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1. Call to Order - Roll call
Chairman McShane called the meeting to order at 8:20 am. The following members
and guests were present:

Kelly Keithly* George Hansen* Duane Schnabel
John McShane* Greg Orsetti* Nick Condos
Marc Meyer* Deborah Meyer Kristina Weber
Larry Hirahara* John Heaton Erin Lovig
Derek Winn* Joshua Kress Nancy lljana
Janice Woodhouse* Kent Bradford Laureen Chiesa
Bill White* Cathy Vue

* Denotes a Seed Advisory Board Member.

Chairman McShane welcomed Derek Winn as the newest appointed member to the
Seed Advisory Board. Derek was appointed by the Secretary to complete the term of
former member, Paul Frey who recently retired.

2. Acceptance of Minutes from May 7, 2014 meeting
John Heaton noted corrections about attendance on the draft of the minutes for the
May 7, 2014 meeting. Member Kelly Keithly motioned for approval of the corrected
minutes. Greg Orsetti seconded the motion. Motion carried.

3. Seed Biotechnology Center (SBC) — Activities Report
Chairman McShane explained that since funds from industry are provided to the Seed
Biotechnology Center through a grant, the SBC is required to present a summary of
their activities to the Board each year. He requested Dr. Kent Bradford briefly
summarize the activities of the SBC during the last year.

Some of Dr. Bradford’s key points were:

e Several Genome Mapping Projects have been conducted or are in progress,

including for:
0 Spinach o Pepper
o Cotton o Carrot
0 Lettuce o Tomato
o Eggplant

e Several classes were offered in 2014, including:
o Program Management for Plant Breeders — offered by Dr. Fred Bliss
= Targeted to new professional plant breeders
0 Seed Business 101 — which covers activities across the seed industry. The
format is primarily a case study approach.
= Afield crop version and a horticultural crop version of Seed
Business 101 is offered.

e Upcoming Courses
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0 A Seed Biology Production Quality Course will be offered in Feb. 2015
= Deborah Meyer of CDFA has been requested to serve as one of the
instructors for this course
o Plant Breeding Academy continues
= Class IV of Davis and Class 1 of Asian PBA graduated in June.
= Class V of Davis started in Sept. 2014
= EU Class Il started Oct. 2014 and met in Netherlands
= African PBA in association with the African Crops Consortium
started in December 2013. Bradford will be teaching the last
session in December 2014.
e Significant Developments
0 A Vegetable Research and Development Forum was held in April to
identify emerging issues and possible collaborations. Issues identified will
be brought to the attention of the American Seed Trade Association
(ASTA) and the California Seed Association (CSA).
o SBC is working on a survey for industry to prioritize issues
o Charlie Brummer has been hired as the Director of the Plant Breeding
Center at UCD. Several goals have been identified:
= Expand educational programs (BS MS, PhD)

Hire faculty for breeding positions across commodities

Improve breeding infrastructure

Coordinate with SBC and Seed Central

Amanda Pietras was recently hired as a Program Representative to

assist the Plant Breeding Center and Seed Biotechnology Center

0 Work continues on a program called the Collaboration for Plant Pathogen
Strain Identification (CPPSI)

= The idea is to create differential host sets and reference pathogen
strains.

= CPPSI is an important step to match disease resistance in cultivars
to the correct pathogen or pathotype.

= Financial support has been initiated by interested parties

= Initial efforts will focus on vegetable crops. There is hope the
efforts will prove beneficial for a larger type of phytosanitary
operation.

o0 The World Food Center continues to develop. Within the World Food
Center, the Institute for Food and Agricultural Literacy has a goal is to
provide better communication about the science of food and agriculture.

0 On November 13, 2014 Seed Central conducted a session showcasing
cutting edge technologies such as:

= Automated, high-throughput phenotyping from assay plates to field
plots.

= Accelerating marker assisted selection

= Selection of microbes for crop trait improvement.

Dr. Bradford acknowledged the contributions by other SBC staff and thanked the
Board for its continued support.
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Member Larry Hirahara asked if the new strawberry breeder will be hired under the
Plant Breeding Center.

