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ABSTRACT

Issues of food policy, agricultural policy, andveéonmental policy all converge in the
discussion of genetically modified organisms (GM@sEsently, there is no established
consensus as to the safety of GMO foods or the-leng effects that genetically engineered
crops might have on human and environmental healthle state initiatives to label GMOs
have recently received much media attention, teésets have been largely defeated by fierce
industry opposition. Yet in communities acrossabantry, citizens are working collectively to
reframe the issue of GMO policy and resist the cafization of agriculture by advocating for
local land use controls that ban the propagatiageoktically modified organisms. Ultimately,
these bans are less about GMOs than they are etwuiunities reasserting their authority to
build sustainable, local farm and food systemsotigh a case-study methodology using
structured interviews with key informants and com@&nalysis of archival documents, this study
explores the motivating factors that led citizend armers to pursue and enact such local
ordinances in Mendocino County, California and $ackCounty, Oregon. At the outset of the
gualitative analysis, it was hypothesized that @cteere responding to perceived environmental,
social, and economic threats that cross-pollingbases to organic farmers and others that
produce non-genetically engineered plants.

Analysis of the primary data from interview respent$ revealed a number of emergent
themes that were triangulated with the contentyammabf secondary sources. These themes are
supported by the theory and literature concernimig agriculture and alternative agrifood
system movements. The findings of the researclcatelithat campaign supporters were acting

upon strongly held values and beliefs concerningd3Mnd corporate agribusiness, as well as



the local connections between people, land, and. féhile concerns over cross-pollination
were frequently expressed, sources indicated tiegtwere primarily motivated by the following
thematic categories: concerns over ‘Corporate $nni, a desire to ‘Preserve Locally
Embedded Agriculture’, and the interests of thecdloEconomy’. This examination of the
motivations behind local GMO bans offers insighbithe ways that communities are ‘taking
back the commons’ by reclaiming their legal auttyaio build sustainable farm and food

systems.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Several lines of evidence suggest that the aguialltandscape and production system is
designed primarily by global agribusiness corporai Conservation policy will move forward
only when consumers and taxpayers shrug off thé wiythe farmer as designer and pressure
agribusiness interests to take responsibility foealthy agricultural landscape and healthy food
(Jackson, 2008, p.31).

In her essay “Who ‘Designs’ the Agricultural Landpe?” Laura Jackson argues that
global agribusiness corporations are largely resipds for the design of the Upper Midwest
‘Cornbelt’ region’s landscape (Jackson, 2008). &lsewhere in the country, citizens are
working collectively to change the course of loleald use decisions and resist the
corporatization of agriculture by advocating fongounity-wide bans on the propagation of
genetically modified organisms (GMOSs). Ultimatdlyese bans are less about GMOs than they
are about communities reasserting their authaoityuild sustainable, local farm and food
systems.

According to the Organic Consumers Associatiame wlistricts throughout the United
States have enacted land use legislation bannimegtigally modified organisms. At least 19
other districts have enacted ordinances restrictirgpropagation of genetically engineered
crops (Organic Consumers Association, 2013). The#eies exist at the municipal, county, and
state levels. Most of these ordinances are thédtrafsgrassroots citizen-led initiatives, in which
local farmers are active participants. In this wlaymers are reclaiming the power to determine

the design of the local agricultural landscape.
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“Taking Back the Commons”

The title of this thesis invokes Garrett Hardin'slWknown parable in which individuals,
acting independently and rationally according tirtown self-interest, behave in such a way
that is contrary to the whole group's long-termt lireterests by depleting some common resource
(Hardin, 1968). The Tragedy of the Commons lergkdfitvell to many of the commonly posed
critiqgues of the dominant industrial agriculturegdigm; particularly arguments against the use
of biotechnology. The texts of many of the enacrtinances regulating the propagation of
GMOs cite as their impetus a desire to preservenoomy held goods such as seed stocks;
native ecosystems; biodiversity; and the capaoifyractice non-GMO agriculture without the
threat of cross-contamination of genetically aldengaterial. Many of the proponents of these
ordinances regard the propagation of GMOs as atthwethe rich diversity of seed and crop
varieties that are a part of their locally embeddeitural heritage. At their core, these
ordinances effectively regulate seeds; which thihowg history have been generally regarded as
part of the ‘commons’; the common heritage of madkhat exists in the public domain for all

to access freely.

Relevance to the Planning Field

Issues of food policy, agricultural policy, and gommental policy all converge in the
discussion of genetically modified organisms. Thlegjact of the local regulation of
biotechnology brings in a number of additional esswsuch as local governance, local food and
agricultural systems, economic development, lareg democracy, and civic engagement; all of

which are salient to the field of planning. Agrizukl systems are interconnected with local
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economic, social and environmental health. Thuey #ire as much a component of community
infrastructure as housing, transportation, edunatod greenspace. Both the nature of the
planning profession and the education and expeofige practitioners justify the inclusion of
local agricultural policy and food system plannimighin the scope of community planning
efforts. Addressing issues like public concern dMetechnology affords planners a means of
bringing together stakeholders from diverse baakgds, and as such it presents a valuable
opportunity for generating more public involvemanpolicy decisions. Potential benefits of
increased public involvement include the followibgilding trust for local government,
improving representativeness, increasing the legitly of decisions, and strengthening
community bonds.

