing attitudes and key drivers; genetically engineered (GE) foods; bio-products; GE animals; molecular farming; and GE fish.  According to Mr. Walker, Decima’s research showed that Canadian consumers do not employ a one-size-fits-all approach to evaluating new technologies; they can have negative views of technologies if the benefits are not clear.  This negative view tends to prevail at the moment regarding GE fish and animals, while new technologies like hybrid cars and biotechnology in general enjoy broad consumer support.  Specific to biotechnology, Decima’s research shows that Canadian women register higher opposition then men and that greater familiarity with the technology generally results in more support for it.  Canadian consumers engage in a cost-benefit analysis of biotechnology, with an identifiable “marginal personal benefit” necessary for Canadian consumer support.  They identify long-term health risks as a major concern.  [It should be noted that there have as yet been no identified and verified long-term health risks associated with any GE crops.]  Decima also conducted research on Canadian consumer views of bio-products, including bio-fuels, and found broad general support, if the technology is tightly controlled and regulated.  With respect to GE foods, Canadian consumer attitudes are generally more negative than for other applications of biotechnology, especially among women, the aged and lower income consumers.  The main obstacle to greater acceptance, according to Mr Walker, is that Canadian consumers generally are unsure that the “marginal” benefits of this technology are worth the risk.  Environmental risks of GE crops in the wild are also seen as very significant.  GE animals are viewed with skepticism by Canadian consumers.  Decima’s  research shows that moral/ethical concerns figure prominently in consumers’ views of GE animals and that consumers make little distinction between cloned and GE animals.  Canadian consumers would be especially opposed to imports of GE animals or foods derived from them.  They are generally positive on the topic of molecular farming, the use of genetic engineering to produce non-food biotechnology crops with, for example, industrial or pharmaceutical applications.  Regarding GE fish, Canadian consumers have a somewhat negative view, perhaps due to the finding that people tend to initially connect fish farming and GE food with GE fish.  Canadians tend to approve more of GE fish if they have medical (not food) uses and are grown in contained facilities (not allowed to enter the environment).  In his conclusion, Mr. Walker summarized that certain areas of biotechnology – GE animals and GE fish in particular – evoke concern among Canadian consumers, as do the potential long-term health effects of biotechnology.  He then offered his opinion of the areas government should focus on to address consumer concerns: communication, transparency, attention to long-term health effects and collective work at the international level to work on all these issues. 
7. The discussion session that followed the presentations was lively and reflected the keen interest many APEC economies have taken in the topic of public perception.  New Zealand commented that sufficient financial and human resources must be committed to engage the public on biotechnology if public perception is to be changed to support this technology.  Australia noted it is often hard for industry to inform the public with respect to biotechnology, since the public often has a low level of trust in industry.  This lack of trust can negate any positive message on biotechnology delivered to the public by industry.  Indonesia stated that it is active in biotechnology for crop production and stressed that there is a need to strengthen capacity building to emphasize the benefits of this technology.  Malaysia reported that it had so far failed to improve public perception of biotechnology, which has made it impossible to commercialize some locally developed bioengineered crops.  Malaysia was impressed by the experience of other APEC economies and recognized the need for improved communications, noting the need for more collaboration on both the development of GE crops and public perception.  Korea asked whether there existed a survey on how the public views the safety of biotechnology and noted their own work on a report analyzing trends in Southeast Asia.  In the Korean delegate’s view, the issue of biotechnology is more than just technical and requires looking at other aspects besides the science.  Canada stated that the current discussion was invaluable, but that it was only scratching the surface.  Canada thus proposed that APEC hold a workshop in 2007 on public perception.  Canada offered to take the lead on developing and chairing a steering committee for this workshop.  Canada added later in the discussion that APEC economies must also look at other emerging technologies, such as nano-technology.  New Zealand, Peru, Australia, Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam, the United States and Chile all indicated support for the Canadian proposal.  Peru added that there are significant challenges in Latin America due to a lack of information and a lack of understanding of agricultural biotechnology.  Peru suggested that the Steering Committee for this proposed workshop should focus its efforts on convincing small, self-sustaining farmers with small parcels of land of the benefits of the technology.  Peru added that the issue of any environmental risk posed by agricultural biotechnology deserves attention.  Australia commented that there must be a focus on informing supermarkets and processors, in addition to consumers and farmers, about this technology.  In its support for Canada’s proposal, Vietnam also requested information on the development of GE rice and cotton.  Chile commented that even within governments, ministries often have different views of agricultural biotechnology.  Chile, in signaling its support for the Canadian proposal, stressed that this proposed workshop should not duplicate the public perception work being done in the APEC RDEAB sub-group of the ATCWG.