Bradford explained that the position will have academic and research responsibilities
but will also participate with the Plant Breeding Center. He added that the Director of
the Plant Breeding Center is not the formal supervisor of the breeders but will work
closely with them.

Member Greg Orsetti asked about the scope of the Plant Breeding Center.

Dr. Bradford replies that the Plant Breeding Center will work on improving all types
of plants, including tree crops, vegetable crops, row crop and even vegetatively
propagated crops.

Chairman McShane provided some additional background about the SBC for the
benefit of new Board members. He explained that a three year was initiated in
FY2013. The current grant provides $200,000 per year and is scheduled to expire on
June 30, 2016. Consequently the SBC is in the middle of its 2nd year of the grant. Per
a prior agreement with SBC, the Board is to notify SBC one year in advance if the
Board does not wish to continue funding at its present level. During the May 2015
meeting the Board will discuss the level of funding that might be awarded for the
SBC beyond fiscal year 2015, which ends June 30, 2016.

Marc Meyer motioned the Board accept the report from SBC as presented by Dr.
Bradford. Larry Hirahara seconded the motion. Motion carried.

. Quarantine enforcements involving seed

Chairman McShane requested John Heaton to present a brief summary of recent
quarantine activities involving seed.

John Heaton noted the following pests were identified and suspected of being
introduced to the contaminated fields via the planting seeds. Several fields and seed
lots were placed under quarantine orders as a result of the finds. Brief summaries and
handouts were presented for the following:

e Cucumber Green Mottle Mosaic Virus (CGMMV)
o0 No finds in seed production fields but some in commercial melon fields:
= 5 fields in SJ County ~ 250 acres
= 1 field in Fresno County ~ 156 acres
= 1 field in Kern County.~ 145 acres
~ 500 acres known to be infected

o Trace Backs
= Suspect seed lots of multiple companies led to dead ends
= Infected fields traced back to two transplant houses
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= |nvestigators suspect that one or more shipments of transplants was
infected and that cross contamination occurred, perhaps in the
transplant house or possibly in the field

CGMMV is Federal actionable pest

= USDA issued a letter of “finds” to State Plant Regulatory Officials
—a SPRO Letter - on August 27, 2013 for the initial find (see
attachment 1).

= USDA issued a new SPRO letter on November 18, 2014 about the
subsequent California finds.

» Duane Schnabel explained that the SPRO letter stated the
facts of the contaminated fields and that we continue to be
under eradication and control measures. He emphasized CA
is not under quarantine but affected fields are under
regulatory holds.

» Branch Chief Schnabel further explained that Bacterial
Fruit Blotch (BFB) is a different pest and not a Federal
actionable pest. The limited resources of the State have
prevented implementation of control measures for BFB in
the two counties it was found. Consequently the two
affected counties can no longer state they are free of
bacterial fruit blotch. This has implications for the trade of
several commodities, including seed.

> CDFA will review the most recent SPRO letter to
determine if an additional advisory needs to be written and
distributed.

Current mitigation measures include but are not limited to:
= Disinfection of equipment and personnel
= Crop rotation to non-hosts and trap crops
= Monitoring and testing any volunteers
= |t takes two years of not finding the pest before the pest would be
declared eradicated in those fields.
Other finds of CGMMV
= Australia had recent findings of CGMMYV in several thousand
acres of melons and pumkins in certain areas. (attachment 2 )

» Australia no longer considers ELISA testing of 2,000 seeds
adequate. They are now requiring testing of 10,000 seeds
using PCR.

e Egyptian broomrape

(0]

O OO

o O

a federal noxious weed (attachment 3)

a parasitic plant

found in a single commercial tomato field in Solano County
detection was published in the August 2014 issue of First Detector
Network News (attachment 4)

trace back efforts on seed lots were uneventful (i.e. no finds).
Mitigation/eradication is currently under way and include:
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= the crop residue was flamed with a propane burner
= burnt seeds were tested for viability
= the field was disked
= methyl bromide will be applied
= atrap crop will be planted
= the field will be monitored for three years
= must be free of the pest for three years before eradication can be
declared
A copy of last year’s advisory from CDFA was provided (attachment 5)

e Branched broomrape

(0]

(0]

(0]

Single parasitic plant can produce 500,000 tiny seeds that can remain
viable in soil for many years

Field inspectors for tomato processors were on alert due to find of
Egyptian broomrape

Inspectors found broomrape in a few tomato production fields of San
Joaquin County. These fields had infestations of branched broomrape not
Egyptian broomrape.

