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EXAMINATION OF THE COSTS AND IMPACTS
OF MANDATORY BIOTECHNOLOGY
LABELING LAWS

TUESDAY, MARCH 24, 2015

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room 1300
of the Longworth House Office Building, Hon. K. Michael Conaway
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Conaway, Neugebauer, Lucas,
Gibbs, Austin Scott of Georgia, Crawford, Gibson, Hartzler,
Benishek, Denham, LaMalfa, Davis, Yoho, Allen, Bost, Rouzer,
Abraham, Emmer, Moolenaar, Newhouse, Peterson, David Scott of
Georgia, Costa, Walz, McGovern, DelBene, Vela, Kuster, Nolan,
Bustos, Kirkpatrick, Aguilar, Plaskett, Adams, Graham, and
Ashford.

Staff present: Haley Graves, Jackie Barber, Jessica Carter, John
Goldberg, Mary Nowak, Mollie Wilken, Patricia Straughn, Scott C.
Graves, Ted Monoson, Faisal Siddiqui, John Konya, Keith Jones,
Liz Friedlander, and Nicole Scott.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM TEXAS

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. I want to thank each of you for
being here today to discuss agricultural biotechnology.

Mankind has used biological technologies for more than 10,000
years to improve crops and livestock, to make useful food products,
such as bread and cheese, and to preserve dairy products. When
applied to plant breeding, these technologies have led to the evo-
lution of nearly every food product we consume. These and other
advances have enabled us to enjoy the safest, highest-quality, most
abundant and affordable supply of food and fiber.

As our knowledge has increased, so has the speed and precision
in which we are able to harness natural capabilities to improve the
plants we cultivate. These new applications of biotechnology have
been available to American and international consumers for nearly
3 decades. The safety of the technology has been confirmed by the
world’s leading scientific and public health organizations including
the World Health Organization, the National Academies of Science,
the American Association for the Advancement of Science, the
American Medical Association, and the Royal Society of Great Brit-
ain.
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Many scientists and farmers are optimistic and enthusiastic
about the prospects of using scientific advances in biotechnology.
The careful and precise addition of one or a few genes to a plant
may make it more productive and nutritious, more tolerant to envi-
ronmental stresses such as drought, and more resistant to disease
and pests. These technologies can likewise improve the efficiency
and therefore the productivity of agriculture, while at the same
time reducing detrimental effects on the environment.

This Committee has frequently reviewed these technologies. We
have reviewed the regulatory mechanisms in place since the
Reagan Administration and have been repeatedly assured by the
absence of any valid concerns regarding the safety or quality of
products derived from these production methodologies. Despite the
facts that are universally on the side of this technology, we would
have to search long and hard to find another issue matching the
negative rhetoric and aggressive tactics of the detractors. In Wash-
ington and across the country, we are hearing a great deal of mis-
information about so-called GMOs and the use of biotechnology in
food and agricultural production. These unfounded attacks are not
supported by the facts and mislead both consumers and policy-
makers. This misinformation would threaten our farmers’ ability to
feed an ever-growing population and result in higher food costs for
consumers.

Biotechnology is an essential tool for farmers to have in the tool-
box if we plan to feed an estimated ten billion people by the year
2050 in an environmentally sound, sustainable, and affordable way.
Unfortunately, threats exist to our ability to fully utilize this tech-
nology in the form of proposed Federal and state laws, as well as
some state laws that will soon be implemented if we don’t act.

A recent report by the Cornell Business School examined the con-
sumer cost impact of a proposed mandatory label for biotechnology
food products sold in the State of New York. According to the
study, implementing a mandatory biotech labeling system in the
state would mean new costs for consumers in the checkout aisle.
The report finds that a family of four in New York could pay on
average an additional $500 in annual food costs if mandatory label-
ing becomes the law. The state would also incur an estimated $1.6
million in costs from the writing and enforcing of new regulations
and litigating potential lawsuits related to mandatory labeling,
which could run as high as $8 million and will also factor into the
increased costs consumers see in their annual food bills. What this
report does not reflect is the significant cost to food manufacturers
associated with segregation and testing that would be passed back
to producers, nor does it address liability costs borne by food proc-
essors and producers under the activist scheme.

As of today 26 states have some form of biotech labeling legisla-
tion pending. These proposals are loaded with arbitrary and incon-
sistent policies which would create an unmanageable situation for
food producers, processors, and distributors. Consumers would ulti-
mately lose as a result both of higher food costs and the very real
likelihood that the technological innovation that has filled our gro-
cery stores with an abundance of high-quality products we enjoy
would be stifled. As we examine the costs and impacts if states like
Vermont move forward with mandatory labeling schemes, I think
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we will agree that Congressional action to preserve interstate com-
merce through national uniformity is necessary.

Although I will introduce our panel in its entirety after opening
statements, I do want to take a moment to discuss one of our wit-
nesses. Ms. Joanna Lidback is a dairy farmer from the State of
Vermont and the author of a well-read blog on farming, food, and
rural issues. This is actually Ms. Lidback’s second appearance be-
fore the Agriculture Committee to discuss biotechnology. I would be
remiss if I didn’t acknowledge Joanna’s courage in returning since
some of you may be aware that after her appearance last year, Jo-
anna and her family were the subject of harassment, interfering
with her young family’s peace. I consider the tactics of anti-biotech
activists who harassed you reprehensible, and I want to stress that
this shameful behavior is not acceptable and should not be toler-
ated.

Joanna, thank you for being here today and for your dedication
to this important issue.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Conaway follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM TEXAS

Good morning. I want to thank each of you for being here today to discuss agricul-
tural biotechnology.

Mankind has used biological technologies for more than 10,000 years to improve
crops and livestock, and to make useful food products, such as bread and cheese,
and to preserve dairy products. When applied to plant breeding, these technologies
have led to the evolution of nearly every food product we consume. These and other
advances have enabled us to enjoy the safest, highest quality, most abundant and
affordable supply of food and fiber.

As our knowledge has increased, so has the speed and precision in which we are
able to harness natural capabilities to improve the plants we cultivate.

These new applications of biotechnology have been available to American and
international consumers for nearly 3 decades. The safety of the technology has been
confirmed by the world’s leading scientific and public health organizations including
the World Health Organization, the National Academies of Science, the American
Association for the Advancement of Science, the American Medical Association, and
the Royal Society of Great Britain.

Many scientists and farmers are optimistic and enthusiastic about the prospects
of using scientific advances in biotechnology. The careful and precise addition of one
or a few genes to a plant may make it more productive and nutritious, more tolerant
to environmental stresses such as drought, and more resistant to disease and pests.
These technologies can likewise improve the efficiency and therefore the produc-
tivity of agriculture, while at the same time reducing detrimental effects on the en-
vironment.

This Committee has frequently reviewed these technologies. We have reviewed
the regulatory mechanism in place since the Reagan Administration and have been
repeatedly assured by the absence of any valid concerns regarding the safety or
quality of products derived from these production methodologies.

Despite the facts that are universally on the side of this technology, we would
have to search long and hard to find another issue matching the negative rhetoric
and aggressive tactics of the detractors.

In Washington and across the country, we are hearing a great deal of misinforma-
tion about so-called “GMOs” and the use of biotechnology in food and agricultural
production. These unfounded attacks are not supported by the facts and mislead
both consumers and policymakers. This misinformation could threaten our farmers’
ability to feed an ever-growing population and result in higher food costs for con-
sumers.

Biotechnology is an essential tool for farmers to have in the toolbox if we plan
to feed an estimated ten billion people by the year 2050 in an environmentally
sound, sustainable, and affordable way. Unfortunately, threats exist to our ability
to fully utilize this technology in the form of proposed Federal and state laws, as
well as some state laws that will soon be implemented if we don’t act.
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A recent report by the Cornell Business School examined the consumer cost im-
pact of a proposed mandatory label for biotech food products sold in the State of
New York. According to the study, implementing a mandatory biotech labeling sys-
tem in the state would mean new costs for consumers in the checkout aisle. The
report finds that a family of four in New York State could pay, on average, an addi-
tional $500 in annual food costs if mandatory labeling becomes law.

The state would also incur an estimated $1.6 million in costs from writing and
enforcing new regulations and litigating potential lawsuits related to mandatory la-
beling, which could run as high as $8 million and will also factor into the in-
creased costs consumers see in their annual food bills. What this report does not
reflect is the significant cost to food manufacturers associated with segregation and
testing that will be passed back to producers; nor does it address liability costs
borne by food producers and processors under the activist scheme.

