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Executive Summary: Ninth Meeting of the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology 
 The 9th Meeting of the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology (Policy Dialogue) was held May 29-30, 2010 in Sapporo, Japan, and was attended by 16 economies.  There were also participants representing the APEC Agriculture Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG), the APEC Climate Center (APCC) and the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC). Speakers were from the private and public sectors, as well as the Asian Development Bank.  It was preceded by a Roundtable on Low Level Presence of Agricultural Biotechnology in Commodity Shipments.  The principal theme of the Policy Dialogue was on “Agriculture and the Role of Biotechnology in Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change.” 

Presentations and discussions at the 9th Policy Dialogue meeting focused on the following areas:

1. An overview of the impacts on agriculture in the APEC region.

2. The ability of agriculture to adapt to and mitigate the impact of climate change.  

3. Enabling Policies.
Discussions at the Policy Dialogue were extremely lively, with several Economies coming with presentations illustrating the impact of climate change on agriculture within their economies.

At the conclusion of the Policy Dialogue meeting, it was decided that Economies would work inter-sessionally to agree on language that summarizes the essence of presentations and discussion at the Policy Dialogue.  The following language was agreed to by Policy Dialogue participants: 

Adverse impacts of climate change could have a significant impact on agriculture in the APEC region. Food security could be affected by climate change, among other factors, in several APEC economies.  Agriculture has a role in both adapting to and mitigating the potential impacts of climate change. There are both conventional means as well as current biotechnologies that can be applied to help agriculture adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate change. Each of the member economies highlighted the role of biotechnology in addressing climate change impacts on agriculture. Some APEC economies are currently using biotechnologies and there are also new technologies that are being developed. There is a need for enabling policies, including appropriate regulatory systems, which can facilitate the development and application of beneficial biotechnologies that can help agriculture adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate change.
Recommendations

It is recommended that the Senior Officials:

Endorse the final report of the 2010 meeting of the High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology.

“Ninth Meeting of High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology”

Sapporo, Japan

29-30 May 2010

1. The Steering Committee of the High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology presents to Senior Officials the final report and recommendations of the Ninth Meeting of the APEC High Level Policy Dialogue on Agricultural Biotechnology (Policy Dialogue), held 29 - 30 May 2010.  The Policy Dialogue was hosted by Japan and was attended by 16 of the 21 APEC economies (Australia; Canada; Chile; China, Chinese Taipei, Indonesia; Japan; Korea; Malaysia; Peru; the Philippines; Russia; Singapore, Thailand; the United States; and Vietnam). There were also participants representing the APEC Agriculture Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG), the APEC Climate Center (APCC) and the APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC)
OPENING REMARKS

2. Dr. Julian Adams, U.S. Agency for International Development and University of Michigan, opened the Policy Dialogue meeting and offered some perspective on the challenges being faced by APEC Economies, including the challenge of climate change, how agricultural biotechnology can be a tool to address these challenges, and the need for enabling policies to enable biotechnology become a means to address these challenges. 
3.  Opening remarks were provided by Mr. Satoshi Teramura, Deputy Director, Economic Security Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Dr. Roger Beachy, Director of USDA’s National Institute of Food and Agriculture and Chief USDA Scientist, and Policy Dialogue Chair. Mr. Satoshi welcomed the delegates and shared his thoughts on the food security challenges facing APEC Economies and welcomed Policy Dialogue input into the October 2010 Ministerial meeting on food security hosted by Japan.  Dr. Beachy indicated that the Policy Dialogue was a forum for sharing information and ideas on agricultural biotechnology and that APEC Economies have expressed differing views on the technology. However, APEC Economies faced new challenges with population growth and climate change, and biotechnology is one tool that can be used to address them. Technical development and dissemination are critical to improving agricultural output and promoting sustainable agriculture in the face of climate change and population growth.  This year’s Policy Dialogue is somewhat different from earlier Dialogues because of the emphasis on the subject of directed research that focuses on a specific, yet global-scale, problem.  But through discussions participants would be able to explore the linkages between the research environment and the policy environment in the context of meeting the needs of APEC Economies.  A renewed commitment to agricultural science and technology is required for building the technical capacity to meet the challenge to double global food production by 2050 and to mitigate the impact of climate change.  The Global Research Alliance on Agricultural Greenhouse Gases was cited an example of the kind of project that will help create new technologies and build relationships between scientists worldwide.
APEC UPDATES 