The remainder of this chapter comprises two sestiarbackground section that
discusses a number of relevant concepts and teynte®ming agricultural biotechnology; and a
brief description of the research, including thediure of the thesis and its chapters and an

explanation of the sources and methods utilized.

Background

Genetically Modified Organisms

It is important to understand the difference betwi® process of genetic modification
and that of traditional selective plant breedinige World Health Organization defines
genetically modified organisms as “organisms inchilthe genetic material (DNA) has been
altered in a way that does not occur naturally” (M{élealth Organization, n.d., para. 1). These
alterations occur during a laboratory process bigclwmdividual genes are transferred from one

organism to another, often between entirely difiespecies. For example, genes from a
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bacterium that kills certain types of insects, sastBacillus thuringinesis (Bt), have been
inserted into corn and cotton varieties to makenthesistant to pests; and genes from fish that
are able to survive very cold water temperature® lieen inserted in tomato plants to produce
fruit that is resistant to freezing (Schmidt, 200R)is method of genetic transfer is known as
horizontal gene transfer, which differs signifidgritom the process of vertical gene transfer that
occurs during traditional plant breeding when aplaherits genetic material from either the
parent plant or a closely related plant of the sapezies through sexual or asexual reproduction
(Rizzi et al., 2011). Artificial horizontal genatrsfer is a form of genetic engineering (GE) and
falls within the realm of biotechnology.

Worldwide, genetically engineered crops accountore than 175 million hectares of
farmland in 27 countries. Since GMO crops werd filade commercially available in 1996, this
number has increased by an annual rate of 3.5%, r@ million hectares (James, 2013). Most
of the commercially available GE crops are engieé¢o be either insect-resistant (as in the case
of the Bt crops mentioned above) or herbicide-tastgCenter for Food Safety, 2013).
Currently, the majority of the four major commodanpps grown in the United States are
genetically engineered. According to a recent repablished by the Center for Food Safety,
GMO crops now account for 93% of domestically prmsiisoybeans; 88% of cotton; 86% of
corn; and 64% of canola. Additionally, an estimai&ébo of all processed foods in the U.S.
contain genetically engineered ingredients (CefateFood Safety, 2013).

Potential Benefits of Genetically Modified Crops

A review of the scientific literature in support @MOs suggests that these crops may

potentially offer significant advantages over cami@nally produced varieties. Perhaps the most

commonly argued claim in favor of biotechnologyhat it is needed to feed the world’s growing
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population. Genetically engineered crops have bedaly heralded as a means of boosting
yields and increasing the nutritional content ajpst foods to better feed those living in
developing countries (Barrows et al., 2014; Sex@dilberman, 2011; Potrykus, 2012).

Another potential benefit of GMOs is their abiltty control weeds, pests, and plant
diseases. As previously mentioned, many GE crojetves are engineered to be resistant to pests
and to tolerate herbicides and pesticides. Resisteminsect pests might reduce the need for
harmful chemical pesticide applications (Barrowalet2014). Along these same lines,
proponents argue that the propagation of GE pliatsare resistant to specific herbicides with
lower toxicity may result in decreased usage efitiore toxic herbicide formulations (Sexton &
Zilberman, 2011). Since certain GM crops may regléss soil tillage than conventional plant
varieties, the propagation of such plants mighvgi® a reduction in the amount of greenhouse
gas emissions associated with agricultural prodadtiPaarlberg, 2009).

Future advances in biotechnology may allow farnbei@dapt to changing global
conditions, as crops might be genetically altecedithstand the effects of cold, heat, drought or
flood events, pest migration, and soil salinity (®avs, 2012; Quaye et al., 2012; Paarlberg,
2010). New GMO varieties currently in developmedages may reduce losses of fixed nitrogen
in the form of nitrous oxide; which might eventyatlelp to mitigate climate change (Fesenko &
Edwards, 2014; Taiz, 2013). Scientists are alseshgating the potential for GMO strains that
might be utilized to remediate soils contaminatéith \Wweavy metals (Kotrba et al., 2011).

Finally, GMOs may play an important role in advamgcmedical technology through the

development of pharmaceutical drugs and vaccinagg& & Warzecha, 2012).
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Potential Risks of Genetically Modified Crops

Despite their many potential benefits, genetic eegiing and biotechnology are much
contested issues among both the scientific commanid the mainstream media. As yet, there is
no established consensus regarding the safety @ @&wdds or the propagation of genetically
engineered crops. However, a review of the scieriiérature in opposition to GMOs indicates
that cultivation of genetically modified crops mpagse serious risks to environmental, human,
social, and economic health.