O CDFA has long history dealing with branched broomrape (back to 1950s)

The Department issued advisories for each broomrape. Main points of the mitigation
and eradication efforts include:

(0]

o
(0}

Non-host planting, such as strawberries (fumigation), wheat, carrots and
almonds.

Equipment must be cleaned before moving.

Water runoff must be monitored.

e Overall summary of recent seed related quarantine efforts related to seed lots:

(0]

Investigations and meetings of federal, state, county and seed industry
representatives, as well as representatives of affected commercial
operations, require extensive planning and coordination.

Counties are finding it very difficult, and expensive to respond to these
quarantine issues.

CDFA Plant Division/Interior Pest Exclusion Branch is also incurring
significant costs to investigate these incidents.

The cost of response and potential losses to the industry are driving an
effort to address the health of imported seeds

Heaton explained that although the Seed Services Program is not typically involved in
quarantine response, he does attend various meetings to keep track of how the issues
might affect the seed industry. The Seed Services Program has provided assistance to
investigative efforts by sampling suspect seed lots. In addition, the CDFA seed
laboratory has performed testing and provided diagnostic services for numerous
investigative seed samples.
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5. Produce Dealers License
Chairman McShane explained that item five was placed on the agenda after the Seed
Services Program was made aware of a recent licensing request (attachment 6) upon a
vegetable seed company by the CDFA Market Enforcement Branch. The issue was
addressed by the company but can be somewhat confusing. John Heaton invited the
CDFA Market Enforcement Branch, specifically Nancy Iljana, Branch Chief and
Laurene Chiesa, Supervising Special Investigator I, to provide insight on the
licensing requirements of the Produce Dealer’s Act.

Branch Chief Nancy lljana provided a handout (attachment 7) with the pertinent
sections of the Food and Agricultural Code related to the issue at hand.

Laurene Chiesa explained that the Act establishing market enforcement goes back to
1928 and has changed through the years. The main impetus for the act was that
growers were not always paid for the products they produced, or were not paid the
agreed amount. The main purpose of the Market Enforcement Branch is to protect the
grower. The Branch handles hundreds of commodities which are listed on their
website.

Ms. Chiesa explained the law requires firms which purchase seed from a grower or
producer, to obtain a produce dealer’s license when the purchase is for the purpose of
reselling the seed. She noted that if the firm only buys from another dealer, then the
company does not need a produce dealer’s license. She added that if a company owns
the planting seed and only contracts for services of a grower, then the company does
not need a produce dealer’s license.

On occasion, a seed dealer may purchase seeds from growers on the open market.
Under those circumstances, the dealer needs a produce dealer’s license.

Member Bill White explained many companies provide planting seed to a grower and
contract that grower to produce seed of a certain quality. A contract may typically
state the harvested seed must have a germination of eighty five percent. If the percent
germination is less, the company will not pay the grower for the inferior quality seed.

Ms. Chisea agreed that under those circumstances the company would not have to
obtain a produce dealer’s license.

John Heaton noted that the same scenario of a grower not being paid for inferior
quality seed results in the grower having a large inventory of unsold seed. Under such
circumstances, Heaton has observed some growers trying to sell that seed on the open
market. When this occurs, they are entering into the business of selling seeds and the
seed law requires they obtain authorization to sell seed. Heaton suggested the
situation becomes some dealers have argued that once a grower enters the seed
business that designation makes subsequent purchases by seed companies a dealer to
dealer transaction what should be exempt from the requirements for a Produce
Dealer’s License.

7 of 42



Member Larry Hirahara noted that some people’s business is to solely purchase seeds
from growers and market them to other buyers.

Ms. Chisea recognized that but explained that under those circumstances, such
persons or companies need a produce dealer’s license.

Chairman McShane asked if transactions between seed companies were exempt.