Recommendation:

· The Policy Dialogue will develop and carry out a workshop in 2007 on the issue of public perception and understanding of biotechnology.  This workshop will build on the session on the same issue during the sixth meeting of Policy Dialogue and will convene interested APEC economy officials and public perception experts to identify and discuss the factors that impact public acceptance and understanding of biotechnology.  This workshop will also help the Policy Dialogue meet an important objective included in its 2007-2009 Work Plan, which the Senior Officials endorsed in September 2006.
8. Following a lunch hosted by the Australian Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, the afternoon session began with a report from the Private Sector Day, which was jointly presented by the Biotechnology Industry Organization, Croplife Australia and Croplife Asia.  Nicholas Woods, the General Manager for Biotechnology with CropLife Australia, delivered the highlights of the Private Sector Day, which focused on the benefits of adopting modern agricultural biotechnology.  He highlighted the prospects for biotechnology to help meet new challenges to agriculture, most notably population increases and climate change.  Nicholas also discussed the impact on farmers around the world, referring in particular to two presentations that examined the impacts of biotechnology on Australian and Philippine farmers.  He also noted the presentation by Andy Powell of Asia Biobusiness that cited the just-released figures from the International Society for the Acquisition of Agri-Biotech Applications (ISAAA).  The ISAAA report for 2006 (available at www.isaaa.org) showed a thirteen percent increase in agricultural land devoted to the growth of GE crops from 2005 to 2006.  
9. The afternoon session was moderated by Blair Coomber, Director General of the International Trade Policy Directorate in Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada.  The session continued with the agenda item on legal considerations related to the use of agricultural biotechnology.  There were three presentations, by Javier Verastegui Lazo, Head of the Office of Science and Technology Policies in the National Council of Science, Technology and Technological Innovation (CONCYTEC), Peru; Rebecca A. Bech, Associate Deputy Administrator for Emerging and International Programs with Biotechnology Regulatory Services in USDA’s Animal & Plant Health Inspection Service; and Adrian Polansky, the Kansas Secretary of Agriculture.
10. Javier Verastegui Lazo from Peru discussed his economy’s approach to biotechnology in the context of a “National Strategic Plan of Science, Technology & Innovation for 2006-2021.”  Biotechnology will figure prominently in this plan, including efforts to educate more Peruvians in the field, conduct R&D (especially with respect to products that enhance Peru’s biodiversity).  Specifically, under its National Plan of Biotechnology & Genetic Engineering, Peru will seek to become a leader in biotechnology applications that enhance competitiveness in agriculture, industry, fisheries, forestry and mining.  This effort should help ensure food security, improve public health and the environment and enable the sustainable use of biological diversity.  All of these efforts are enabled under Public Law 12033, which is set to be enacted some time in early 2007.  The goal of the law is to regulate and promote modern biotechnology through R&D and innovation in order to increase competitiveness, economic development and welfare, in harmony with human health and the environment.  The law will provide tax incentives to biotechnology companies.  Dr. Verastegui also described Peru’s comprehensive National Biosafety Framework.  The framework includes a biosafety policy that regulates GE crops on a case-by-case basis and places a high priority on biological diversity.  Dr. Verastegui also outlined Peru’s Biosafety Law 27104, which seeks to balance the concerns of biological diversity with Peru’s interest in promoting research and development in biotechnology.  In the area of intellectual property rights (IPR), Dr. Verastegui noted that Art. 15(b) of Andean Decision 486 currently prohibits the patenting of genes and nucleotide sequences.  Despite the chilling effect that this law has on biotechnology research and development in Peru, this approach to genetic material may be due in part to the view held by many in Peru that their economy’s biological diversity has been more fully exploited by foreign rather than domestic interests.  Dr. Verastegui also mentioned that, in light of its commitments under the Peru-United States Free Trade Agreement, Peru will seek to modify its IPR legislation in order to allow the patenting of plant material.  Dr. Verastegui closed by highlighting research under way in the Peruvian Potato Genome Consortium and the National Center for Agricultural Biotechnology.