The potential environmental risks posed by genkyiemgineered crops include the
following: declining levels of biodiversity (Heineann, 2009; Pleasants & Oberhauser, 2012);
loss of native seed stocks (Shiva et al., 201 tyemses in the application of chemical pesticides,
coupled with the compulsory use of environmentddynaging chemical fertilizers (Benbrook,
2012; Gurian-Sherman & Gurwick, 2009); the appeagasf new ‘superbugs’ and ‘superweeds’
that are resistant to pesticides and herbicidesqi@an, 2012; Benbrook, 2012); and transgenic
contamination of non-GE species (Altieri, 2005; tghann, 2009). The USDA is presently
considering the approval of new corn and soybeaieties with engineered resistance to the
hazardous herbicide, 2,4-D. If these new GMO crepsive approval, use of 2,4-D herbicide is
predicted to increase by up to 600% by the yea®Z02S. Department of Agriculture, 2013). In
addition to environmental concerns, exposure toues of the toxic chemical pesticides and
herbicides associated with the production of GMOses potential risks to human health
(Benachour & Seralini, 2008; Eriksson et al., 20B8&snier et al., 2009).

To date, few published studies have directly tettedsafety of GM foods for human
consumption. However, the results of what humadistuhave been conducted suggest that

genetically modified foods may pose human heattkstiA Canadian study detected significant
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levels of an insecticidal protein contained in GMcBops, circulating in the blood of pregnant
women and in the blood supply of their fetusesyels as in the blood of non-pregnant women
(Aris, & Leblanc, 2011). Another study detectectcés of genetically modified DNA in the
gastrointestinal bacteria of human subjects fed $6ybean meal; indicating that it may be
possible for transgenic material to persist amaggsdive flora (Netherwood et al., 2004). At
least two studies have demonstrated that GM fobicis iemmune responses among certain
human subjects; which suggests that such foodscanase new food allergies (Yum et al., 2005;
Nordlee et al., 1996). In 2000, when geneticallydrfied Bt corn known as StarLink was found
to have contaminated the U.S. food supply, at [R&gteople reported allergic reactions. At the
time, StarLink was approved for use as animal fagchot for human consumption (CDC,
2001). In 1989, the food supplement, L-tryptophahich is produced using GM bacteria was
found to be toxic after killing 37 people and penaatly disabling more than 1500 others
(Mayeno & Gleich, 1994; U.S. Congress, 1992; Skrtsk al., 1990).

Results of animal research suggests that laboratargmals fed GMOs may suffer toxic
and allergenic effects (Prescott et al., 2005; IBeet al., 2007; Trabalza-Marinucci et al.,
2008); enzyme function disturbances (Tudisco, 200@)an damage and dysfunction (Dugan et
al., 2003; Fares & El-Sayed, 1998; FDA, 2002; Hid&€93; Kili¢ & Akay, 2008; Malatesta et
al., 2008; Séralini et al., 2011; Vecchio et adQ2); as well as digestive, reproductive, and
immune system problems (Cyran et al., 2008; Finanebal., 2008; Trabalza-Marinucci et al.,
2008).

GMOs are frequently touted as a means of ‘feechegatorld’ and mitigating world
hunger, yet studies demonstrate that geneticalijneered crops do not produce higher yields

than their traditional counterparts (Gurian-Shern2009; U.S. Department of Agriculture,
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2002). Beyond failing to live up to such lofty expetions, GMOs may pose serious social risks;
rising costs associated with genetically enginesestls combined with frequent crop failure
may be contributing to rising suicide rates amaargiers in India (Ho, 2010; Malone, 2008). In
the United States, soybean seed prices have imtlégs325% since the introduction of GE
seed. Similar price hikes are evident among U.81 and cotton seeds. These increases
primarily stem from the per-trait “technology feg@emium assessed by GMO seed companies
for each GE “trait” within a seed line (Hubbard08). Rapidly increasing seed prices affect
farmers’ operating costs, as well as their groep anicome and net return per acre. According to
agricultural economist, Dr. Charles Benbrook:

If these GE seed price and income trends conttheegonsequences for farmers will be of
historic significance, as dollars once earned ataimed by farmers are transferred to the seed
industry (Benbrook, 2009, p. 4).

In recent decades, the consolidation of comme@MO seed firms has resulted in a
monopoly; presently three agrichemical firms—MorteaDuPont, and Syngenta control 53% of
the global seed market. As the world’s largest $epd Monsanto holds the patents of roughly
86% of GE seeds sold in the United States (Centdfdod Safety, 2013). Biotech companies
mandate that GMO farmers sign a ‘technology useeagent’, which stipulates that the farmer
cannot save the seeds produced from their GE haiNesonly does this contract effectively
force farmers to purchase new seeds for everyayole; it also grants the companies full access
to the farmers’ records held by third parties, sashhe U.S. government (Barker et al., 2013).
Farmers that are suspected of violating the tedygyalise agreement are often subject to
litigation. As of December 2012, the leading supiptif GMO seeds had filed 142 alleged seed
patent infringement lawsuits involving 410 farmarsl 56 small farm businesses in 27 states

(Center for Food Safety, 2012).
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Genetically engineered crops may pose additiorai@uic risks by way of declining
American agricultural exports. Upon the previouslgntioned discovery of GM StarLink corn
in US food products in 2000, the U.S. corn marketserienced considerable disruption
(Schmitz et al., 2005). American corn exports ha&en marginalized by the international
market as U.S. farmers are producing biotech vaséhat are not approved by the EU and
various other countries worldwide (U.S. General datting Office, 2001).