4. Mr. Satoshi Teramura, Deputy Director, Economic Security Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, provided information on APEC Priorities for 2010. APEC will build upon past successes and face new challenges to achieve the Bogor Goals’ of free and open trade and investment.    There will be increased focus to develop an APEC trade agenda for 2011 to support continued sustainable growth in the APEC region based on regional economic integration, formulation of a growth strategy and enhancing human security.  Human technical capacity building is important to help support these efforts.  

5. Dr. Jin Ke, Deputy Division Chief, Department of International Cooperation, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, provided a status report from the Agricultural Technical Cooperation Working Group (ATCWG) on behalf of ATCWG Lead Shepherd, Dr. Tang Huajun.  Among the goals of the ATCWG are enhancing the capacity of agriculture to contribute to economic growth and social well-being in the APEC region; ensuring food security in APEC region; enhancing agriculture’s ability to adjust and mitigate the impact of climate change; promoting development of next-generation sustainable biofuels, and strengthening technological cooperation and achievement of best practices in strategic planning for ATCWG projects and programs.  Future tasks and activities of the ATCWG include a workshop on ease of doing business in the agricultural sector, supporting the APEC Ministerial Meeting on Food Security, formulating a multi-year strategic plan of ATCWG, promoting agricultural technology transfer and developing an agricultural technology communication website.

6. The APEC Secretariat, Mr. Art Phanpob Plangprayoon, provided an update on APEC food security initiatives and the new project submission process.  Food security is an important issue for APEC in 2010 and will likely be so in 2011. This work builds upon the underlying objectives of the APEC Food System to widen markets into a single regional market to improve efficiency of food production and trade. An Action Plan on Food Security is being developed by SOM FoTC on Food Issues as one of the key deliverables for the Ministerial Meeting on Food Security to be held in October 2010.  APEC’s work in food is mostly technical assistance, capacity building and disseminating best practices. The Policy Dialogue is one of three key groups that deal with food issues within APEC.   

 

APEC funds a number of projects each year in support of APEC objectives and priorities. The APEC Budget and Management Committee (BMC) is putting in place a series of reforms to improve project effectiveness and efficiency including: use of concept notes to select projects and changes in fund disbursement procedures. In an effort to better utilize limited resources a new mechanism is being implemented for the second submission cycle of 2010.  This process aims to de-link priority and quality assessments, utilize a single set of uniform funding criteria for all APEC projects and introduce concept notes as opposed to full project proposals during the approval process.  