As of today 26 states have some form of biotech labeling legislation pending.
These proposals are loaded with arbitrary and inconsistent policies which would cre-
ate an unmanageable situation for food producers, processors and distributors. Con-
sumers would ultimately lose as a result both of higher food costs and the very real
likelihood that the technological innovation that has filled our grocery stores with
an abundance of high quality products we enjoy would be stifled.

As we examine the costs and impacts if states like Vermont move forward with
mandatory labeling schemes, I think we will all agree that Congressional action to
preserve interstate commerce through national uniformity is necessary.

Although I will introduce our panel in its entirety after opening statements, I do
want to take a moment to discuss one of our witnesses . . .

Ms. Joanna Lidback is a dairy farmer from the State of Vermont and the author
of a well-read blog on farming, food and rural issues. This is actually Ms. Lidback’s
second appearance before the Agriculture Committee to discuss biotechnology. I
would be remiss if I didn’t acknowledge Joanna’s courage in returning since some
of you may be aware that after her appearance last year, Joanna and her family
were the subject harassment, interfering with her young family’s peace.

I consider the tactics of the anti-biotech activists who harassed you reprehensible,
and I want to stress that this shameful behavior is not acceptable and should not
be tolerated. Joanna, thank you for being here today and for your dedication to this
important issue.

The CHAIRMAN. And with that, I recognize the Ranking Member
for his statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks for hold-
ing this hearing. This is an issue that I hope that we can find a
way to address because if we don’t, we are going to have 50 states
with 50 different labeling programs, and that is just not going to
work. If we don’t do something to stop this, we could end up with
something similar to what is going on right now in California with
their egg standards.

Consumers have expressed their interest in knowing more about
where their food comes from, and that is a good thing. But when
it comes to labeling, we need to be able to find a smart way to bal-
ance this consumer demand, what we know about the safety of the
foods that our farmers produce. Done correctly, I think we can find
a workable solution.

The Energy and Commerce Committee has most of the jurisdic-
tion here, so at this point our hands are a little bit tied. But I do
think it is important for us to move forward and learn more about
the impacts some of these state attempts at labeling genetically en-
gineered food and food ingredients are going to have.

So I look forward to hearing from our witnesses and thank you
for holding the hearing.
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank the Ranking Member. I appreciate that.
I recognize Subcommittee Chairman Rodney Davis for his state-
ment.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RODNEY DAVIS, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to all the
witnesses that are here today. And Mr. Chairman, thank you for
holding this hearing on the costs and impacts of the mandatory
biotech labeling laws. And I would like to welcome one of my con-
stituents who is on the panel, Mr. Lynn Clarkson. I am very glad
ymﬁare here representing the small town of Cerro Gordo very, very
well.

Clarkson Grain, your company, turned 40 just last year, supplies
grain to food manufacturing, animal feed industries. His products
include corn, whole grains, and non-GMO grains and oilseeds. I ap-
preciate your testimony about respecting all viewpoints and low-
ering the temperature in this very heated debate.

I have two distinct memories from the Subcommittee hearing
that I shared last year that Ms. Lidback was a part of. First of all,
we discussed the needs of biotechnology, and it helps us feed a
growing population, reduces negative impacts on our environment,
and also helps combat plant and pest diseases. But the rhetoric, as
Chairman Conaway said, became pretty charged after the hearing.
I was disappointed by this rhetoric and misinformation and the
personal attacks leveled not only at you but to those who were part
of the hearing, including me.

Thanks for coming back. I know you did receive some rude com-
ments and some bullying on social media, and I really appreciate
hearing your perspective as a dairy farmer, and as a father of three
children myself, I appreciate hearing your perspective as a mother.

Last, on the right-to-know argument, consumers can already find
out information when they are at the grocery store. Food that is
labeled as USDA certified organic does not contained genetically
modified ingredients. I want to read something from The New York
Times editorial just a couple of years ago. “Consumers can already
find products free of GMO ingredients with labels voluntarily
placed by the manufacturers. For those who want to avoid such in-
gredients, the surest way is to buy products certified as organic
under Federal standards.” Now, this is The New York Times, not
necessarily a hotbed of conservative rhetoric on their editorial
board.

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. Thank you. I now
recognize the Ranking Member on the Subcommittee, Ms. DelBene,
for her statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SUZAN K. DELBENE, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM WASHINGTON

Ms. DELBENE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you hold-
ing this hearing, and I want to thank all of the witnesses for being
here today.

As the Ranking Member on the Subcommittee, this is an issue
I hear about very often, not only here, but also in my district back
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home in Washington State. In fact, Washington State was among
the states which recently voted on a GMO labeling initiative, and
one of the biggest takeaways for many of us from that initiative,
as well as this debate generally, is that there needs to be more of
a dialogue and more education done on all sides.

I certainly agree that consumers have a right to know what they
are eating, and I also believe that we need to be clear and take a
science-based approach when we are discussing GMOs. Just as
many of us implore folks to look at the science behind climate
change, for example, we can’t pick and choose. We need to under-
stand the science and its findings, including in this case.

Genetically modified doesn’t mean just one thing or just one com-
pany, and as someone who started their career in biomedical re-
search, I understand that this technology has the potential to pro-
vide benefits to consumers. However, we also need to ensure that
we are having an open conversation about its impacts and its chal-
lenges. This is often an emotional argument, and it is my hope that
moving forward we can have it be more of a fact-based open discus-
sion on all sides.

I am looking forward to the testimony of our panel today and am
hopeful that we can move closer to a workable solution as a result
for everyone. So thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing,
and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlewoman. The chair would re-
quest that other Members submit their opening statements for the
record so that witnesses may begin their testimony and to ensure
there is ample time for questions.

I would now like to welcome to our witness table the following
witnesses: We have here Mr. David Schmidt, President and CEO
of the International Food Information Council here in D.C. We
have Dr. Nina Federoff, the Senior Science Advisor, OFW Law
Firm here in D.C. We have Ms. Joanna Lidback, owner of The
Farm at Wheeler Mountain, on behalf of Agri-Mark Dairy Coopera-
tive, the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, and the Na-
tional Milk Producers Federation from Westmore, Vermont. We
have Mr. Lynn Clarkson, President, Clarkson Grain Company at
Cerro Gordo—is that close enough—Illinois. Mr. Thomas Dempsey,
CEO, Snack Food Association in Arlington, Virginia, and Mr. Chris
Policinski. I butchered that, Chris. Sorry about that. President and
CEO, Land O’ Lakes in Arden Hills, Minnesota.

Mr. Schmidt, begin when you are ready, please.

STATEMENT OF DAVID B. SCHMIDT, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, INTERNATIONAL FOOD INFORMATION
COUNCIL AND FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. ScHMIDT. Thank you, Chairman Conway, distinguished
Members. I am David Schmidt, President and CEO of the Inter-
national Food Information Council and Foundation. We effectively
communicate science-based information on food safety and nutri-
tion issues to health professionals, journalists, educators, govern-
ment officials and consumers. We are fortunate to receive support
for our programs from leading food, beverage, and agricultural
companies, but I must clarify that we don’t represent those indus-
tries.
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Last year, IFIC conducted the 2014 Consumer Perceptions of
Food Technology Survey. It was our 16th such survey since 1997.
The survey polled 1,000 adults who are reflective of the U.S. popu-
lation, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. Our survey begins
with open-ended questions, which are more reliable when it comes
to taking the real pulse of consumers than surveys with a small
number of carefully worded questions designed to provoke con-
cerns.

When it comes to food labels, the results show that bio-
technology, or even the phrase GMOs, is not a top-of-mind concern
for the vast majority of consumers. Following the open-ended ques-
tions, we get more specific about biotechnology and genetic engi-
neering, but please note that we do not use the term GMO for two
major reasons. Number one, The U.S. FDA has provided labeling
guidance to industry, reaffirmed as recently as April 2013, that the
scientifically accurate terms are bioengineered, genetically engi-
neered, or foods produced using biotechnology. Their analysis con-
siders the term genetically modified organism, or GMO, as poten-
tially misleading to consumers because it is a distinction without
a difference. And as you said, Mr. Chairman, humans have been
genetically modifying crops and animals for tens of thousands of
years.

Number two, our own consumer research since the early 1990s
has found GMO, as a phrase, to be off-putting at best or even
frightening to many consumers. And unfortunately in today’s mar-
ketplace, it is used as something to avoid and a pejorative, rather
than a way to inform consumers.