11. Following Dr. Verastegui, Rebecca Bech of USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) delivered the U.S. perspective on legal approaches to biotechnology.  Ms. Bech focused on the relationship between federal, state and local authorities in the regulation of agricultural biotechnology.  Ms. Bech touched on several themes: the regulatory challenges faced by both federal and state authorities; federal-state considerations, especially with respect to the development and enforcement of laws and regulations for agricultural biotechnology; the issue of public confidence in the regulatory system for agricultural biotechnology; and the value of transparency of the federal and state systems in encouraging public dialogue and involvement.  Ms. Bech provided an overview of the Coordinated Framework that allows the three U.S. regulatory agencies (EPA, FDA and USDA) to effectively ensure that GE crops to be commercialized are safe for human, animal and plant health and the environment.  Ms. Bech then focused on APHIS’ exercise of its authority to protect U.S. agriculture in concert with state authorities.  For example, state authorities provide input into APHIS’ electronic permitting system, which facilitates state participation in the review process for field trial requests.  APHIS is also working with state authorities to address legal issues associated with the sharing of confidential business information.  In order to maintain direct contact with state authorities, APHIS has dedicated personnel in several states and has also formed partnerships with several state organizations, including the National Conference of State Legislatures and the National Association of State Departments of Agriculture (NASDA).  APHIS has developed several tools to increase federal-state cooperation, including a survey of state needs regarding agricultural biotechnology regulation; development of workshops to improve understanding of Federal biotechnology regulations; and a state inspector pilot project.  In addition, APHIS has entered into a cooperative agreement with the American Farm Bureau Federation that includes the presentation of a workshop on federal biotechnology regulation.
12. Following Ms. Bech’s presentation, Kansas Secretary of Agriculture Adrian Polansky delivered the state perspective on the regulation of biotechnology crops in the United States.  He began with some historical observations of the development and use of biotechnology in U.S. agriculture.  He noted that public perception of agricultural biotechnology has been an issue since its commercial introduction in the mid-1980s.  Based in part on this public perception issue, several states in the mid-1980s initiated regulatory activity; several were designed to foster the development of the technology.  With respect to the regulation of biotechnology in agriculture, Secretary Polansky noted that, while the states for the most part have the same type of authority as the federal government, they have deferred to federal authority, which has in turn reduced the redundancy of state and federal laws and programs.  At the same time, Secretary Polansky noted that concerns over some issues involving consumer acceptance and international marketing of U.S. products has caused concern in several states.  In addition, several states have noted that emerging applications of the technology (pharmaceutical and industrial plants, GE animals and insects) will pose new challenges and opportunities to regulators and the agriculture marketing chain.  State authorities have also recognized that more enforcement presence is needed to assure the public that both federal and state authorities are monitoring the use of biotechnology in agriculture.  Secretary Polansky said that a series of dialogues has been held to identify and address GE crop issues of interest to the states.  Among the issues raised are the sharing of confidential business information; the coexistence of conventional, biotechnology and organic agriculture; and whether the Coordinated Framework can facilitate better information sharing between federal and state authorities.  These dialogues have resulted in several important conclusions, including the recognition of the value of promoting coexistence of different agricultural methods and the role of state and local authorities in this endeavor.  Secretary Polansky then noted that NASDA does not support local efforts to prohibit, restrict or otherwise regulate plant or animal biotechnology.  Secretary Polansky also noted, however, that in some states, counties have sought to ban or limit access to agricultural biotechnology.  He then discussed the important role biotechnology can play in 21st century agriculture.  Conventional agriculture alone will not meet the needs of growing populations for a safe food supply without resulting in increased environmental degradation.  The Secretary identified biotechnology as an important tool to increase productivity and address environmental concerns.  Biotechnology can also be used to produce non-food crops with pharmaceutical and industrial uses and also food crops with reduced toxins and enhanced nutritional content.  Secretary Polansky opined that controversy regarding biotechnology will continue but that consumer confidence will eventually grow as the benefits of the technology become more widespread.  State authorities look forward to working with their federal counterparts to ensure the responsible development and use of biotechnology in agriculture.