Ms. Chisea replied that in the definition of farm product, there is an exemption for
seed sold under dealer to dealer circumstances. She encouraged Board members to
visit the website (www.cdfa.ca.gov/mkt/meb) of the Market Enforcement Branch in
order to learn more about the commaodities that are regulated and to view a list of seed
companies that have produce dealer’s licenses.

Member Janice Woodhouse asked if a company needs a produce dealer’s license to
purchase seed produced by a grower in another state.

Ms. Chisea explained a seed company only needs a produce dealer’s license when
they purchase seed crops from a grower in California.

Chris Zanobini noted there seems to be a gray area about when a grower becomes a
“dealer” of seed and when they are a “grower” selling a farm product. He suggested
that simply removing five words from the current law could address the issue.

Member Kelly Keithly motioned the issue be referred to the Seed Dealer’s Committee
of the California Seed Association for consideration and direction. Derek Winn
seconded the motion. Motion passed.

6. Form 700 Requirements
Chairman McShane requested John Heaton explain the Form 700 and recent
developments regarding it.

Heaton reminded the Board the Fair Political Practices Commission previously
mandated every Department to have a Conflict of Interest Policy. He shared a recent
email (attachment 8) that announced the Department’s Notice of Intention to amend
the CDFA’s Conflict of Interest Policy. Heaton noted that completion of the Form
700 is required of Board members and certain CDFA employees.

Heaton noted that some members of the Board previously stated the requirement to
complete a Form 700 each year seems excessive and might be an obstacle for industry
participation on the Board. They suggested that since the Board only advises and
makes recommendations to the Secretary, it does really control any funds.
Consequently Board members pose little Conflict of Interest concerns, if any.
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Other members of the Board stated that while annoying, they understood the general
concern about conflict of interest by the public and consequently did not consider the
requirement to complete a Form 700 too burdensome.

Heaton explained he brought the Notice of Intent to the Board’s attention because it
provides them an opportunity to formally state their objections or support the
proposed changes to the CDFA Conflict of Interest Policy. He further stated that prior
concerns were heard and efforts are nearly complete to implement an online process
for annual completion of the Form 700 as well as certification of interactive ethics
training.

Chairman McShane asked if the Board wished to make a motion concerning the
proposed change discussed. None were made.

Business Needs Analysis versus Value Chain Analysis

Chairman McShane explained that during the last meeting of the Seed Advisory
Board, there was an initial proposal for the Department to contract a business needs
analysis (BNA) or value chain analysis (VCA). It wasn’t clear at the time what the
Board would be contracting so a motion was made for a more detailed proposal to be
presented at the current meeting. Specifically, the Board wanted to know the
difference between a BNA and a VCA.

Chairman McShane explained that basically a value chain analysis is a process where
you identify the primary and support activities that add value to your final product
and then analyzes those activities to reduce costs and improve value for your
customer.

A business needs analysis, on the other hand, aims to identify the changes to an
organization that are required for that organization to achieve strategic goals. He
further explained the process of a business needs analysis typically includes:

1. Articulation of the organization's strategic goals

2. Documentation of current processes

3. Utilization of some form of gap analysis to identify how well the organization
delivers on its goals

4. Compilation of a list of business needs based on the results of the gap analysis

5. Compilation of a list of improvement opportunities.

6. Workshops with stakeholders to identify and prioritize improvements

Chairman McShane asked John Heaton and Nick Condos if they could specifically
address other questions the Board had, such as:

1. What are the costs and benefits the costs and benefits of a BNA?

2. s there an example of the benefit delivered to a similar government program
from the analysis proposed?
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Chairman McShane noted the distribution of a sample Request For Offer (RFO)
[attachment 9] drafted in 2010 for Animal Division. He asked Nick Condos, Director
of CDFA'’s Plant Division, if he would briefly explain to the Board the present
proposal for a business needs analysis.

Director Condos noted that during discussions of activities conducted at the CDFA
Seed Lab, it became obvious to him that since different individuals in the seed
industry had very different ideas of what the seed lab does or should do, it might be
helpful to the Board to have a professional business needs analysis. The goal is to
identify everything that the Department and Agricultural Commissioners do to for the
industry and try to identify what the industry would like to see continued, as well as
which activities or efforts the industry might like to see in the future.