When we first asked if people were avoiding any particular foods
or ingredients in their diet, only two percent of total respondents
mentioned biotech food or even similar terms like GMOs. Then we
asked them if they could think of any information that currently
is not on food labels but should be. Three-quarters of them, 75 per-
cent, said no. Just four percent said that labels should carry infor-
mation about genetic engineering or related terms. Two-thirds of
Americans said they were confident in the safety of the food sup-
ply. When we asked people about their specific food safety con-
cerns, biotech or any related term was far down the list at seven
percent. When we asked the respondents to offer their impressions
of food biotechnology before mentioning any benefits, there was an
almost-even split between 28 percent who were favorable and 29
percent unfavorable with more than four in ten either neutral or
didn’t know.

The survey then asked about which sources of information on
food biotechnology consumers trust most. Health organizations,
cited by 50 percent of consumers ranked first, followed by Federal
Government agencies and health professionals at 45 percent each.
We then focused on attitudes toward particular benefits of food bio-
technology.

Referring back to my point on language above, it is not sur-
prising that consumers may shy away when provoked to be con-
cerned about “genetically modified organisms in your food.” But no-
tice the difference in support when we use more informative lan-
guage to explain some of the benefits of the technology. Seventy-
two percent said they were likely to purchase products made with
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oils modified by biotechnology to provide more healthful fats. Sixty-
nine percent were likely to buy such products if they were modified
to reduce the potential for carcinogens, and 69 percent also said
they would buy bread, crackers, cookies, cereals, or pasta made
with flour modified to use less land, water, and/or pesticides.

Next, we returned to labeling issues and tried to get at con-
sumers’ attitudes another way, by asking whether people favored
the current FDA policy regarding foods produced wusing bio-
technology. We told them the policy requires special labeling only
when biotechnology’s use substantially changes the food’s nutri-
tional content or when a potential safety issue such as a food aller-
gen is identified. Otherwise, special labeling is not required. Sixty-
three percent of respondents supported the current FDA policy,
while 19 percent opposed it. In fact, every survey we have con-
ducted since 1997 has found a strong majority of Americans sup-
port this FDA labeling policy.

When we looked more generally at the most favored uses of food
biotechnology, reducing pesticide applications topped the list, fol-
lowed by keeping food prices stable and helping feed undernour-
ished people around the world.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, let me emphasize that in our nearly
2 decades of consumer research, we have learned that consumers
are supportive of the many benefits of food and agricultural bio-
technology when clearly articulated. The food label is not a play-
ground for every bit of information someone might want to know.
We rely on the FDA to ensure that the precious real estate avail-
able on a food label is reserved for important health, ingredient,
and nutrition information, and it is clear that a strong majority of
Americans have confidence in the FDA’s labeling policy for foods
produced using biotechnology. Thank you for this opportunity to
share consumers’ perspectives.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schmidt follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID B. SCHMIDT, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, INTERNATIONAL FOOD INFORMATION COUNCIL AND FOUNDATION,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Chairman Conaway, distinguished Members, my name is David Schmidt, and I'm
President and CEO of the International Food Information Council, or IFIC.

Our mission is to communicate science-based information on food safety and nu-
trition issues to health professionals, journalists, educators and government offi-
cials. We are fortunate to receive support for our programs from leading food, bev-
erage and agricultural companies, but I must clarify that we don’t represent those
industries.

Thank you for inviting me to speak today regarding U.S. consumer attitudes to-
ward food biotechnology and related aspects, such as labeling.

Last year, IFIC conducted the 2014 Consumer Perceptions of Food Technology
Survey (http:/ /www.foodinsight.org | 2014-foodtechsurvey). It was our 16th such sur-
vey since 1997, and it has offered trended U.S. consumer insights on plant and ani-
mal biotechnology and labeling longer than any publicly available data.

Survey Methodology

Let me begin with the methodology, which can be found in the slides that are in-
cluded after my written remarks. The public can access the full text of the survey’s
questions and answers, along with many other educational resources, at
foodinsight.org | biotech.

The 2014 IFIC Food Technology Survey polled 1,000 adults who are reflective of
the U.S. population, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, and had just a three per-
cent margin of error.
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Our survey begins with open-ended questions, which are more reliable when it
comes to taking the real pulse of consumers than surveys with a small number of
carefully worded questions designed to provoke concerns.

We believe this technique yields a more accurate view of what is most important
to Americans. Throughout 18 years of conducting this research, we have not seen
consumer perceptions about food biotechnology change dramatically. When it comes
to food labels, the results show that biotechnology, or even “GMOs,” is not a top-
of-mind concern for the vast majority of consumers.

Following the open-ended questions, we get more specific about biotechnology and
genetic engineering, but please note that we do not use the term “GMO” for two
major reasons:

(1) The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has provided labeling guid-
ance to industry, reaffirmed as recently as April 2013, that the scientifically
accurate terms are “bioengineered,” “genetically engineered,” or “foods pro-
duced using biotechnology.” Their analysis considers the term “genetically
modified organism” or “GMO” as potentially misleading to consumers, be-
cause it is a distinction without a difference. Humans have been genetically
modifying crops and animals for tens of thousands of years, but through far
less precise or efficient methods than we enjoy today.

(2) Our own consumer research since the early 1990s has found “GMO” to be off-
putting at best or even frightening to many consumers. And unfortunately in
today’s marketplace, it is used as something to avoid and a pejorative, rather
than a way to inform consumers.

And now to the survey itself, and I would note that this is the precise order in
which the questions were posed.

Foods Avoided and Food Label Information

We first asked if people were avoiding any particular foods or ingredients in their
diet. Only 2 percent of total respondents mentioned biotech food—or even similar
terms like the aforementioned “GMOs.”

Then we asked them if they could think of any information that currently isn’t
on food labels but should be. Three-quarters said “no.” Out of the total sample, just
four percent said that labels should carry information about genetic engineering or
related terms. This is a number that has barely budged over the history of our sur-
vey.

Food Safety

Next was the topic of food safety. Two-thirds of Americans said they were con-
fident in the safety of the food supply. This number has remained consistently high
since 2008, which might come as a surprise to some, given the tone and tenor of
the rhetoric that surrounds us. Only 13 percent said they’re not confident, while 20
percent were neutral.

When we asked people about their specific food safety concerns, “biotech” or any
related term was far down the list at seven percent. Remember, these questions are
designed to reveal top-of-mind insights, not to guide people to a desired outcome.
That number, while small, has indeed risen a few percentage points since 2008,
which is undoubtedly a reflection of the heated communications environment.

Conversely, the food safety threats that most concern consumers, both today and
in past surveys, revolve around diseases and contamination, along with food han-
dling and preparation—both of which were mentioned by 18 percent of respondents.
That was followed by 12 percent who cited preservatives and chemicals, and ten
percent who mentioned agriculture production issues.

General Impressions of Food Biotechnology

When we asked the respondents to offer their impressions of food biotechnology
(before mentioning any benefits), there was an almost even split between 28 percent
who were favorable to the technology and 29 percent who were unfavorable. More
than four in ten were either neutral or didn’t know enough to offer a response.

Consumer Trust

As with much of our other consumer research, the 2014 IFIC Food Technology
Survey then asked about which sources of information on food biotechnology con-
sumers trust most.

Health organizations, cited by 50 percent of respondents ranked first, followed by
Federal Government agencies and health professionals, at 45 percent each.

Farmers rated highly for 39 percent of respondents, while scientists were among
the most trusted sources of 33 percent.



10

At the other end of the spectrum, journalists, bloggers, and celebrities were trust-
ed by consumers only in the single digits.

Benefits of Food Biotechnology

At this point, we focused on attitudes toward particular benefits of food bio-
technology. When consumers became aware that some products on the market or
in the pipeline offered nutrition and health-related benefits, they were overwhelm-
ingly positive.

Referring back to my point on language above, it is not surprising that consumers
may shy away when provoked to be concerned about “genetically modified organisms
in your food.” But notice the difference in support when we use more informative
language to explain some of the benefits of the technology:

e 72 percent said they were likely to purchase products made with oils modified
by biotechnology to provide more healthful fats.

e 69 percent were likely to buy such products if they were modified to reduce the
potential for carcinogens—the same number who would buy products if they
were modified to be protected from insect damage and to require fewer pesticide
applications.

® 69 percent also said they would buy bread, crackers, cookies, cereals, or pasta
made with flour modified to use less land, water, and/or pesticides.

The list goes on, with positive perceptions of foods modified to provide enhanced
nutritional benefits, eliminate trans fat content, improve vitamin content, or taste
better or fresher.

Current FDA Labeling Policy

Next, we returned to labeling issues and tried to get at consumers’ attitudes an-
other way, by asking whether people favored the current FDA policy regarding foods
produced using biotechnology. We told them the policy requires special labeling
“only when biotechnology’s use substantially changes the food’s nutritional content,
or when a potential safety issue such as a food allergen is identified. Otherwise, spe-
cial labeling is not required.”