13. There was a lively discussion following these three presentations on the legal considerations related to agricultural biotechnology, with many questions.  Commenting on Dr. Verastegui’s presentation, Vietnam noted that IPR for biotechnology crops includes both patent and plant variety protection systems.  Vietnam indicated it was not clear which approach is more effective or appropriate and that Vietnam needs assistance with plant variety protection.  Vietnam also asked how FDA, USDA and EPA coordinate on risk assessments in the United States.  In answering this question Ms. Bech discussed the interagency process, which includes monthly meetings, interagency exchange of info via email and extensive coordination on joint risk assessments.  Korea noted that IPR was recently on the Policy Dialogue agenda and has also been addressed in other APEC fora.  Korea added that IPR is especially important in biotechnology, since it impacts efforts to use the technology to help feed the world and support resource-poor farmers.  Korea concluded that, while IPR protection is important, farmers need access to new technologies.  Malaysia noted that Dr. Verastegui’s presentation identified two main laws that address biotechnology in Peru and asked their relationship.  Peru explained that these laws are complementary; one regulatory and one designed to attract investment.  The session moderator, Blair Coomber from Canada, posed some questions to the presenters.  He noted the need for transparency and communication.  He asked speakers to comment on communication effectiveness.  Ms. Bech responded that outreach programs, including gatherings at schools, play an important role.  She also stressed the importance of identifying a target audience for such outreach efforts.  Secretary Polansky emphasized the need for federal/state collaboration, pointing out how states are better positioned to identify and address local concerns.  He spoke about need to articulate the benefits and not just the risks of biotechnology.  Ms. Bech added that the regulators must walk a fine line between acting as regulators and promoting the technology’s benefits.  New Zealand noted that its regulatory system for biotechnology provides ample opportunity for public hearings and that the trick is soliciting public input with limited resources.  Australia provided the final comment in this session by noting that its system requires two rounds of public consultation and emphasizing the value of clarifying for the public where issues lie outside the scope of regulatory processes and of providing information based on sound science.  This concluded Day 1 of the sixth meeting of the Policy Dialogue.
14. Day 2 of the Policy Dialogue was moderated by Dr. Miguel A. Barandiaran Gamarra, the General Director of Agricultural Research at the Agricultural Research National Institute in Peru.  Dr. Barandiaran summarized the Day 1 proceedings, noting the keen interest of many economies in the issue of public perception and understanding of biotechnology, as evidenced by the multiple shows of support for Canada’s proposal to coordinate a Policy Dialogue workshop on this topic in 2007.  
15. Dr. Barandiaran introduced Dr. Donghern Kim from Korea, who delivered a presentation on the Progress Report for 2006/Implementation Plan for 2006-2008 of the RDEAB.  Dr. Kim discussed in detail activities under way in the RDEAB.  He also noted the APEC reform effort and proposed holding the next meeting of the RDEAB sub-group in Peru in early 2008, together with the 7th meeting of the Policy Dialogue.  Dr. Barandiaran invited delegates to make observations and comment on the RDEAB Shepherd’s proposal.  Several economies voiced their support for the RDEAB Shepherd’s proposal to hold the next Policy Dialogue and RDEAB meetings concurrently.
Recommendation:

· The Policy Dialogue should indicate its support the decision by the RDEAB sub-group of the ATCWG to hold its next meeting concurrent with the next meeting of the Policy Dialogue, in early 2008 in Lima, Peru, the 2008 APEC host economy.
16. Dr. Barandiaran then presided over a series of short presentations on agricultural biotechnology public policy development activities being undertaken by the Policy Dialogue.  The first presentation was a report on APEC participation in a workshop entitled “Commercializing Biotechnology Crops in Asia,” held in June 2006 in the Philippines.  Dr Umi Kalsom Abu Bakar, Director, Biotechnology Research Center, Malaysian Agricultural research & Development Institute and Andrew Powell, CEO, AsiaBioBusiness (the workshop presenter), provided their own perspectives on the workshop, which brought together policy and regulatory officials from throughout APEC to learn and share information regarding the necessary elements for commercializing biotechnology crops.  These presentations were followed by a report on the most recent Farmer Biotechnology Exchange Activity, held in November 2006 in the Philippines.  Reynaldo Cabanao, President, Asian Farmer Regional Network – Philippines, provided the high level officials with a summary of what was accomplished at the weeklong gathering of farmer group representatives from Southeast Asia (4-8 December, Manila).  Finally, there was a report on the APEC Biotechnology Investment Toolbox, which is under development and will provide interested APEC economies with important information for the promotion of investment in biotechnology.  Islah Ishak, Vice President, Commodity Development, BIOTECHCORP Malaysia and Andrew Powell, CEO, AsiaBioBusiness, delivered short presentations on one economy’s need for this information and the goals of the Investment Toolbox, respectively.