He explained that his limited experience with business needs analyses has been
through a project involving Information Technology and statewide trapping of
insects. The program involves trapping insects and reporting those results in a binder.
The servicing of traps relies on county staff as well as CDFA personnel. The BNA
looked at the current state of operations, specifically how trapping information is
collected and recorded, and then identified gaps and how future applications might be
built. The cost for the BNA was approximately $70,000. Director Condos observed
that the BNA for insect trapping relied on participation by fewer stakeholders than a
BNA for the Seed Program would probably need. He noted however, that a BNA can
be designed and scaled to capture input from representatives of many categories of
stakeholders. The hope is that that a BNA will provide a strategic roadmap for the
industry and CDFA.

Nick explained the first step for obtaining a cost estimate is to draft a scope of work
and then publish it as a request for offer (RFO). This will generate bids from
companies that do business needs analyses, which can then be evaluated.

Chris Zanobini commented that since the seed law is quite old and the seed industry
is completely different from when the law was originally written, there is a need to
consider if the Program at CDFA is delivering what the industry needs and a need to
identify what services the seed industry needs in the future.

John Heaton focused the Board’s attention on the sample RFO. He informed the
Board that after the last Board meeting he wrote an initial scope of work and recently
met with CDFA staff of the Contracts and Acquisitions unit to discuss the process. He
learned the most important step is to clearly define the “deliverables.” He anticipates
drafting the deliverables will require considerable input from various individuals if
the final BNA is to provide a thorough understanding of what the department and
commissioners deliver to the industry, as well as what the industry needs now and in
the future.
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Heaton also learned that if the cost of the BNA exceeds $50,000, it will require a
contract and review by the Department of General Services. Contracts over $50,000
also require a mission critical statement from the Plant Division Director. Heaton
noted that when the Animal Division when through the process, they did not get any
bids when they capped their BNA at less than $50,000. Consequently they had to
rework their RFO and allocate more funds, after which they received several good
bids.

Another reason for not setting the allocation too low is to insure the Program receives
three bids. Heaton explained the Department must receive a minimum of three bids
before proceeding. Once the bids are received, the bids are evaluated by a Committee
of knowledgeable people. Heaton referenced the last page of the sample RFO as an
example of an evaluation score sheet. He explained that the Committee only scores
items one through three, while the CDFA Acquisitions Unit performs item four; the
cost evaluation section.

Although a BNA will require a considerable time commitment, Heaton believes a
business needs analysis is a valuable process that needs to be done.

Chris Zanobini expressed hope that the process can be fast tracked since the concept
was first presented a year ago.

Director Condos stated he believes the biggest challenge will be to clearly identify the
scope of work the Department wants completed by the contractor. He was optimistic
the scope of work with deliverables can be defined in a about one month and the
Department could receive some well thought bids in about three months.

Chairman McShane tabled the discussion of the business needs analysis until the
Board received an update of the Program’s current financial status.

Report from Renewal of Authorization to Sell Seeds - several handouts

John Heaton provided several handouts to summarize program compliance
monitoring during the past year as well as reported sales and collections submitted
during the July renewal process. The following handouts were discussed:

e Record of Seed Sampling by CDFA District Staff in FY2013 (attachment 10 )
e Statewide Summary of Report 6s submitted by Counties in FY2013 (attachment 11)
0 3094 total hours reported
0 Calculates to $38.78 per hour
e 2 Year Analysis of Reported Seed Sales in California: 2012 vs 2013 (attachment 12 )
0 2013 saw an increase in total number of firms authorized to sell
0 Reported seed sales in FY2013 were $10 million less than reported seed
sales for FY2012.
0 Total grass seed sales increased in FY2013 despite the drought.
o Almost all of the increase in grass seed sale was reported by out of state
firms.
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0 Reported vegetable seed sales were down by about one million dollars
0 Reported vegetable seed sales by California firms were $20 million dollars
less than prior year while reported vegetable seed sales by out of state
firms were about $20 million higher.
0 Both out of state and CA firms reported lower agricultural seed sales.
e Pie Chart of the Number of Firms Collecting Assessments in FY2013 — Grouped
by Amounts Collected (attachment 13)
0 65% of firms collect an average of $227 which corresponds to average
annual reported sales of $90,800.
o 2 firms collected over $100,000 in annual assessments, which corresponds
to over $40 million in reported seed sales
e Pie Chart depicting a tally of firms paying various percentages of assessment
collections from seed sales made in FY2013(attachment 14)
o 2 firms collect 16% of total assessments
o 15 firms are responsible for nearly 50% (i.e 47%) of total collections
0 63% of assessment collections are from reported seed sales of 29 firms
0 37 % of assessment collection are received from the remaining 403 firms
e Line Graphs of Reported Seed Sales versus the Seed Services Program’s Budget
and the Seed Laboratory’s Budget: from 1993 with projections through 2016
(attachment 15).
o0 Table at top shows multi-year projected sales and collections vs. actuals
Table also shows projections of sales and collections for 2014 through 2016.
Noted drop in reported sales for FY2013 of ~1.3%
Noted three upward slopes on Seed Services Budget:
= 1999 start funding UCD SBC $150,000/year
2006 increase UCD SBC funding to $200,000/year
2014 Court ordered pay raises for CDFA Supervisors (attachment 16)
Support Staff promotions at headquarters
Additional seasonal employees for CDFA Lab and headquarters.
e Critical for continuance of operations
o Table in center at right of graphs contains budget projections by the Seed
Services Program versus budget projections by CDFA Financial Services
= Several iterations over months. Heaton projects
e 2014 estimate = $1,842,400
e 2015 estimate = $1,930,596
e Column Graph — Total Program Budget (w/o General Funds) as a Percentage of
Reported Sales: 1993 — 2015 (attachment 17).
= Average level of funding over the last 21 years is 0.29% of sales
= 2014 funding is 0.30% of reported sales
= 2015 projected budget is estimated to be 0.29% of projected sales.
e Assumes 3.6% increase in FY 2014 versus a 21 yr.
historical annual increase of 5.9%

O OO

Member Derek Winn suggested the trend line for sales may actually have reached its high
point due to the fact that so many permanent orchard crops are being planted.
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Chairman McShane asked John Heaton how much financial reserve the Program has.

Heaton replied that the Board will get a more complete accounting of the reserve in May
2015; however his current estimate is just over one million dollars in reserve. He also
noted the Board previously expressed a desire to use reserves when expenditures exceed
collections in order to maintain the assessment rate on reported seed sales at its present
level.

Chairman McShane noted the prior discussion about funding a business needs analysis
(agenda item 7) was tabled until Heaton presented the financial status of the program. He
requested the Board to now consider the proposal for a business needs analysis.

Member Kelly Keithly stated he believes a business needs analysis is overdue
considering the changes the seed industry and the government have undergone. It is
important for the Board to consider how the Program at CDFA can be modernized to
better serve the industry. Kelly recognized there will be a significant cost for the
proposed business needs analysis but he noted there is also a significant cost for delay.

Chris Zanobini noted the graph of the program budget presented earlier showed an
increase of about a half million dollars for the Seed Services Program from 2011to 2015.
He suggested it would be foolish for any business with that level of increase to not
perform a business needs analysis. Several Board members agreed.

There was a brief discussion about how much the Board might be willing to spend in
order to procure the services of a qualified contractor to perform the business needs
analysis.

Nick Condos noted that the cost will depend on the scope of work.

Heaton noted that a scope of work must include provisions for travel to meetings of
stakeholders throughout the State, which can add significant costs to the business needs
analysis.

Member Kelly Keithly advised the Board to get the best business needs analysis possible.

Member Marc Meyer asked if the scope of the analysis would include an examination of
the California Seed Law.

Heaton replied that such a consideration can be part of a deliverable in the scope of work.
For example, the scope can request the consultant to conduct a survey of the industry to
identify changes they believe should be done to the California Seed Law.

Chris Zanobini commented that an examination of the seed law from the industry

perspective is essential and will be instrumental in determining the kind of services the
Seed Program needs to provide.
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Marc Meyer asked if the business needs analysis will provide an outline for a long term
plan.