AGRICULTURAL BIOTECHNOLOGY PUBLIC POLICY DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

7.  Dr. Andrew Powell, Chief Executive Officer, Asia BioBusiness Pte. Ltd, gave a presentation on highlights from the Investment Toolbox activities.  The aim of the “Toolbox” is to identify and overcome barriers to the commercialization of agricultural biotechnology in APEC Economies at the policy, regulatory and infrastructural level.   The “Toolbox” consists of a series of bilateral interactions and exchanges to assist members in building understanding and capacity to address the policy components necessary for stimulating investment in agricultural biotechnology policy and maintaining open trade in biotech-derived agricultural products. Toolbox exchanges in 2009 consisted of: Malaysian delegation to Australia, Philippine delegation to Peru, Philippine participation in a co-existence conference in Australia, and risk communication training workshops in Malaysia, Peru, Thailand, and Mexico. These activities have resulted in the development of a cadre of scientists and regulators trained in risk communication, a better understanding of challenges faced by APEC Economies, and the development of a “community of practice”, including multi-directional flow of knowledge between APEC Economies.  Possible future “Toolbox” activities are still under development but could include further exchanges, policy implementation, especially field trial management, and an initiative on GE animals.  Suggestions for new activities were requested. 
8.  Dr. Julian Adams, U.S. Agency for International Development and University of Michigan, gave a readout from the series of roundtables on “Low Level Presence (LLP) of Products of Agricultural Biotechnology in Commodity Shipments: Toward an Alignment of APEC Member Economy Policies”.  Three LLP roundtables were conducted for APEC Economies.  There are relatively few economies whose LLP policies are consistent with the CODEX LLP Annex.  With an increasing number of biotech crops under development, it is likely there will be more frequent problems with asynchronicity (LLP incidents).  The response of APEC Economies to LLP incidents has so far tended to be ad hoc.  However, a common thread in these responses has been the utilization of risk assessment data carried out by others.  It was a policy decision to do this. There are economic, social, political and technological forces at work facilitating policy harmonization. Harmonization is now perceived as a two-edged sword. Environmentalists, particularly in industrial economies, are worried about downward harmonization. Many claim to be against downward harmonization. Yet upward harmonization to the highest level of regulation is illogical and costly. In the absence of any theory justifying a middle-ground or optimal level of harmonization, a more practical approach would be to agree multilaterally upon a set of minimum standards in the short run, and to seek greater policy convergence in the long run. Several factors come into play when considering regulatory harmonization, including scientific, transparency, and economic. Adoption of more stringent LLP standards will likely increase the cost of food and feed, cause costs to fall disproportionately on smaller importers (often developing economies), discourage investments in research into the next generation of crops, and can be effective technical barriers to trade. In dealing with LLP, transparency and communicating with the public (communicating LLP policy in advance of LLP situations and communicating regulatory decisions in LLP situations) are important.
IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON AGRICULTURE
9.  Dr. Ancha Srinivasan, Senior Climate Change Specialist, Asian Development Bank, gave an overview presentation on the Impacts of Climate Change on Agriculture. Several APEC economies are already facing severe impacts of climate change. Food security is expected to remain elusive in several APEC economies by 2050, if suitable policies and measures for adaptation to climate change are not in place. Sound adaptation options are crucial, therefore, to achieve not only food security but also water security and energy security, thereby social security and sustainability. As agriculture and forestry sectors contribute around 30% of global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, their mitigation potential is comparable to industry and energy supply, and more than that in transport and waste sectors especially in developing APEC Economies. Agriculture offers many low-cost GHG mitigation opportunities including soil carbon sequestration. Income from carbon offsets from agriculture, if properly recognized in the post-2012 climate regime, can nearly meet adaptation costs. Mitigation without proper adaptation may therefore threaten food security; Adaptation without mitigation will raise costs of production and food will be costlier. Important win-win opportunities for adaptation and mitigation exist and must be addressed simultaneously. However, current global/national mechanisms do not adequately capture agriculture’s mitigation potential and co-benefits. It is suggested that agricultural adaptation and mitigation should be integrated into the international climate change negotiations, and national development planning. Biotechnology offers several possibilities for making agriculture in APEC Economies low-carbon and climate-resilient. 