Sixty-three percent of respondents supported the current FDA policy, while 19
percent opposed it. The number of those who are opposed to the policy has risen
a few points in recent years, while support has remained mostly steady. In fact,
every survey we have conducted since 1997 has found a strong majority of Ameri-
cans support this FDA labeling policy.

Consumers’ Favored Uses

When we looked more generally at the most favored uses of food biotechnology,
reducing pesticide applications topped the list, followed by keeping food prices sta-
ble, and helping feed undernourished people around the world.

Close behind those favored uses were food crops that can survive in extreme cli-
mates, and the reduced use of nonrenewable resources in food production.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, in closing, let me emphasize that in our nearly 2 decades of con-
sumer research, we’ve learned that consumers are supportive of the many benefits
of food and agricultural biotechnology when clearly articulated.

The food label is not a playground for every bit of information someone might
want to know. We rely on the FDA to ensure that the precious real estate available
on a food label is reserved for important health, ingredient, and nutrition informa-
tion, and it is clear that a strong majority of Americans have confidence in the
FDA'’s labeling policy for foods produced using biotechnology.

The International Food Information Council would be pleased to offer you or your
staff any additional resources in support of my testimony, as well as the work we
do on food biotechnology and other issues. Thank you once again for this oppor-
tunity.
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Methodology

= Sampled from the population of U.S. adults (18+)

= Al studies weighted to be nationally ref itati

» Conducted via web

«  Statistical significance determined at the 95% confidence level

= Margin of error is +/- 3% for total sample and +- 7% for Moms/Millennials oversample.

Study Compoasition 2014 2012 2010 2008

Population:  U.S. adults (18+)
Sample: n=1000 n=750 n=750 n=1000

Date:  Mar 28-April 7 Mar. 7-19 Apr. 5-26 July 29 —-Aug. 18

Gender

Age

Race

Education

Marital status

Region

Income (only for 2014 and 2012)

Weighted on:

Research firm: Market Strategies International (Livonia, Michigan)

7 Foods Avoided/Reasons Avoiding Certain Foods

+ Just over 50 percent of Americans reportavoiding certain foods/ingredients, consistent from previous
years. Sugars and Carbs continue to lead the list of foods consumers say they're limiting/avoiding.

Total 2014 _ Reason Avoiding - | -
n=1000 Managing weight 60%
Avoiding certain foods (% Yes i 5
;] {t Yes) ( ) 53% Soncemes shott spenctar | fof
health
Types of foods avoiding n=543 Health condition requires 219%
Sugaricarbs 55% avoidingfiimiting
Fatsloils/cholesterol 26% Dochaeo st Eac i E
Read/Saw something in the
Animal products 25% newsthat concemed me H%
Snack foods/fast foods/soda 20% Managing food costs 12%
Salt/sodium 18% Food allergy 9%
Artificial/additives 8% Don't like the tasteltexture %
Processed/refined foods 2% Some other reason 19
g .
Hiatech 2% Avoiding while pregnant  <1%
Q7. Thinking about your diet over the past few months, are there any foods or ingredients that you have avoided or eaten less of?

Q8.2 [IF AVODED FOODS] Why have you avoided these foods/ingredients?
Q3.2 Whyhave you avoided these foods/ingredients?
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Interest in Adding Information to Current Food Labels

+  Only one-quarter of consumers would like additional information on the label.

« Of those, nutrition and ingredient information, as well as biotech and source/processing
information, are mentioned.

Total 2014 (A)  Total 2012 (B) Total 2010 (C)  Total 2008 (D)

n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000
% Want more info on food labels (' ?E:Gg: ( ‘_"}.‘ zé‘g’ ( ‘.‘ 1%% (/’)14%

— "

Types of information desired n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000
Nutritional information 8% 8% % 6%
Ingredients 5% CD 4% 4% 3%
Biotech 4% BCD 1% 1% 0%
Source/processing info 4% CD 3% 2% 2%
Food safety info 2% CD 4% ACD 0% 1%

Other 1% B 1% <1% <1%

ABICID indicate statistical significance betwesn years
Q8. Can youthink of any information that is not currently inciuded on food labels that you would ike to see on food labels?
Q10. [ YES] What types ofinformation wouldthat be? [OPEN END]

Confidence in the Food Supply

+ Confidence in the U.S. food supply remains consistently high since 2008.

Total 2014 Total 2012 Total 2010 Total 2008
() __® ©) D)

n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000

Confident

12%

Not Confident

Neutral 19% 21% 19% 20%

ABIC/D indicate stafistical significance between years
Q1. How confident are you about the safety of the US food supply? Would you say...?
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Food Safety Concerns

+ Disease/contamination and handling/prep are still the most mentioned food safety
concerns, although to a lesser degree than previous years.

Food safety concerns Total 2014 (A) _ Total 2012 (B) Total 2010 (C)  Total 2008 (D)
n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000
Disease/contamination 18% 29% A 28% A 38% ABC

Handling/preparation 18% 21% 23% AD 17%
Preservatives/Chemicals 12% D 13% CD 8%D 6%
Agricultural production 10% CD 7% 7% 5%
Packaging/labeling 9% BCD 5% D 4% 2%
Health/nutrition 7%D 8% D 6% 4%
Biotech 7% BCD 2% 2% 1%

Food sources 6% % 8% 9% A
Processed foods 3% BCD 1% 1% 1%

Other 3% CD 1% 1% <1%

A/BIC/D indicate statistical significance between years
Q12 What, ifanything, are you hen it comes to y? [OPEN END]

Impressions of Food Biotechnology

« Just over one-quarter (28%) of consumers are favorable toward using biotechnology,
with the same number being unfavorable, a significant change from 2012.

Total 2014 (&) Total 2012 (B) _ Total 2010(C) _ Total 2008 (D)
n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000

Favorable

20%
Not Favorable D
Meutral 26% 29% 33%B
Don't know enough 13% 17% 20% A 20% A

ABICID indicate stafistical significance between years
Q14 Whatis your overal mpression of using biotechnology with plants that produce food products? Would you say you are...2
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Health professionals are top trusted sources for information
about food biotechnology

Preferred source Total 2014
(total ranked 15t3) n=1000

[Food Bictechnology AM A Am-riun
Health organization 50% AMERICAN
MEDICAL Asloclullon.

Government agency 45% ASSOCIATION L i e
Health professional 45%
Farmer | 35%
Scienfist 30%
Friends/family 22%
Nonprofit organization 20%
Grocery store, drug store, 10%
or specialty store 4
Product manufacturer 10%
Veterinarian 10%
Journalist 9%
Blogger T%
Celebrity 5%

Q19. Which of the following sources, if any, do you or would you frust for information on biotechnology? Rank your fop three.

Likelihood to Purchase Plant Biotech Foods

+ Consumers show high interest in nutrition & health-related benefits of food biotechnology.

+ Nearly three-quarters of Americans say they are likely to purchase foods made with oils
modified to provide more healthful fats, such as Omega-3s.

Total 2014 (n=1000} Not Likely | Likely

Food product made with oils modified by biotechnology to
provide more healthful fats, like Omega-3, in the food
Variety of produce modified by biotechnology to reduce the
potential for carcinogens (n=501)

Variety of produce modified by biotechnelogy to be protected
from insect damage and required fewer pesticide applications

Bread, crackers, cookies, cereals, or pasta made with flour
modified to use less land. water and/or pesticides

Bread, crackers, cookies, cereals, or pasta made with flour
modified to enhance nutritional benefits

Food product made with oils modified by biotechnology to
eliminate the trans fat content in the food™

Variety of produce modified by biotechnelogy to improve vitamin
content (n=499)

Variety of produce modified by biotechnology to taste better or
fresher

*Note: Wording change from 2012 - “reduce the saturated fat content”
A/B indicale statistical significance between years
PBS. Q25 022 QZ3. Al other things being equal, how fikely veould you be to buy...
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FDA Food Labeling

+ The majority of Americans support the current FDA policy for labeling of foods produced
through biotechnology, although the percentage who oppose is higher than in 2012.

Total 2014 Total2012  Total 2010 Total 2008
(&) TR () (D)

n=1000 n=751 n=750 n=1000

Support

Oppose

Neutral 18% 20% 24% A 27% AB

AJBIC/ indicate stafistical significance between years

Q28 The US. Food and Drug (FD/ when a food certain conditions: ¥hen biotechnology's use substantially
changes the lnndsmnlmnamuntam ke vtaming orfah, or 3 composiion. or when a pofential safety issue, such asa food allergen, s wentiied. Otherwise, specil
Iabeiing is not required. Would you say that you support, or oppose this FDA policy’

Most Favored Uses of Biotechnology

= Reducing pesticide applications, keeping food prices stable, and helping feed
undernourished globally are the top three favored uses of biotechnology.