17. The APEC Secretariat provided three updates on technical issues related to the facilitation of communications within APEC.  The first of these was the 2006 Secretariat Report on APEC Developments.  This report summarized APEC’s activities in 2006.  The APEC theme for 2006 was “Towards a Dynamic Community for Sustainable Development and Prosperity.”  APEC member economies have targeted a five percent reduction in trade transaction costs by 2010, in addition to the five-year target of five percent set in Shanghai in 2001.  APEC also affirmed its commitment to the multilateral trading system in 2006, and urged economies to seek progress in the Doha Development Agenda negotiations in the World Trade Organization.  A thorough self-assessment of APEC working groups occurred under the guidance of the Senior Officials’ Committee on Economic and Technical Assistance.  The Secretariat’s 2006 Report also referenced the APEC Ministers’ acknowledgment of the value of agricultural biotechnology in improving agricultural productivity, enhancing food security and protecting environmental resources and welcomed the outcomes of the fifth meeting of the Policy Dialogue, held in Hanoi in February 2006.  The Ministers also acknowledged the Senior Officials’ endorsement of the Policy Dialogue 2007-2009 Work Plan.  The major themes for APEC in 2007 include: strengthening the multilateral trading system; facilitating economic reform and trade; improving human security (including counter-terrorism and secure trade, energy security and health and emergency preparedness); and APEC reform.  The APEC Secretariat also provided updates on the Project Database and the Media and Communications Resources available to APEC economies.  The APEC Information Management Portal includes the APEC Collaboration System, and Online Meeting System, a Meeting Document Database and a Project Database.    
18. Following the APEC Secretariat updates, Peter Tabor, the Policy Dialogue Steering Committee Chair, gave a brief presentation on the Policy Dialogue and member economy responses to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) request for information relating to damage to biological diversity and approaches to valuation and restoration of damage to biological diversity, as well as information on national/domestic measures and experiences.  Peter recalled for the high level officials the request from the CBD Executive Secretary for information on Policy Dialogue and individual APEC economy experience with liability and redress as it may relate to agricultural biotechnology.  The Policy Dialogue responded to the CBD that it had not dealt with this issue, but that individual APEC economies would be encouraged to provide their experience in the form of individual responses to the CBD request.
19. Deputy under Secretary Terpstra of the United States suggested that the time is right for the Policy Dialogue to examine more closely the issue of liability and redress and its treatment under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  She proposed that the Policy Dialogue develop and carry out an activity this year to share information on the concepts of liability and redress under consideration in the Protocol, with particular attention to scenarios for trade under different approaches to the concepts of liability and redress.  With more than half the APEC economies also parties to the Protocol, Deputy Under Secretary Terpstra stressed that the discussion already under way regarding liability and redress in the Protocol affects all APEC economies, both Parties and non-Parties, importers and exporters of agricultural products.  Deputy Under Secretary Terpstra’s proposal was greeted with broad support by her high level colleagues in the Policy Dialogue, who also stressed the need to better understand the potential impacts of the concepts of liability and redress on the development and responsible use of biotechnology throughout the APEC region.  The United States offered to chair a steering committee to put this workshop together.  Several economies, including Australia, Korea, Malaysia, Canada, Chile, Peru and the Philippines expressed support for the proposed workshop and several economies indicated interest in joining the United States on the steering committee.
Recommendation:

· The Policy Dialogue will develop and carry out a workshop to examine the treatment of the concepts of liability and redress under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.  This workshop will convene interested APEC economy officials and appropriate experts on the issue to examine different interpretations of terms under consideration by the “Open-Ended Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technical Experts on Liability and Redress in the Context of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety” and discuss the potential impacts of these different interpretations on the development and responsible use of agricultural biotechnology.

20. Following the shows of support for the proposed workshop on liablility and redress to be developed and carried out in 2007, Deputy Under Secretary Teprstra, acting as the Chair of the Policy Dialogue, summarized the one and a half days of the Policy Dialogue meeting.  The Chair noted the interest in addressing in more detail the issue of public perception and understanding of biotechnology, in the form of a workshop later this year, proposed by Canada and supported by several economies.  In particular, she noted the interest expressed by Peru in hosting this workshop.  The Chair also noted the Policy Dialogue’s interest in the issue of liability and redress and the support for the U.S. proposal that the Policy Dialogue should develop and carry out a workshop to more closely examine the treatment of liability and redress under the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety and its implications for the development and use of biotechnology throughout the APEC region.  The Chair also addressed the RDEAB’s proposal to hold its next meeting concurrent with the next Policy Dialogue meeting, in early 2008 in Lima, Peru, and noted that, based on previous indications of support, the Policy Dialogue agreed with and welcomed this development.  The Chair’s conclusions were accepted by the Policy Dialogue and became the basis for this report and recommendations.
20. Dr Barandiaran closed the session with a few observations of his own regarding the Policy Dialogue’s accomplishments over the past three days (including the Private Sector Day) and said he looked forward to the challenge for Peru of hosting the seventh meeting of the Policy Dialogue next year.  With that, he thanked all the high level officials for their participation and concluded the sixth meeting of the Policy Dialogue.
Following is the direct link to the documents and presentations made at the 2007 High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology:
http://www.apec.org/apec/documents_reports/apec_high_level_policy/2007.html  
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