10. 
Interventions:  Different APEC Economies spoke of how they are being impacted by climate change. Vietnam gave a presentation on the impact of climate change in Vietnam.  Climate change is forecast to have a severe impact on agriculture and food security in Vietnam. Agriculture in coastal regions, Mekong Delta and Red River Delta are likely to be severely impacted.  Australia indicated that it has experienced a decade of severe weather events with eight years of below average rainfall.  Climate change is likely to be one of the biggest threats to Australian agriculture.  It is forecast to be drier and warmer with more frequent droughts and severe cyclones.  Australia is putting climate change adaption and mitigation policies in place; though it takes a long lead time to implement such policies. Indonesia has had a long experience with drought and has also experienced floods and changes in rainfall patterns.  Indonesia is in the process of developing early maturing rice and drought tolerant crops. Considerable funding is needed to facilitate agriculture’s ability to adapt to climate change. Chile indicated that climate change is important and that it has experienced increased frequency of severe climate events in recent years. A climate model forecasts that by 2050 Chile will experience a 2-4 degree Celsius increase in temperature and decreased precipitation in the center of Chile.  The Philippines expressed concern that agriculture and fisheries in the Philippines would be severely affected by climate change resulting in changing rainfall patterns, changing planting patterns, decrease in crop and livestock yields, and likely increased dry spells and intensity of typhoons.  Climate change makes the use of biotech tools more relevant to facilitate the ability of agriculture to adapt to and mitigate climate change. The Asia Development Bank indicated that mechanisms are being developed, such as carbon markets, to facilitate climate change mitigation. However, such mechanisms are relatively underdeveloped for agriculture compared to other industries, where high monitoring and transaction costs are a particular problem. 
ABILITY OF AGRICULTURE TO ADAPT TO AND MITIGATE THE IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE
11. Dr. Takaya Moriguchi, Head of Research Team for Effects of Global Warming on Fruit Trees, National Institute of Fruit Tree Science, National Agricultural Research Organization, gave a presentation on Biotechnology and Conventional Approaches for Adapting to Global Warming Conditions in Fruit Trees and Some Crops.  Dr. Takaya indicated agricultural production worldwide is having difficulty keeping pace with rapid increase in population and environmental degradation caused by modern lifestyle, pollution, climate change and loss of arable land. Agriculture in Japan is also being affected by climate change, including fruit trees. There was information presented on both conventional and biotech approaches for adapting fruit trees in Japan to climate change. There are both conventional and biotech approaches for mitigating the impact of climate change.

12.  Dr. Vic Knauf, Chief Scientific Officer, Arcadia Biosciences, was to deliver a presentation on “Current and Future Biotechnologies that can Contribute to the Ability of Agriculture to Adapt to and Mitigate the Impact of Climate Change”.  However, Dr. Knauf was unable to attend the Policy Dialogue due to transportation issues.  His presentation instead was delivered by Dr. Roger Beachy. 
Dr. Knauf described Arcadia’s work with two GE technologies, nitrogen use efficiency and water use efficiency that could help maintain food security in the event of climate changes affecting agricultural production.  He also indicated that Arcadia is interested in mechanisms by which such advanced technologies could be made available at no cost to farmers in developing economies. In such a mechanism, the revenue recognized by the value of the carbon credits would be shared in appropriate proportions by the growers, Arcadia Biosciences, and the local administrating agency. 
The presentation emphasized four principal messages: 1) It takes considerable time (8-10 years) for a company to take a concept from laboratory to commercialization. This is true for conventional approaches as well as those relying on genetic modifications of crops (GM).The conclusion is that action is required now to address problems to be faced ten and more years from now. 2) It is not known in advance which conceptual technologies will work well in farmers’ actual fields or how badly food production will be affected by the projected effects of climate changes on agriculture. To prepare for what faces us, it is necessary to consider all reasonable options and pursue the most promising ones to protect our food supply. 3) GM methods that might be able to contribute to food security must be considered and pursued to have options available, and indeed may be required to meet our food security needs. It is necessary to focus on the additive benefits of taking multiple approaches using different kinds of expertise, training and technology. The multiplicity of approaches means that there will be many ways for both the public and the private sectors to help meet challenges. 4) Important new research in both the private and public sectors is being delayed and in some cases not being pursued due to the processes required to gain regulatory approvals, specifically of GM crops.  The costs and the uncertainty of the regulatory approval process threaten our future food security because they drive operational and investment decisions now that would only come to fruition much later. Technology is not the only answer, and biotechnology per se certainly will not solve it. The challenges are such, however, that is that all rational approaches that may help mitigate the effects of climate change must be considered. There are many untested concepts already identified that may help, both of GM and non-GM nature. The testing and development cycles are long, however, with benefits only hypothetical until proven in the farmers’ fields. The private sector will focus on traits where the reward is most likely, on relatively few crops, and by implication to the benefit of developed economies with advanced agricultural infrastructure and privately held seed companies. The public sector is strong on GM as well as non-GM innovation; much stronger than the private sector, but lacks the development capabilities and system rewards to tackle international regulatory approval processes. This latter factor is strongly inhibiting the development of new innovations that could help mitigate the effects of climate change on agriculture and food security.