Total 2014
Most favored uses of biotech n=1000
Total Ranked Ranked 1+ Ranked 2¢ Ranked 3rd
{5t

Reducing the amount of pesticide
applications. 48% 18% 18% 12%
Keeping food prices stable.. 41% 16% 1% 13%

Helping feed undernourished people
s 38% 16% 10% 1%

Developing food cropsthat can survivein |

extreme climates [e.g. drought, flood, etc.] Ll 1% 4% ©%
Preserving food availability by protecting 359% 129% 139 10%

crops from disease.
Reducing our use of nonrenewable 26% 5% 10% 129%

resources in food production.

Protecting wildlife habitats by using
existing land to grow. 5% o 0% ]
Reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 18% 5% 5% 8%

Requiring fewer animals for food
production. 15% 4% 4% %
Reducing the carbon footprint of food. 10% 2% 4% 4%

s
Trfornaton

V3. Whichofthe 9 you be most in favor of using. 10 assistin? Rank yourtop three.
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Thank You

Contact Information:

International Food Information Council

1100 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 430

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 296-6540

foodinfo@ific.or IFIC

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Schmidt. Dr. Federoff?

STATEMENT OF NINA V. FEDOROFF, PH.D., SENIOR SCIENCE
ADVISOR, OLSSON FRANK WEEDA TERMAN MATZ PC (OFW
LAW), WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dr. FEDOROFF. Chairman Conway, Representative Peterson,
Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify
before you today. I am Nina Federoff. I am a Professor of Plant Mo-
lecular Biology and Genetics. I have had 35 years of experience
with GM techniques. I am a member of the U.S. National Academy
of Sciences and a National Medal of Science Laureate. I served as
Science and Technology Adviser to Secretaries of State Condoleeza
Rice and Hillary Clinton. I authored a book titled Mendel in the
Kitchen: A Scientist’s View of Genetically Modified Foods.

I am here to tell you why mandatory labeling of foods containing
GM ingredients will not help Americans make healthful food
choices. More than that, I will tell you why such labels could well
undermine humanity’s efforts to achieve food security.

Now a recent poll, Pew poll, of scientists and the public gave
startling results: Only 37 percent of the public believes GMOs are
safe as compared with almost 90 percent of scientists.

So why are scientists convinced? GM crops have been in commer-
cial production for almost 20 years. They have an impeccable safety
record and multiple environmental benefits. They have boosted
farmers’ incomes and reduced consumer prices. These are the facts,
and they have been documented in independent studies referenced
in my written testimony.
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Scientific academies around the world concur that modern meth-
ods of genetic modification are as safe as those used by previous
generations of plant and animal breeders.

Now, until the development of modern GM techniques, breeders
had to depend on either rare natural or more recently induced
mutations—that is just another term for genetic modifications—to
develop better crops. Today we know enough about genes to intro-
duce a desired trait into an already highly productive plant or ani-
mal without the undesirable downsides of older methods.

Now it is worth pointing out as the Chairman did that the his-
tory of plant and animal genetic modification extends back more
than 10,000 years. We created corn, not Mother Nature. We cre-
ated big, luscious heirloom tomatoes. Mother Nature’s are tiny and
can be deadly.

Now the FDA just approved Simplot’s GM potato that won’t turn
brown after you cut it, and more importantly, it contains less of a
natural amino acid that turns into the toxic compound acrylamide
when the potatoes are French fried in hot oil. These potatoes will
be more healthful and less wasteful. But today, more than 60 per-
cent of Americans believe that GMOs are unsafe and probably
wouldn’t choose to buy them.

Now why is that? The reasons lie in the increasingly strident ef-
forts of determined anti-GMO activists to convince the public that
GMOs are bad. Some of these folks are—most prominent among
these are the NGOs, such as Greenpeace, and marketers of organic
foods. A recent, meticulously researched organic marketing report
documents how organic marketers have progressively demonized
GMOs while advancing organically grown foods as more healthful
than conventionally grown food.

Now some of these folks and many other kinds of anti-GMO ac-
tivists have openly stated that labeling will help them drive GMOs
out of the market. Now, the facts are these: Organic produce is no
more nutritious than conventionally grown produce. It is more ex-
pensive because organic farming is land-inefficient and labor-inten-
sive. The organic industry’s false and misleading marketing is a
primary reason why consumers believe GMOs are bad and organic
food is good. Attaching a GM label provides no consumer benefit
since GM foods are as safe and nutritious as their non-GM counter-
parts. But attaching a label will send the false message that there
is something to worry about because the FDA’s labels are there to
alert consumers to food ingredients with health implications.

Now my final point is that there are serious humanitarian impli-
cations should the current GMO vilification efforts succeed in driv-
ing GM technology out of agriculture. Global agricultural produc-
tivity increases are even now lagging behind population growth,
and that is without figuring in the increasingly negative impacts
of climate warming.

Now the future lies in agricultural intensification. We will need
to produce more crop per drop of water and square meter of land.
Genetic modification of plants, in which the United States cur-
rently leads, will be the key to feeding the nine or ten billion peo-
ple we expect for dinner in just a few decades. We cannot afford
to discard the best methods we have ever invented to continue
growing the food supply and doing it more sustainably.
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Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Federoff follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NINA V. FEDOROFF, PH.D., SENIOR SCIENCE ADVISOR,
OLSSON FRANK WEEDA TERMAN MATZ PC (OFW LAW), WASHINGTON, D.C.

Chairman Conway, Representative Peterson, Members of the Committee, thank
you very much for the opportunity to testify before you today. My name in Nina
Fedoroff and I am a professor of plant molecular biology and genetics. My laboratory
pioneered in the adaptation of genetic modification of GM techniques to plants more
than 35 years ago. I am a member of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences and
a National Medal of Science laureate. I served as the Science and Technology Ad-
viser to Secretaries of State Condoleeza Rice and Hillary Clinton. I co-authored a
book titled Mendel in the Kitchen: A Scientist’s View of Genetically Modified Foods.!

I am here to tell you why mandatory labeling of foods containing GM ingredients
is counterproductive to Americans’ ability to make healthful food choices. More than
that, I will tell you why such labels could well undermine humanity’s efforts to
achieve food security.

A recent poll of scientists and the public on GMOs gave startling results: only
37% of the public believes GMOs are safe, compared with almost 90% of scientists.2

So what’s the evidence? GM crops have been in commercial production for almost
20 years.3 They have an impeccable safety record and multiple environmental bene-
fits.# Despite anecdotal reports, often never published or subsequently retracted, no
allergies, illnesses or deaths have been reproducibly linked to the consumption of
GM food or feed.5 6. 7

GM crops have boosted yields and farmers’ incomes.% 8 The figure [below] illus-
trates these impacts graphically (from the cited Klamper and Qaim reference). Envi-
ronmental impacts for the period 1996-2012 include the application of 503,000 tons
less pesticide (active ingredient), greenhouse gas reductions of 16 million tons CO,
and increased soil carbon sequestration from no till farming estimated at more than
200 million tons CO,.4

80 -

68.2"**

60 -

40

21.6"**
20 A

Percent

-40 4 -36.9"

-39.2"**

Yield Pesticide Pesticide cost Total Farmer profit
quantity production
cost

Consumers have benefited not only through continuing low food prices, but also
directly from decreased mycotoxin contamination of corn.® GM Bt corn contains a
bacterial gene that encodes a protein that is toxic to certain boring insect pests, but
not to animals or people. Such insects bore holes in developing corn plants, allowing
fungi to enter and grow, as illustrated [below]. The fungi, in turn, produce myco-
toxins, which are compounds that are toxic and can be carcinogens for people and
farm animals. Bt corn is protected from insect attack, so no insect holes, no fungi,
no mycotoxins.
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7 . o

Scientific academies and scientific societies around the world concur that modern
methods of genetic modification are as safe as those used by previous generations
of plant and animal breeders, arguably safer.6 Appendix I shows quotations from the
GM statements of scientific organizations. Decades of research on GMO biosafety
have simply failed to identify hazards unique to the use of GM technology for crop
improvement. Quoting from a recent EU report on GMO research: 10

“The main conclusion to be drawn from the efforts of more than 130 research
projects, covering a period of more than 25 years of research, and involving
more than 500 independent research groups, is that biotechnology, and in par-
ticular GMOs, are not per se more risky than e.g., conventional plant breeding
technologies.”