Collectively, these hypotheses and preliminaryifigd would seem to indicate a number
of potentially adverse effects of biotechnologywédwer, presently there is no definitive
determination as to the safety of GMOs. For theso&, many members of both the scientific
and political communities have recommended theiegupdn of the Precautionary Principle in
the regulation of genetically engineered organisms.

Precautionary Principle

The Precautionary Principle is commonly appliediszretionary decisions where there
is the possibility of harm resulting from a partexucourse of policyand scientific consensus is
lacking. While there is no precise definition oétRrinciple, scientific uncertainty and prospects
of irreversible damage are proposed as importamehts (Myhr & Traavik, 2002). The
Principle suggests a social responsibility to prbtiee public from exposure to harm when there
exists a plausible risk. Such protections can lzxeel only when there is scientific
determination that no harm will result. In the ca6&MOs, the argument has been made that
the corporate consolidation of the biotech indubtg restricted independent scientific research
on the subject; inhibiting public scientists frouifilling their mandated role on behalf of the
public good (Dalton, 2002; Pollack, 2009). Thistgeent was conveyed in a letter to the

Environmental Protection Agengy signed by 26 pramtruniversity scientists who expressed
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their collective alarm over the research restrigiposed by utility seed patents and industry
technology agreements (Pollack, 2009).
International and National Regulation of GMOs

Several dozen countries, including those in the lE&Ye created GMO-free zones that
ban the sale and sometimes the cultivation of G@al$. At least 27 countries worldwide,
including Switzerland, Australia, Austria, Chinadla, France, Germany, Hungary,
Luxembourg, Greece, Bulgaria, Poland, Italy, Mexeod Russia have banned GMOs entirely.
Additionally, approximately 60 countries have efislied labeling and safety-testing procedures
for GMOs (Cummins, 2014).

In the United States, the Environmental Protecigency (EPA); the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA); and the US Department of Agilture (USDA) are responsible for
ensuring the health and safety of GMOS. However sthucture of federal oversight is one that
allows the biotech industry to self-regulate (Bomg®009). Agricultural biotech companies are
required only to demonstrate that, apart from thedgenic trait(s) of a given variety, the GM
version shares an equivalent nutritional statutstoonventional counterpart. Once this is
demonstrated, the crop is said to be as safe amthventional variety, and it may be marketed
commercially. GM crops containing a pesticidal pmotlike Bt are subject to mandatory
allergenicity testing by the EPA. But for all otH@M traits, no premarket testing is required for
genetically engineered foods; and safety is detegthby manufacturer run field tests and
voluntary consultations with the FDA (Bratspies120Powell, 2004; Schmidt, 2005).

In March of 2013, the Consolidated and Further @aoimig Appropriations Act passed
the United States Senate and was signed into lakrésident Obama. Hidden in the bill was an

anonymously authored provision that would prote@.Wiotech companies from litigation in the
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event that GMO seeds turn out to be dangerousbillheommonly referred to as the “Monsanto
Protection Act”, remained in effect until its exgailon at the end of the fiscal year on September
30, 2013 (McLendon, 2013).

Close ties between U.S. regulatory agencies andusjness corporations are well-
documented; many key figures at the FDA in paréicuhave either held important positions at
Monsanto or vice versa. In fact, the FDA'’s curreabd Safety Czar is a former Monsanto
executive. This “revolving door” potentially undeimas the effectiveness of the government’s
ability to ensure food safety by presenting a donfif interests among policy makers (Ferrara,
1998; Hauter, 2012; Mattera, 2004). In the absehceore stringent federal regulation of
genetically engineered crops and foods, protegiirgic health and safety falls largely upon
state and local agencies. State initiatives tol I&id&O foods have recently received much media
attention; yet so far these initiatives have beegdly defeated, as industry opposition is fierce.

However, the potential for local land use regulated GMOs may be more promising.