13.
Interventions: The speaker from the Asian Development Bank (ADB) commented that a difficulty for carbon sequestration and carbon offset markets for agriculture was that transaction costs in terms of measuring, reporting and verifying greenhouse gas emission reductions are high due to small land holding and variable soil/agronomic conditions in various developing APEC economies.  He highlighted the need for developing simple and cost-effective methodologies. He noted that ADB established several carbon funds and is now considering supporting mitigation options in agriculture and land use including forestry, with the overall goal of enhancing food security in Asia and the Pacific. Canada indicated that both presentations were fascinating.  Canada also commented that nitrogen use efficiency technology can either be used to achieve the same level of output with lower nitrogen fertilizer use or to increase nitrogen use to increase output.  ADB representative noted that increased fertilizer use efficiency alone may not necessarily lead to reduced GHG emissions due to the classic "rebound effect". For example, technological improvements in energy efficiency in the automobile industry in many economies have often led to an increased fuel use associated with larger automobiles and increased travel.  Australia indicated it is taking a science and risked based approach in the development of plans to adapt to and mitigate climate change.  Chile indicated it has a national plan of action on climate change which includes adaptation actions in the agricultural sector, such as: establishing a National System for the Management of the Agro-climatic Risks and Agricultural Emergencies; efforts to continue improving water use efficiency; carrying out the “Genetic Improvement Programme”, with the aim of developing new varieties adapted to climatic change; focusing on the development of new crop varieties with drought tolerance and tolerance to temperature extremes.  The Philippines recognizes the impact of climate change on Philippine society and approved a climate change strategy framework in 2009.  The Department of Agriculture’s climate change strategy includes: examination of vulnerable zones, implementation of soil and water conservation practices, development of heat, drought, and pest resistance crop varieties, information dissemination, and risk management mechanisms. The Philippines has started preparations and has established the groundwork for meeting the challenges of climate change, as well as budgetary support including for research and adoption.  Thailand is developing a climate change strategy that includes work on water and irrigation efficiency.  Malaysia has climate change adaption policies in place.  The strategy includes educating farmers, improving irrigation infrastructure and water management, and improving water use efficiency.  A biosafety policy is in place and implementing regulations are being developed.  Canada indicated that domestic studies have shown regional variability of the potential impact of climate change requiring different regions to adopt different mitigation strategies and approaches.  Biotechnology is brought up often in climate change workshops as a tool to address climate change as well as the need to overcome barriers to the adoption of new practices.  Peru has established a mechanism to monitor climate change in the Andes.  Peru has experienced dramatic impacts of climate change.  Biotechnology is one solution in Peru but must consider commercialization within terms applicable to indigenous people to facilitate acceptance.  The United States has more than 20 years of targeted climate change research that is enabling us to develop tools for decision making based on science.  In 2009, the White House Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) initiated the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, which includes representatives from more than 20 Federal Agencies.  The task force is working to develop Federal recommendations for adapting to climate change impacts both domestically and internationally by October this year. The United States believes that the development of more climate-resilient agriculture should be conducted in a manner that is practical, informed by the best science, environmentally sound, and economically efficient, and that promotes on-the-ground results. This would include the use of new biotechnology to develop crops that are resistant to environmental changes. Biotechnology could play an important role in adaptation to climate change. This would include the development of locally grown crops with increased resistance to extreme weather conditions – such as flooding, drought and heat, enhanced nutritional qualities, and increased resistance to pests.  Drought tolerance is viewed as the most important trait that will soon become available (2012-2020). It is by far the single most important constraint to increased productivity for crops worldwide, particularly with increasing climate impacts on water availability. Forests provide an important means to sequester carbon. By developing trees that grow quickly and are resistant to extreme weather conditions, biotechnology can assist economies in mitigating carbon emissions.  
ENABLING POLICIES
14. Dr. Paul Teng, Dean, Graduate Programs and Research, National Institute of Education, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore made a presentation on “Policies to Enable Beneficial Biotechnologies for Mitigating Climate Change Effects on Food Security”.  Dr. Teng indicated that there are four main categories of enabling policies needed to facilitate the development of beneficial biotechnologies.  These are:

1) Research and development (R&D).   Effective R&D requires a science-based regulatory framework for approvals, harmonization of data requirements for approvals, appropriate policy incentives to encourage “Green biotech” R&D, and an explicit recognition of need for private-public partnerships.
2) Product development.  Effective development of new products requires explicit policy guidelines on risk assessment, a science-based and holistic regulatory and approval process, a policy framework for commercialization, and policies for accepting and developing donated technology.  Dr. Teng emphasized the utilization of a “precautionary approach”, and not the “precautionary principle”.
3)  Production.  Production policies require an explicit and supportive government policy statement on role of biotech and a “Green biotechnology” subsidy for encouraging processing with biofuels. 
4. Consumer acceptance.  Policy support for new technologies to tackle “old” problems as well as policy-mediated support on education and awareness building.
The conceptual framework for dealing with the effect of climate change on agriculture includes: 1) mitigating the causes of climate change, 2) mitigating the symptoms and effects of climate change on agricultural production and 3) mitigating the effects of climate change on food security.  For each mitigant above, APEC Economies must determine the appropriate role of biotechnology, the appropriate enabling policies, and other needed support instruments.  Other support instruments include nurturing a Green Agribiotechnology “Ecosystem” (support to entrepreneurs through research and development, technology transfer, banking, investment and government regulatory bodies) , Bioentrepreneurship Community to create opportunities for growth (capacity development, intellectual property protection, business incubator support, financing, and related services) and better ex ante analysis to understand the size of potential problems and benefits of possible solutions. 
15.
Interventions:  Canada made a distinction between the “precautionary approach” and the “precautionary principle”; whereby the “precautionary principle” was fixed and precluded action in the absence of complete information while the “precautionary approach” allowed for action in the absence of complete information.  The “precautionary approach” was more appropriate for taking action in regards to climate change.  Indonesia brought the differences between “green biotech” (reduced agriculture’s carbon footprint) and “pro-poor biotech” (social factors considered).  Old agricultural and social issues are exacerbated by climate change.  The Philippines indicated that the framework presented by Dr. Teng was useful in thinking about how biotechnology can help mitigate climate change.  There needs to be an explicit statement of support for biotechnology in the Philippines, outreach and education, and budgetary support for research and development for new traits that can help crops adapt to and help mitigate impacts of climate change.  The Philippines is confident biotechnology can be a useful tool for agriculture to adapt to climate change. Indonesia indicated it has plans to reduce agricultural greenhouse gas emissions.  However, this will be difficult to do as there is a need to feed a large and growing population.  Agriculture has many roles and biotechnology is important to help agriculture fill those roles. There is considerable work to be done to develop an enabling regulatory system for biotechnology.  The representative from the Asian Development Bank noted that under Article 4.5 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, developed economies have an obligation to transfer technology and financial resources to developing economies to address climate change. Besides the Clean Development Mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol, there are as many as 21 international climate change funds to mitigate and adapt to impacts of climate change. APEC economies can benefit from these funds to enhance their food security while contributing to the global public good such as greenhouse gas mitigation.    Korea indicated that it is developing new policies in response to climate change in which biotechnology will be used.  In this, the role of the public sector is to promote biotechnology research and development while the role of the private sector is to bring new products to the market.  Chile mentioned that the Government has decided to continue with the work and analysis of modern biotechnology, in order that farmers could choose the type of production they prefer to use, GM plants as well as conventional, organic, biodynamic crops or others.  There is currently a draft bill that, if approved, will allow the growth of GE plants for food, feed, and processing.  Currently, GE field trials and the production of GE seeds for export are allowed. Australia has implemented a number of biotech policies in response to climate change.  This includes an emphasis on research and development, agriculture investment, regulation based on science and risk, and identifying impediments to the development and commercialization of new biotech crops.  There are a number of GE crops under development in Australia to mitigate climate change. Including work on water use efficiency and water tolerance.  Existing GE crops have already had environmental benefit.   Peru is working to develop a regulatory framework for biotechnology and is in the process of establishing an agricultural biotechnology research center.  Malaysia is developing policies to address climate change.  There is need to harmonize policies through a consultative process so policies are aimed toward a common goal.  The United States said it was encouraged to hear that other economies have undertaken actions to encourage the commercialization of beneficial biotechnologies.  The United States also has impediments moving from discovery to commercialization of new GE crops.  It is useful for the United States to listen to and gain from the knowledge and experience of others.   Vietnam indicated that it is facing challenges due to climate change and population growth.  It has a strong commitment that biotechnology can be a very useful tool in helping to meet those challenges.  However, it is difficult to put in place a facilitating regulatory framework.  There is need for capacity building to help development of this framework as well to facilitate technology transfer.  Thailand, Indonesia, and the Philippines also indicated there was need for regulatory capacity building including in the areas of risk assessment (including for new and “stacked” events), field trial management, and public consultation and risk communication. 
DEVELOPMENT OF CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND ANY STATEMENT
16. Dr. Julian Adams moderated a discussion on the development of Dialogue conclusions and recommendations and a possible statement to forward to APEC Senior Officials on issues discussed at the 2010 Policy Dialogue meeting. After some discussion, it was decided that Economies would work inter-sessionally to agree on language that summarizes the essence of presentations and discussion at the Policy Dialogue. (Note: the agreed-upon summary is included in Executive Summary of this report.)