Until the development of modern GM techniques, breeders had to depend on ei-
ther rare natural—or more recently—induced mutations (another name for genetic
modifications)—to develop better crops. Today we know enough about genes to intro-
duce a desired trait into an already highly productive plant or animal without the
undesirable downsides of older methods.!!

It’s worth pointing out that the history of plant and animal genetic modification
extends back some 10,000 years. We created corn, not Mother Nature; 12 we created
big, luscious heirloom tomatoes—Mother Nature’s are tiny and can be deadly.!3
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The FDA just approved Simplot’s Innate potato that won’t turn brown after it’s
peeled and—more importantly—contains less asparagine, a natural amino acid that
turns into the toxic compound acrylamide when the potatoes are French fried in hot
oil. These genetically modified potatoes will be more healthful and less wasteful.

But today, more than 60% of Americans believe that GMOs are unsafe—and prob-
ably wouldn’t choose to buy them.

Why? The reasons lie in the increasingly strident efforts of determined anti-GMO
activists to convince the public that GMOs are bad. Most prominent among these
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are NGOs, such as Greenpeace, and the organic food industry. A recent, meticu-
lously researched “Organic Marketing Report” documents how the organic food in-
dustry has progressively demonized GMOs, while advancing organically grown food
as more healthful than conventionally grown food.14

The facts are these. Organic produce is no more nutritious than conventionally
grown produce.’® Quoting the conclusion of the cited 2009 analysis of more than
50,000 publications spanning a 50 year period:

“On the basis of a systematic review of studies of satisfactory quality, there
is no evidence of a difference in nutrient quality between organically and con-
ventionally produced food-stuffs. The small differences in nutrient content de-
tect(}elddare biologically plausible and mostly relate to differences in production
methods.”

Organic produce is more expensive because organic farming is land-inefficient and
labor-intensive. Organic marketers—and many other kinds of anti-GMO activists—
have openly stated that GMO labeling will help them drive GMOs out of the mar-
ket. Appendix II shows representative quotations from both anti-GMO activists and
organic food proponents. The anti-GMO activities of vocal NGOs, particularly
Greenpeace, and the organic industry’s false and misleading marketing are the pri-
mary reasons that consumers believe GMOs are bad and organic food is good.

It is often claimed that consumers have a “right to know” what they are eating.
However, adding a “GM” label to food containing an ingredient from a GMO will
not help the consumer make meaningful distinctions about either the food’s safety
or its health benefits. The GM foods on the market today are as safe as and nutri-
tionally equivalent to their non-GM counterparts. So the fact that they are GM is
irrelevant information to the consumer. Research on consumer-decision making re-
veals paradoxically that more information, particularly irrelevant information, actu-
ally decreases the accuracy of a consumer’s choice, even though it increases the con-
sumer’s confidence in the choice.16. 17

Labeling would drive up the cost of food '8 while sending the false message that
there’s something to worry about, because current FDA policy requires that labels
contain information on food ingredients that have health (or environmental) implica-
tions (http: ] Jwww.fda.gov | Food | GuidanceRegulation | GuidanceDocuments
RegulatoryInformation / Biotechnology | ucm096095.htm).

My final point is that there are serious humanitarian implications should the
GMO vilification efforts succeed in driving GM technology out of agriculture. Global
agricultural productivity increases are even now lagging behind population
growth 19—and that’s without figuring in the growing impact of climate warming.20

The future lies in “agricultural intensification”.2! We will need to produce more
crop per drop of water and square meter of land. The next big breakthrough will
be in the efficiency of photosynthesis, the almost magical process by which crops
turn thin air and water into food powered by sunlight.22 Genetic modification of
plants, in which the U.S. currently leads, will be the key to feeding the nine or ten
billion people we expect for dinner in coming decades. Neither Americans nor the
rest of the world can afford to lose the best methods we’ve ever invented to keep
growing the food supply sustainably.
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APPENDIX I: SAFETY OF GM TECHNIQUES AND GM FooDs

Is GM food safe?
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APPENDIX II: ANTI-GMO ACTIVISTS AND PROPONENTS OF ORGANIC FOOD ON
LABELING

IS LABELING REALLY ABOUT
OUR "RIGHT TO KNOW"” =

"We are going to force them to label this food. If we have it labeled, then we

can organize people not to buy it.”

—Andrew Kimbrell, Executive Director, Center for Food Safety

"Personally, | believe GM foods must be banned entirely, but labeling is the most
efficient way to achieve this. Since 85% of the public will refuse to buy foods they
know to be genetically modified, this will effectively eliminate them from the
market just the way it was done in Europe.”

—Dr. Joseph Mercola, Mercola.com

“By avoiding GMOs, you contribute to the tipping point of consumer rejection,
forcding them out of our food supply.”

C—
. —Jeffrey Smith, Founder, Institute for Responsible Technology

"With labeling it (GMOs) will become 0%... For you the label issues is vital, if you
get labeling then GMOs are dead-end.”

—Vandana Shiva, environmental activist

"The burning question for us all then becomes how—and how quickly—can we
move healthy, organic products from a 4.2% market niche, to the dominant force
in American food and farming? The first step is to change our labeling laws.”

—Ronnie Cummins, Director, Organic Consumers Association
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Federoff. Ms. Lidback, thanks
again for coming, and let me reiterate my earlier comments. It is
reprelhensible. We can have differences of opinion, but to attack
people——

VOICE. Yes, our own facts.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, ma’am. And even whether or not based on
facts, you can still—but to resort to name-calling and threatening
and other less genteel kinds of ways is reprehensible. So thank you
for saddling up for a second round. You are recognized for 5 min-
utes.

STATEMENT OF JOANNA S. LIDBACK, OWNER, THE FARM AT
WHEELER MOUNTAIN, WESTMORE, VT; ON BEHALF OF AGRI-
MARK; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES;
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

Ms. LiDBACK. Thank you. Chairman Conaway, Ranking Member
Peterson, and other Members of the Committee. Thank you for in-
viting me here today. I am here on behalf of Agri-Mark Dairy Coop-
erative, the National Council of Farmer Co-ops, and the National
Milk Producers Federation.

My husband and I have a small 50 cow dairy located in northeast
Vermont. We also make extra hay to sell. We raise Jersey steers
to process and sell beef locally, and we market a small amount of
composted manure. We have two young boys, ages 3 and 2.

My husband and I are both proud to be first-generation dairy
farmers. We believe in the science and capability of biotechnology
and its role in protecting the sustainability of our farm. Biotech
crops are essential to treating our cows and calves. We feed both
GMO corn and soy products year round along with pasturing, a
grass-based silage, and hay.

I believe that biotech varieties improve efficiency and produc-
tivity of farming. In my written testimony, I mentioned that I could
not find a non-GMO option available to me, but I have since found
it. The non-GMO feed would cost $589 per ton. The same conven-
tional feed we currently feed is $333 per ton. On our small farm,
we purchase about 16 tons of grain per month, and if you do the
math, that is a difference of about $4,100 a month or $49,000 a
year. If there are any dairy economists here, this is the equivalent
of $1,000 per cow on our farm. I don’t see how we could profitably
farm with those increased feed costs.

As a small farm just starting out, we are constantly exploring
new opportunities to grow our business. One of the things we have
been looking at recently is growing our own corn and alfalfa. In our
short growing season, genetically engineered seeds offer the best
options for us. Incidentally, over 97 percent of the corn grown for
silage in Vermont is biotech crop.

I personally believe that there is room for many different styles
of farming. I also believe that biotechnology will play a major role
in our ability to feed a growing world and to make improvements
on our own individual farms. Certainly, as a dairy farmer, increas-
ing feed costs would have a devastating impact on my business.
But beyond our farm gate, we know that the impact would be just
as brutal. In my area of rural northeast Vermont, 80 percent of the
children in elementary school receive free reduced-price school
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lunches. It is their families who would suffer the most from price
increased caused by mandatory biotech labeling.

As a mother and a consumer, I do not to purchase organic or
non-GMO food in the store since I would be paying more with no
added nutritional, health, or environmental benefits. I firmly be-
lieve the food I feed my two growing boys is safe.

You must be aware that recently my State of Vermont passed a
mandatory GMO labeling law. In New England, it is very easy to
cross borders for various reasons, such as grocery shopping. If the
Vermont labeling law is activated, there will likely be one label on
food in Vermont and another on the exact same food in New Hamp-
shire, raising questions about whether or not the product is actu-
ally the same.