The Research

Research Question and Goals

This study explores the motivations related toltizal regulation of agricultural biotechnology
through a civic agriculture perspective. For theppse of this study, the term ‘civic agriculture’
refers to a place-based approach to local probtdwing that provides a voice to all participants
of the food system by encouraging participatiotocal governance (The theoretical basis of this
definition will be discussed in greater detail ihapter 2.). The research seeks to answer the
following question:

What are the motivational factors that lead comtyumiembers to push for and adopt
county-level bans on the propagation of genetiqalbdified organisms?
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The purpose of this inquiry is twofold: to proviokormation about what various citizen
groups and local governments are doing to regglatetically engineered agriculture within
their communities through land use controls, anactmeve insight into the motivating factors
that lead citizens of rural agrarian counties tspa and enact local ordinances regulating
biotechnology. Results of this study include aeevbdf communities that have enacted land use
policies regulating GMOs; as well as a qualitatwvalysis of the motivational factors that led
two case study counties to both pursue and adoat ®&®MO regulations. It is my hope that this
research will serve as a helpful resource foreitsz activists, and communities interested in
creating or maintaining healthy and sustainablalléarm and food systems by enacting similar
anti-GMO land use controls. Furthermore, the redeuiill contribute to the growing body of
academic literature concerning food system planrgngtainable communities, and civic
participation in land use policy.

Hypothesis

It is hypothesized that rural, agrarian county-ldans on the propagation of genetically
modified organisms are primarily driven by concemglated to genetic drift and the cross-
contamination of genetically altered materials. ®specifically, actors are responding to the
perceived environmental, social, and economic thrémat cross-pollination poses to organic
farmers and others that produce non-geneticallynereged plants. From a civic agriculture
perspective, community members are collectivelingdb preserve the embedded local systems
of food and agricultural production.

Case Study Counties
I've chosen to examine ordinances at the countgl legcause, in most parts of the

United States, the majority of agricultural actmitccurs outside of the municipal limits. This
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unit of analysis encompasses a wide range of npadities and unincorporated places located
throughout a given county; thus, it allows for thelusion of a broader range of stakeholder
interests. Additionally, a county is more likelydontain a variety of farm sizes: from small
family farms to larger, incorporated operations: &lbthese reasons, | suspect that a county-
level focus might lend itself to concerns over srosntamination at a larger scale.

The decision was made to focus upon Mendocino Go@alifornia and Jackson
County, Oregon for several reasons. While the gesmtiffer in terms of population
demographics and agricultural specializations, #reysimilar in many respects. Both are rural
communities with longstanding histories of timbadagricultural production; both have strong
local organic farming networks, and both are centémwinegrape production (albeit Jackson to
a much lesser degree than Mendocino).

As the first jurisdiction in the United States twaet a local ban on the propagation of
GMOs, Mendocino County’s Measure H was a precedetitng achievement. The measure’s
passage in 2004 garnered national and internataiteition; as a result, there exists a
considerable amount of media coverage and a smadyl bf scholarly research on the subject,
from which | was fortunate to draw upon. At thesaitof this study, Jackson County had not yet
voted on its Measure 15-119. | followed the campaigsely over several months as |
conducted my preliminary data collection and analy#/hen the measure was approved in
May, 2014 | was able to conduct interviews with k&#fprmants while the campaign was still
very fresh in their minds. It is my hope that tbgtaposition of the earliest and most recent
instances of local biotechnology regulations widka for an interesting and insightful case

study analysis.
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Methodology

An inductive research framework was utilized teesethe two case study counties and
formulate a hypothesis. In order to gain insighe ithe motivations of communities that have
sought to regulate the propagation of geneticalbglifired organisms, | began with a review of
the relevant theory and literature concerning cagdculture and alternative agrifood
movements. This literature review informed my difom of the term civic agriculture and
prepared a basis for the assertion that citizenAiéidtives to enact local GMO ordinances are
manifestations of civic agriculture; thus providiagheoretical lens for approaching the
gualitative analysis of the research.

This step was followed by an analysis of the myrakiand county-level GMO
ordinances of nine American communities, whichva#ld for the selection of the case study
communities. Next, | conducted an intensive analgéithe ordinances that were passed by the
case studies of Mendocino and Jackson Counties.stép allowed for the preliminary
gathering, recording, and organizing of relevafdnmation that would comprise the qualitative
analysis portion of the research. The qualitativalysis of the two case studies utilized primary
and secondary sources, each of which are elabdoated.

Primary sources consist of structured telephorexvigws with key actors involved in the
passage of local GMO land use controls within ezde study jurisdiction. Preliminary
informants were identified through a review of sedary sources that included archived
campaign materials and media coverage of the andes accessed electronically via the World
Wide Web. Informants were initially contacted byopk or email. A purposive snowball
sampling approach was used to identify additioé&tptial key informants. Early interviewees

volunteered the names and sometimes the contactiafion of other stakeholders, who were
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then contacted for interviews. In order to capaueide range of perspectives on the local GMO
ordinances, informants from both the supporting @pglosing campaigns were contacted.

A total of thirteen structured telephone interviemere conducted with citizens, farmers,
scientists, and campaign consultants representtigdides of the issue in each case study
county. All were recorded for later transcriptiamdaanalysis. The interviews lasted between 30
and 60 minutes on average and followed a structintedview guide consisting of eleven
guestions. Once all interviews had been transcyitespponses were coded and categorized using
a constant comparative technique to group sinilamies and ideas that emerged.