17. Dr. Roger Beachy, Chair of the Policy Dialogue, provided a summary of the Policy Dialogue meeting and closing remarks.  He thanked Japan for hosting the Policy Dialogue and that it provided an excellent opportunity to learn, share information, and make new friends. The Chair noted that progress has been made on the APEC Action Plan on Food Security and that the work of the Policy Dialogue supported APEC priorities.  The work of the ATCWG was recognized including its support for APEC food security initiatives.  The Chair highlighted the LLP roundtables as a pro-active approach to dealing with LLP.  He also noted that the roundtable supported the incorporation of science and international standards, as well as increased transparency, in biotech regulatory policies of APEC Economies.  The suggestion to work toward simultaneous approvals and data sharing was noted as well as the opinion voiced by the Philippines that the roundtables were very useful in helping to develop its LLP regulations. Investment toolbox activities were mentioned as a valuable mechanism of information sharing and exchange and noted planned work on field trials management, GE animals, and the need for longer term technical assistance to support regulatory system development.  The Chair indicated that climate change would have both global and regional impacts on agriculture and that climate change impacts have already been seen within APEC.  Agriculture’s role to both adapt to and mitigate the impact of climate change go hand-in-hand; agriculture must increase food production and at same time decrease green house gas emissions.  APEC Economies have to plan and act now to mitigate and adapt to climate change. The Chair noted the conventional and GE approaches being explored to adapt fruit trees and other crops to warming conditions in Japan.  Two themes were highlighted on the presentation of conventional and future biotechnologies:  the difficulty in bringing new GE products from laboratory to commercialization and the difficulty this presents for our ability to address climate change. The mechanism to make GE technologies available at no cost to farmers in developing economies where the revenue is recognized by the value of the carbon credits would be shared was also noted.  The Chair emphasized that climate change is a global challenge. It is important to share information and to incorporate science in policy making, especially in such an important issue as climate change.  
The Chair congratulated the Policy Dialogue on its contribution to ensuring increased positive economic impacts of biotechnology among more APEC members.  With that, he thanked those is attendance for their participation and concluded the ninth meeting of the Policy Dialogue by saying he looked forward to seeing everyone in the United States next year.
The moderator then adjourned the meeting. 