Furthermore, the Vermont law exempts meat and dairy from
being labeled. Other states may not exempt those products as they
consider their own GMO labeling bills. Doing so will affect my abil-
ity to market my USDA certified Jersey beef across state lines.
This serves no one’s interests, not consumers, not farmers, not food
producers.

I am happy to speak up for our right to farm in whatever way
we choose, which in our case, includes biotechnology and the use
of GMOs. It is important to continue the conversation about the op-
portunities and challenges we face as modern-day farmers and par-
ents. When I have one person or ten people reach out to me for a
question or appreciating my practical perspective from the farm,
then I have succeeded.

Sometimes this isn’t an easy task. As the Chairman mentioned,
I testified at a Subcommittee hearing on this very topic last sum-
mer and received some very rude comments from total strangers on
social media and phone calls from them in the middle of the night.

It was not always the most pleasant experience, but being a
dairy farmer, I am used to having to do unpleasant jobs from time
to time. Even with those negative encounters, or maybe because of
them, I was eager to come back and share my experiences today.
I am proud of how far the American farmer has come, just as I am
proud of how far we have come on our own farm. If my sons choose
to continue in farming, I want to know that my husband and I
have provided them with a firm foundation to build on.

Thanks again for the opportunity to be here with you today.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lidback follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOANNA S. LIDBACK, OWNER, THE FARM AT WHEELER
MOUNTAIN, WESTMORE, VT; ON BEHALF OF AGRI-MARK; NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
FARMER COOPERATIVES; NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION

Chairman Conaway, Ranking Member Peterson, and other Members of the Com-
mittee, thank you for inviting me here today to talk about the costs and impacts
of mandatory biotech labeling laws. Today I am here on behalf of Agri-Mark Dairy
Cooperative, the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives and the National Milk
Producers Federation.

My husband and I have a small 50 cow dairy located in northeast Vermont. We
also grow extra hay to sell, raise Jersey steers to process and sell beef locally, and
market a small amount of composted manure. We rent the farm started by my hus-
band’s grandfather, from his aunt and uncle, and it consists of over 200 acres of till-
able land, including roughly 50 acres of pasture where we graze our herd in tem-
perate months. We also raise all of our own young stock or replacement heifers. We
have two young boys, ages 3 and 2.
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Along with being an active partner on the farm, I have a full-time job with a
Farm Credit Association as a business consultant, serve as First Vice President of
our county Farm Bureau and as a dairy cattle judge for various youth and 4-H
dairy shows across New England. I did not grow up on a farm but got involved in
agriculture through a 4-H dairy project as a young girl in 1989. Since then, I have
not let go of my Jersey cows. I boarded my animals on neighboring farms and as
fate would have it met a dairy farmer who I would eventually settle down with,
bringing my Jerseys along. I have a bachelor’s degree from Cornell University where
I focused on agribusiness management and a master’s in business administration
from the F.W. Olin School of Business at Babson College.

My husband and I are both proud to be first-generation dairy farmers. Starting
out on our own in building our farm has required a lot of hard work and at times
has been tremendously challenging. Being able to raise our young sons in a farming
lifestyle, and living out our dreams of caring for his family’s land and our animals
Whil(ie producing food for our neighbors and community, though, has been hugely re-
warding.

As we have started out, our overall focus is building a farm that is sustainable—
one that is not just productive and profitable today but one that we can pass on
to our sons 25 years down the road. They are a daily reminder of the importance
of sustainability. That is why we have diversified and started our direct farm sales;
and that also is why we fully embrace using technology to farm better and with less
impact on our surroundings.

Farming with a backdrop of rolling green pastures edged with woods and wedged
between a mountain and a lake in a small New England town sometimes comes
with preconceived notions. Often it seems people think that our farm is like some-
thing out of a Norman Rockwell painting. And indeed, passers-by have mistaken us
for an organic dairy farm. Yet, we are a conventional operation and we believe that
using tools such as biotech crops helps us to farm sustainably.

Biotechnology crops are essential to feeding our cows and calves. When we can,
we pasture feed our livestock. But as the past 2 months have shown, harsh New
England weather can make this impossible in winter and early spring. So during
those months, we feed cows and calves grass that we have processed into hay or
grass silage. Additionally, throughout the year we rely on both corn and soy based
feeds to complete a total mixed ration that makes the best use of our grass by bal-
ancing the needs of our cattle with the nutrients our forages provide and filling in
what is missing.

This gives us a unique perspective on the importance of biotechnology. I believe
that biotech varieties improve efficiency and productivity of farming. I also believe
that biotechnology enables us to lessen the environmental impact that growing can
have because less fertilizer and pesticides are used to grow an abundant crop.

The use of biotechnology on our farm is also important to the economic sustain-
ability of our small business. In speaking with our dairy nutritionist, he pointed out
that the only non-GMO feed he could get us right now was organic. There simply
is no non-GMO grain available to us, or the freight cost would be so prohibitive it’s
not a real option. Thus, an organic basic 20 percent protein complete feed would cost
$750 per ton; the same conventional feed is currently $333 per ton. On our small
farm, we purchase about 16 tons of grain per month. So, using 16 tons, that would
more than double our grain bill, or in hard numbers we would spend $5,328 per
month for regular feed or $12,000 per month on organic feed—a difference of $6,672
a month or $80,064 per year. I do not see how we could profitably farm in the long
term with those increased feed costs. It is important to note that we choose to not
be organic for several reasons and thus would not receive an organic premium for
our milk even if we used the organic grain mix simply to feed a non-GMO feed.

As a small farm just starting out, we are constantly exploring new opportunities
to grow our business. One of the things we have been looking at recently is growing
our own corn and alfalfa. Given our location, we will need shorter-day corn varieties,
meaning it would grow in less time than average. Here again, we would want the
choice of the best seed regardless of breeding technology; genetic engineering offers
the best options. Economically it makes the best sense. Incidentally, over 97 percent
of the corn grown for silage in Vermont is biotech crop.

We face a challenge brought on by what many in agriculture see as the spread
of misinformation about modern agricultural practices, creating the potential for
limiting our ability to use biotechnology in order to best utilize the resources we
have in sustainable ways. In many cases, this has already happened as we saw with
the controversy over the use of recombinant Bovine Somatotropin (rBST), a tech-
nology that has no adverse effects on human health but was rejected by some con-
sumers for no sound scientific reason. While many said that rBST was an example
of the evils of “big agriculture,” the truth is that many small dairy farms used rBST
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as a way to improve and grow their businesses, better utilizing existing resources
including land base and without needing more capital expenditures. Now, driven by
the marketplace, our cooperative generally must restrict its members from using
rBST. Thus, that option has effectively been taken away from us.

Now the agriculture industry is facing increased scrutiny for its use of bio-
technology—a technology that has enabled farmers to increase yields while reducing
the use of land, pesticides, fertilizers, water, and even fuel. Despite the fact that
there is no credible study of biotech crops that has found them unsafe for human
and animal consumption, some special interest groups are still choosing to spread
misinformation, reject the technology and demand it be labeled on food products.

I welcome consumers who want to know more about how their food is produced—
they have a right to know that the meals they serve at the family dining table every
night is safe and nutritious. But a very small percentage of the population should
not be able to impose their personal, non-science-based food preferences on the rest
of us—prompting food prices to increase and driving farms like mine out of busi-
ness.

Certainly, as a dairy farmer, increasing food and feed costs would have a dev-
astating impact on my business. Beyond our farm gate, though, we know the impact
would be just as brutal. Rural northeast Vermont, like many rural areas around the
country, has a lot of good people who put in a hard day’s work but are just barely
getting by as best they can. This means that, for instance, 80 percent of the children
in our elementary school receive free or reduced school lunches. It is their families
who would suffer the most from price increases caused by mandatory biotech label-
ing—those who can least afford it.

As a mother and a consumer, I choose not to purchase organic or non-GMO food
at the store. I will support my local community, however, and may purchase organic
or non-GMO food at a farmers’ market or directly at a farm stand. I generally do
not believe in paying the higher premium for these foods because they provide no
added nutritional or health benefits. With a growing family and a growing farm
business, we have a lot of other places to spend our hard-earned money. Further-
more, I feel secure in the regulatory steps that have been taken to the food produced
and available for sale in the grocery store to ensure it is safe to feed my family.

The fact is that American farmers offer consumers more food choices, while pro-
viding the safest food supply than any other time in our nation’s history. Of course,
living and working on a farm and being exposed to farm publications and reports,
my view on how food is grown is different than that of a typical mom. There is infor-
mation out there for those who are interested. It’s just a matter of getting it from
reliable sources. Some food companies are voluntarily labeling their products, some
participate in the transparent USDA Certified Organic program and still some use
third-party verification and a “Non-GMO” label.