Secondary sources consist of letters to the editber media coverage, scholarly
articles, campaign materials, and arguments includéhe ballot statements. These materials
were coded using the key themes that emerged fierartalysis of the primary sources, and the
same constant comparative methodology. A morelddtdiscussion of the emergent themes can
be found in Chapter 5.

Thesis Chapters

Chapter 2 reviews the relevant theory and liteeattlamcerning civic agriculture and
alternative agrifood movements. Chapter 3 presamtnalysis of the local legislative efforts to
ban GMOs in nine American communities. Chapteres@nts a more detailed analysis of the
ordinances that were passed by the case studMserafocino and Jackson Counties. Chapter 5
presents the research findings concerning the oty factors behind the citizen-led initiatives
of each of the two case study communities. Chapthiscusses the findings and conclusions of

the research, describes the implications, and gesviecommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

We have alternatives that protect the Earth, ptatecfarmers, and protect our health and
nutrition. To occupy the food system means simelbasly resisting corporate control and
building sustainable and just alternatives, fromdbed to the table. One seed at a time, one farm
at a time, one meal at a time — we must break babiporate food dictatorship and create a
vibrant and robust food democracy (Shiva, 2012a.pH2).

This chapter provides a review of the relevant themd literature concerning agriculture
and alternative agrifood movements. This literatergew informed my definition of the term
civic agriculture and supports the assertion titeten-led initiatives to enact local-level GMO
regulations are manifestations of civic agricultilewever, before discussing these concepts, it
is first necessary to briefly explore the existdamninant agricultural paradigm to which they are

responding.

The Industrial Agriculture Paradigm

The twentieth century brought a number of majoftsim the way that food is produced
and consumed in the United States. Up until the 18id0s, food systems were generally based
upon local economies and many families grew mudhef own food in home gardens. In the
years following World War Il, American agricultubegan transitioning to a more industrialized
mode of production. The term ‘industrial agricuucommonly refers to the large-scale,
corporate-run, export-oriented production of morteas. The existing dominant industrial
agricultural paradigm is characterized by its erobraf the modern trends of mechanization,

specialization, globalization, corporate consolmiatand commodity-focused policies. Today’s
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farms are larger in scale; more reliant upon chaha@nd petroleum inputs; less diversified, in
terms of agricultural production; and less dependgon farm labor (Jackson, 2008; Paarlberg
and Paarlberg, 2000; Berry, 1977). The industriatieh of food production, along with changing
patterns in food consumption, cheap transportatosts, and heavily subsidized infrastructure
allows agricultural production to take place famfrthe most densely populated areas (Jackson,
2008). As a result, most food now travels an avedd,000 miles from farm to plate (Weber &
Matthews, 2008).

The dominant paradigm has been linked to the dedfrural communities, widespread
environmental degradation, and a populace thacigasingly disconnected from the ecological
and traditional social processes of agriculturadpiction (Lyson, 2002; Hauter, 2012; Jackson,
2008; Pollan, 2006; Berry, 1977). Industrial agitexe’s myopic focus upon production and
efficiency fails to take into account the interestsmall farmers and rural communities (Lyson,
2002). Technological advances such as the trantbother mechanized methods of agricultural
production have reduced the need for human farorjas a result, the populations of farming
communities have declined dramatically (Kirschenm&003; Carr & Kefalas, 2009). The
consolidation of small and medium-sized farms latger, more mechanized operations has
further exacerbated the plight of many agriculte@hmunities. Studies have found depressed
median family incomes, high poverty rates, low ediomal attainment, and social and economic
inequalities between ethnic groups are all assetiaith land and capital concentration in
agriculture (USCOTA, 1989). Moreover, conventiofsamers have become increasingly
dependent upon costly inputs such as chemicalifers, seeds, pesticides, and growth

promoting antibiotics for livestock (Gottlieb, 2002/son, 2004).
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Industrial agriculture contributes to environmemtagradation through the pollution of
waterways and the creation of dead zones in thenscéoss of global biodiversity, the release of
toxins in food chains, increased use of chemicslipdes and fertilizers, and a singular reliance
upon fossil fuels which contributes to global wanmin the form of carbon emissions (Horrigan
et al., 2002; Tilman et al., 2002; Diaz and Rosegh2008; Marks et al., 2010; Foley et al.,
2011; Lynch et al., 2011; Heinberg, 2011; Rosd8062. Moreover, industrial agricultural
methods exploit soils and aquifers at rates thabdigpace the time that is takes for these
resources to be replenished naturally (Lal, 20@gtimeier and Duffy, 2005, Montgomery,
2007; Gordon et al., 2008). Currently, industrigdieulture accounts for 40% of global
greenhouse gas emissions, 75% of global biodiydimsses, and consumes 70% of the world’s
water supply (Shiva, 2012).