Heaton replied that if the scope of work is structured appropriately, a deliverable request
some sort of recommendation for a long range plan. This would undoubtedly involve the
contractor making formal presentations to the Board and industry about stakeholder
discussions, observations, comparisons and different strategies to move into the future.
Heaton emphasized that dialog will be an important part of the deliverables because the
more dialog that occurs, the better the finished product is likely to be.

Member Bill White asked what the chances are that changes recommended in the
business needs analysis will ever be implemented, especially if it involves changes to the
law.

Heaton acknowledged that some changes may be difficult but he believes such studies are
very important to add credibility to requests or arguments of change, whether they are at
the Department level or legislative level.

Member Larry Hirahara noted that some of the changes may result in recommendations
that mean an increase in the assessment rate.

Chris Zanobini agreed but added that the process should involve placing everything on
the table, then constructing a framework to serve the industry now and into the future. He
suggested that the initial process should not include a whole lot of consideration for
dollars and people. Once the framework is built however, the Board can consider the
costs to build on that framework.

Member Derek Winn expressed a desire that there be some consideration in the process
to replies and opinions of various classifications or categories of interests in the industry.

Nick Condos replied that such considerations can be built into the deliverables outlined in
the scope of work.

Chairman McShane called the issue.

Member Kelly Keithly motioned the Seed Advisory Board initiate the process for a
business needs analysis in the amount, but not limited to, $100,000.. The purpose should
be to study the seed law and how it pertains to the industry, the Seed Services Program,
the CDFA Seed Lab, as well as consider domestic and international factors that affect the
California seed industry today and into the future.

Chairman McShane noted the motion was for $100,000 but could be subject to change.
Member Keithly agreed.

The motion was seconded by Marc Meyer.
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Member Derek Winn asked if the Board has the discretion to not accept the bids.

Branch Chief Duane Schnabel explained that if the Request for Offer is setup for
secondary method of evaluation, then content and not just price will be a consideration
for awarding the bid. He explained that the initial step is not a contractual offer but
simply a Request For Offer (RFO) for a business needs analysis.

Heaton noted that at the proposed dollar amount, the bid would have to be approved by
the Department of General Services before the Department executes the contract.

Chairman McShane observed no further discussion and called a vote on the motion.
Motion carried.

Chairman McShane asked for input about a committee for development of the scope of
work.

Member Kelly Keithly motioned that a subcommittee be formed to draft the scope of
work necessary to initiate the business need analysis. He suggested that Chris Zanobini
and the President of the California Seed Association could work with staff from the
CDFA to draft a scope of work. .

Member Larry Hirahara commented that he thinks it is important for members of the
Seed Advisory Board to be involved.

John McShane noted that everything will be ultimately brought to the Board for
recommendations but he reminded the Board that when three or more members meet it
triggers certain public meeting procedures under the Bagley Keene Act.

Marc Meyer added there are certainly other experts not present on the Board or perhaps
at CSA that can offer a lot of constructive input.

Kelly Keithly commented that public meetings should not be a problem and he welcomed
participation.

John Heaton stated that the initial drafts of the scope of work will be realistically be
crafted by him and various people in the department. He will certainly work with the
Board and whichever representatives the Chairman or Board see appropriate.

Chairman McShane directed Heaton to commence development of the scope of work that

he could review. He announced he would set up a subcommittee to assist in the
development and review of later drafts for the scope of work. The Board agreed.
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9. Legislative Report
Chairman McShane noted the Board received two handouts of recent legislation passed
into law.

e SB1399 (attachment 18)
0 extends the operative date for seed subvention to counties to July 1, 2019.
o0 maintains the level of funding for counties doing seed law enforcement
work at $120,000
o provides more flexibility for establishing the method to apportion the
funds to the counties.

e AB2470 (attachment 19)

o Provides a definition of neighbor with regards to seed sales. A neighbor is
now someone within 3 miles. Seed sold to a neighbor in the same county
is exempt from the seed label requirements.