Moreover, I feel even better knowing that food produced with biotechnology or
biotech ingredients has been done so with some sort of advantage in mind—whether
it’s environmental, health or otherwise. I certainly do not believe a mandatory
biotech label is necessary; in fact there are more responsible ways to spend [my]
taxpayer monies. Be that as it is, if consumers are to drive some sort of label re-
quirement I believe it should be done in a cohesive way at the Federal level.

You must be aware that recently my state, the State of Vermont, passed a manda-
tory GMO-labeling law. As you can guess, there has been a fair amount of chatter
about it. I am frustrated with it. I believe that there are better uses of the state’s
time, and taxpayer resources, than imposing regulations on a technology that has
been used and proven safe for over 2 decades. I am also concerned about the impact
this law will have on the cost and availability of food in Vermont’s grocery stores.

I might also add that in New England, states are very close and it is very easy
and often more convenient at times to cross borders for various reasons. Our farm,
for example, is not too far from the border with New Hampshire; we can get there
in an hour. If the Vermont labeling law is activated, there will likely be one label
on food in Vermont, and another on the exact same products in New Hampshire and
the rest of the country raising questions about whether or not the product is actu-
ally the same. This serves no one’s interests—not consumers, not farmers, not food
producers.

Further, our close-knit surrounding states are considering their own GMO-label-
ing bills. Currently, the Vermont law exempts meat and dairy from being labeled.
Others may not exempt those products. As I sell my Jersey beef, processed at a
USDA certified facility, to people in other states, this may directly affect my product
and my ability to market it.

In all of this, I think that it is so important for there to be an ongoing conversa-
tion with consumers about this topic. Too many times, farmers feel like they just
need to tell their stories better and to “educate”; while this is part of it, I think that
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we also need to do a better job of listening to consumers, to their questions and con-
cerns and addressing them.

I volunteer for an online effort called Ask the Farmers. It is a collaborative re-
source made up of farmers from all across the country and Canada; and from all
different aspects of farming—animal ag, biotech crops, organic, conventional, small,
large, etc., I'm very excited to help in an effort to put more good information out
there—be it for genetic engineering, dairy farming, animal welfare, balancing life
with work, farm or family. I am happy to continue to speak up for our right to farm
in the best way we know possible; which in our case includes biotechnology.

I will continue to pursue an active presence on Facebook, Twitter and Instagram
as well as more traditional communication routes via newspapers, church meetings
or everyday conversation, sharing articles and ideas along with my knowledge about
the opportunities and challenges we face as modern-day farmers and parents. If I
have one person or ten people reach out to me for a question or appreciating my
}ﬁands-on and practical perspective from the farm, then I have succeeded. And I

ave.

I may add that I testified at a Subcommittee hearing on this very topic last sum-
mer and received some rude comments from total strangers on social media. I tried
to start a conversation with those folks who were interested in having one and ig-
nored those who were more interested in making personal comments and being bul-
lies. It was not always the most pleasant experience, but being a dairy farmer I'm
used to having to do dirty jobs from time to time. But even with those negative en-
counters, or maybe because of them, I was eager to come back to share my experi-
ences with all of the Members of the Committee.

I personally believe that there is room for many different styles of responsible
farming—the freedom to operate your business or organize your life as you see fit
is one of the things that makes America great and our economy strong. I also be-
lieve that biotechnology plays a major role in our collective ability to not only feed
a growing global population, but to also make individual improvements on our own
farms be it 50 cows or 5,000 cows; a cash crop operation or an apple orchard; a mul-
tiple-generation farm or a beginning farmer. Even though less than two percent of
the U.S. population now lives on farms or is actively involved in farming, agri-
culture comes in all different sizes and shapes and we need every one of them. Just
as importantly, we give consumers options when they go to the grocery store.

We know more now than we have ever have about growing food, or caring for ani-
mals, and this helps us to achieve a level of productivity that previous generations
of farmers would envy. I am proud of how far the American farmer has come, just
as I am proud of how far we have come on our own farm.

Thank you again for the opportunity to be here today and to share my experience
with biotechnology.

About Agri-Mark

Agri-Mark, with more than a billion dollars in 2014 sales, markets more than 300
million gallons of farm fresh milk each year for about 1,200 dairy farm families in
New England and New York. The cooperative is headquartered in Methuen, Mass.,
has been marketing milk for dairy farmers since 1913, and actively represents their
legislative interests in the Northeast and in Washington, D.C.

About the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives

Since 1929, NCFC has been the voice of America’s farmer cooperatives. NCFC val-
ues farmer ownership and control in the production and distribution chain; the eco-
nomic viability of farmers and the businesses they own; and vibrant rural commu-
nities. We have an extremely diverse membership, which we view as one of our
sources of strength—our members span the country, supply nearly every agricul-
tural input imaginable, provide credit and related financial services (including ex-
port financing), and market a wide range of commodities and value-added products.

American agriculture is a modern-day success story. America’s farmers produce
the world’s safest, most abundant food supply for consumers at prices far lower than
the world average. Farmer cooperatives are an important part of the success of
American agriculture. Cooperatives differ from other businesses because they are
member-owned and are operated for the shared benefit of their members.

Farmer cooperatives enhance competition in the agricultural marketplace by act-
ing as bargaining agents for their member’ products; providing market intelligence
and pricing information; providing competitively priced farming supplies; and
vertically integrating their members’ production and processing. There are over
3,000 farmer cooperatives across the U.S., and earnings from their activities (known
as patronage) are returned to their farmer members, helping improve their mem-
bers’ income from the marketplace.
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About the National Milk Producers Federation

The National Milk Producers Federation (NMPF), based in Arlington, Va., devel-
ops and carries out policies that advance the well-being of U.S. dairy producers and
the cooperatives they collectively own. The members of NMPK’s cooperatives
produce the majority of the U.S., milk supply, making NMPF the voice of nearly
32,000 dairy producers on Capitol Hill and with government agencies. For more on
NMPF’s activities, visit www.nmpf.org.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I appreciate that. Mr. Clarkson?

STATEMENT OF LYNN CLARKSON, PRESIDENT AND FOUNDER,
CLARKSON GRAIN COMPANY, INC., CERRO GORDO, IL

Mr. CLARKSON. Chairman Conaway, Ranking Member Peterson,
and other Members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me
here today. I am the President of Clarkson Grain Company located
in Cerro Gordo, Illinois. Clarkson Grain was founded in 1974 by
the Clarkson family, pioneering direct delivery marketing to link
farmers directly to end-users. From that beginning, we have grown
into a grain, oilseed, and ingredient supplier to manufacturing
companies making food and animal feed with clients around the
world. The company procures its raw materials, primarily corn and
soybeans, from farmers in the United States and Canada. We oper-
ate our own commercial storage, cleaning, and handling facilities,
a barge station, rail sidings. Our products include corn and soy
flours, masa, lechitin, whole grains, organic, non-GMO and GMO.

United States farmers excel in delivering the lowest cost agricul-
tural products with a grade standard acceptable to clients. Since
our inception, we have segregated corn and soy by variety and mar-
ket distinction to realize greater value for producers and end-users.
Buyers of these identity preserved grains are now asking for fea-
tures that guarantee their access to particular markets such as
GMO specific, non-GMO, and organic. Such buyers range from
small family companies to the largest food manufacturers. Ship-
ments range from a small bag to 55,000 ton vessels.

These market preferences are increasingly defining both our do-
mestic and international markets. To secure corn and soy sought
by these buyers, we contract with farmers before planting to get
particular varieties raised in accord with buyers’ wishes. We secure
grower cooperation by paying premiums.

Our goal is simple: a happy client. We are not in the business
to win a scientific or political argument. We are in business to
please clients seeking legitimate product distinctions. We don’t tell
clients what they should want. We ask them what they want and
try to get it for them.

As an identity preserved (IP) merchant, Clarkson Grain is not at
all opposed to the development and commercialization of GMO
crops. Producers and their supply chain partners however need to
recognize that production and handling of any crop has to be con-
ducted in such a way that preferred market access is recognized
and honored. Neighboring farmers must have the ability to serve
their preferred markets, whether GMO, non-GMO, or organic. Mar-
ket access and choice are critical to this. Wherever you fall on the
GMO spectrum, it is clear to me as an ingredient supplier that an
increasingly significant percentage of consumers want additional
transparency in labeling. These consumers, the GMO sensitive,
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have certainly proved themselves to be a significant and vocal voice
for transparency in labeling.

The cost of disregarding this voice is increased social conflict, ex-
pensive political battles, and uncertainty provided by prolonged
court cases. For farmers who 