The industrial agriculture paradigm is widely aitied for concentrating power in the
hands of agribusiness corporations (Lyson, 2002tét2012; Jackson, 2008; Shiva, 2012). The
widespread trend of vertical integration strategi@hin agriculture and the food system allows
large conglomerates to control nearly every aspkttte industry: from inputs like seeds,
fertilizer, and pesticides; to post-production sgguch as processing, packaging, storage, and
marketing (Gottlieb, 2001; Hendrickson & Heffern2002). In fact, just twenty corporations
produce the majority of food in the United State®] four major food chains control more than
half of all grocery stores (Hauter, 2012).

While the industrial food system currently produoese than enough calories to feed
the population, more than 17.2 million U.S. houséstare food insecure; that's a rate of
approximately 1 in 7 (Welch & Graham, 1999; ColerJansen, 2011). This paradox is

primarily a problem of distribution rather than guztion (IAAKSTD, 2009; Rosset, 2006).
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Additional human health impacts connected to indalsagriculture include rising rates of
obesity, diabetes, heart disease, and various otimglitions resulting from poor nutrition; all of
which are associated with the consumption of preeg$oods and diets that are high in animal
fats (Pollan, 2006; Nestle, 2003; Walker et alQ20

These negative social, environmental, and humalthheeernalities are seldom reflected
in the economic costs paid by agricultural prods@@rthe market prices of food products
(Walker et al., 2005). Some scholars contend thatexternalization is rooted in the industrial
agriculture paradigm’s conception of nature as sbing to be dominated, and its proffered
notion that humanity exists apart from natural eyst (Allen, 2004). Fortunately, a number of
alternative agricultural movements have emergadsponse to the dominant paradigm. These
include sustainable agriculture, organics, loc#lra urban and peri-urban agriculture, and
various food democracy and food sovereignty inite, among others (Beus & Dunlap, 1990;
Kremen et al., 2012; Allen, 2004; DeLind, 2006; @adrger, 2011; Lovell, 2010; Colasanti et
al., 2012; Chung, Kirkby, et al., 2005; Lyson 20Bagdonis & Hinrichs, 2009; Lyson &
Guptill, 2004; Macias, 2008; Dahlberg, 2001; Sh@]2; Hassanein, 2003; Rossett, 2006). In
contrast to the industrial agriculture model, al&give agrifood systems regard humanity as a
part of nature and encourage cooperation witheratran domination over, natural systems.
Moreover, alternative agrifood systems often emizieasterdisciplinary research and holistic
approaches to agricultural production (Allen, 200Many of these alternative paradigms are

rooted in the concept of civic agriculture.
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Civic Agriculture

Tom Lyson (2005) uses the term ‘civic agricultux@tefer to the “embedding of local
agricultural and food production in the communigiy/son, 2005 p. 92). Lyson describes the
inherently local nature of civic agriculture asaganized system of agricultural production
comprised of networks of producers that are boogdther by place. Lyson maintains that civic
agriculture is fundamentally about community probleolving. Viewed through the lens of civic
agriculture, local change occurs when engagedeaisizvork collectively to solve those problems
faced by their community. While civic agriculturabvements can vary in terms of structure and
scale, they share in common a focus upon “locablpro-solving activities organized around
food and agriculture”, as well as a “shared resiility for the common good that drives the
civic community” (Lyson, 2004 p. 103). From a ciwgriculture perspective, change is
generated by social movements involving networkiecdl producers and consumers.

Lyson and Guptill (2004) draw distinctions betweganc agriculture and the dominant
industrial agricultural paradigm. While industragriculture calls for an increasingly global and
corporate-controlled food system, civic agricultigenore intimately linked to local or regional
markets that more directly connect producers amgdwmers. Industrial agriculture is
characterized by larger farms and is driven by goébroductivity and efficiency. In contrast,
civic agriculture is characterized by small- anddmen-sized agricultural operations that are
seeking alternative strategies to maintain econamatuility. The authors contend that unlike the
prescriptive approach of the industrial model, c&griculture is sensitive to the social and
demographic variables that are unique to a pagracdommunity. Lyson (2004) suggests that

unlike the industrial agriculture paradigm, whishprimarily oriented towards economic
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globalization and corporatization; a civic agricué approach focuses upon establishing,
maintaining, and strengthening local economic syste

Civic agriculture, as originally defined by Lysdogcuses primarily upon agricultural
producers and food processors; however, in reaarsythe term has been expanded to include
virtually all stakeholders in the food system. Ded.(2002) describes civic agriculture as a
legitimizing force in the development of alternasvto the dominant industrial agriculture
paradigm. She explains that as a conceptual to®lerm has the power to focus public attention
on critical issues within the agricultural systdvtoreover, she contends that the inherently local,
grassroots nature of civic agriculture allows fog shift from a strictly prescriptive focus on
production and economic efficiency to one that edib®the ecological and socioeconomic
issues that are uniquely relevant to a particudanrmaunity.