0 Expands the legislative intent for seed law to include the amount of seed
and not just the quality of seed.

= Heaton noted that the seed law booklet now contains a section
from the Business and Professions Code that references section
10.10 in Handbook 130 of the National Institute of Standards
(NIST 130). This section specifically addresses how to label
quantity on packet seeds containers.

0 Adds section 52334 to the seed law, which prohibits a city, county, or
district including a charter city or county, from adopting or enforcing an
ordinance that regulates plants, crops, or seeds without the consent of the
secretary. It also notes that ordinances enacted before January 1, 2015
shall be considered part of the comprehensive program of the department
and shall be enforceable.

Heaton commented that the addition of section 52334 has generated some controversy as
witnessed in several recent newspaper articles. He stated that his predecessor informed
him years ago that FAC 5323 already provided prohibitions against local ordinances.
FAC 5323 states regulations pursuant to the division are of statewide concern and are
intended to occupy the field. Heaton speculated that perhaps FAC 52334 was added to
the law to clarify the situation.

Chris Zanobini noted that there is precedent in other law for preemption of state law over
local ordinances. For example local ordinances cannot ban pesticides approved under
state pesticide laws.

Chairman McShane asked Chris Zanobini if he had any additional items for the
legislative update.

Zanobini noted the significance of votes passing the water bond during the recent

election. He anticipates quite a bit of legislation regarding water during the next
legislative session.
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10. Nominating Committee

Chairman McShane informed the Boards that the nominating committee met via
conference call on November 12, 2014 to develop a recommendation of candidates to be
appointed to the Board. A draft copy of the minutes was provided (attachment 20).

Greg Orsetti motioned the minutes of the Nominating Committee be accepted as
presented. Kelly Keithly seconded the motion. Motion carried.

Chairman McShane noted the Nominating Committee identified the following candidates
for possible appointment and consideration by the Board.

e John Palmer — Northern California Agricultural Seed Labeler
e Carl Hill — Central California Vegetable Seed Labeler
e Bob Simas — Public Member

Kelly Keithly motioned that the Board accept the slate of candidates identified by the
Nominating Committee. The motion was seconded by Derek Winn. Motion carried.

Chairman McShane explained that information from all eligible candidates will be
presented to the Secretary, as well as the recommendation by the Board. The final
decision for appointment will be made by the Secretary.

John McShane thanked Larry Hirahara and Janice Woodhouse for their years of service
to the Seed Advisory Board. Heaton also thanked them and noted the increase in persons
applying to serve on the Board.

11. Closed Executive Session
Not requested.

12. Reconvene of Public Meeting

Not applicable since Agenda item 11 not requested.

13. Public comment period

Chairman McShane solicited public comments from attendees. None were made.

14. Other Items — Next meeting date

Chairman John McShane set the next meeting date for May 13, 2015 in Sacramento at
8:15 am.

Heaton informed the Board that he will attempt to locate the meeting at the CDFA
Facility in Gateway Oaks (2800 Gateway Drive) in Sacramento.

14. Adjournment
Kelly Keithly motioned to adjourn. Motion seconded by Bill White. Motion carried.
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Meeting adjourned at 11:43 a.m.

15. Attachments 1 through 20

Respectfully Submitted

John Heaton
Senior Environmental Scientist
CDFA Seed Services Program

Approved by the California Seed Advisory Board on March 18, 2015
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Attachment 15

Reported Seed Sales (scaled) versus the Seed Services Budget
versus the Seed Lab Budget with Projections for 2 Years

8,000,000
. . . . . . Sales Proj.
Projected vs. Actuals FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 rev proj. FY2015 irev. proj. FY2016 irev. proj. for FY2015 &
Projected sales (100 millions) $607 $625 $642(3.5% inc) $663 (3.6%) $684 (3.1% inc) & 0()°
Proj collections for next FY (millions) $1.52 $1.60 $1.61 $1.67 $1.71 & Q“? &
7.000000 -|-Actualsales (100 millions) $628 $620 (-1.3%) Coming Coming Coming ¥ o ¥ Q9 2 2©
’ ’ L . . . . . ) 0 ~ ~
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Sales vs Budgets w Projections Chart per Nov 2014
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