However, DeLind expresses concern over civic agtioels keen focus upon creating
economic infrastructure and market interaction® &lgues that this approach places the burden
of righting agricultural wrongs in the hands of gucers, and fails to adequately address the
need for collective public action on the part ohsomers. While DeLind acknowledges that
agricultural production is a key component of ciagriculture; she contends that a broader
definition of civic agriculture is needed. Suchedinition would encompass the economic,
social, and political considerations of a commuaityl provide a more effective vehicle for
promoting citizenship and environmentalism.

Along the same lines, Hinrichs and Barham (200 ntexd that the key to transformative
agricultural change is a comprehensive, integrimdework that incorporates various
disciplines and sectors and encourages the patiicipof a broad range of stakeholders. Chung

et al. (2005) expand upon the notion of civic agitice as a mechanism for public change by
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exploring the concept of public space as it reltdgsublic work and the creation of a more
participatory agriculture. The authors contrast taee studies; a publicly funded, nonprofit
community garden, and a for-profit privately owredhard enterprise. Their findings suggest
that civic agriculture is a flexible concept thanahrive in a variety of different types of spaces
and that location and profit status of an agricaltendeavor matters little, provided that a

culture of collective engagement is present.

Agrifood System Alternatives

Civic agriculture’s emphasis upon place-based swistto agricultural issues lends itself
well to the discourse on local food systems andtbader set of “agrifood system alternatives”
which aim to counteract the disempowering, oftestrdetive forces of the dominant industrial
agriculture paradigm (Allen, 2004). Allen argueattivhile researchers and activists have
recently expanded the scope of sustainable agireuilbitiatives to include related social issues,
the discourse is still primarily dominated by thaural sciences, which she contends takes an
abstract and overly reductionist approach to s@eahents of agriculture.

Allen echoes DeLind’s concern that while many aléive local movements have begun
to embrace a more socio-ecological framework, grgral focus upon farmers as the primary
component of the agrifood system fails to acknogéethe need for broader social and political
change. Allen contends that the success of civic@ture and alternative agrifood movements
depends upon their ability negotiate and constih @xisting institutions and organizations that
are embedded in the dominant structure (Allen, 2004 this end, she suggests an approach that
combines top-down, policy changes with bottom-upsgroots changes in consumer behavior

and local food systems initiatives. Like Lyson artlers, Allen emphasizes the importance of
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“articulating a unified vision” that embodies lo@riculture and encourages broad civic
participation within such efforts (Allen, 2004 p(2211).

Dahlberg (2001) argues the need for a re-concepétian of the industrial and
economic ideologies that support and encouragddh@nant industrial agriculture paradigm.
He suggests that the reforms needed to re-estatdisiocratic responsibility in society and those
needed to democratize the food system are paaaitereinforcing. He calls for an exploration of
the linkages and potential synergies between thad®alms in order to develop new values,
images, metaphors and cosmologies that increasivi@isity of ecosystems, physical
structures, cultures, and institutions and recagtiizm as sub-systems of a larger
natural/social/built environment.

Hassanein (2003) proposes a participatory apprtmaatidressing the problems inherent
to the current agrifood system through collectiaetigipation in ‘food democracy’, which she
defines as “citizens having the power to deternaip®-food policies and practices locally,
regionally, nationally, and globally” (Hassaneif03 p.70). Food democracy is a means of
exposing and challenging the anti-democratic fothascurrently control the industrial food
system, and broadening participation and understgnd alternative agrifood systems. Food
democracy allows participants to step outside thdiging roles of “consumer”, “producer”, or
“worker” and creates new spaces for interactionlarmvledge sharing between diverse social
groups.

Rosset (2006) writes of the ‘food sovereignty’ mhgan that has recently emerged from
the larger conversation of food democracy. Fooadsagnty stands in marked contrast to the
prescriptive, neoliberal forces that seek to undeenood security through the systematic

deregulation of international agricultural markétsod sovereignty is embodied by the work of
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La Via Campesina, the global peasant movement,hngdeeks to restructure food production and
consumption at the local, national, and internatid@vels in a way that is supportive to the
needs of the peasant and family farm sectors. BaCAmpesina challenges the dominant
industrial agrifood system with an approach thabated in agroecological principles, local

cultural practices, and traditional agrarian syst@iknowledge.

Conclusion

This review of the theory and literature surrouigdtivic agriculture and agrifood system
alternatives sheds some insight into the variond nd agricultural movements that have
emerged in opposition to the dominant industriaicadtural forces that characterize the current
regime. A primary theme among these movementsisttited need to reevaluate the industrial
agriculture paradigm at the local, institutionadddarger structural levels through collective
citizen participation. As a group, these various/ements are bound together by their mutual
focus upon place-based solutions that addresssisguecal importance through a process of
community engagement, and (at least in part) abwtip, grassroots approach to change. Each
movement provides a participatory framework foilfating local problem solving by calling
attention to the issues inherent in the dominardagigm, educating the public, inviting citizens
to reconnect with the food system, and fosterirgnemic opportunities for agricultural
producers.

The theories of sustainable agriculture, food deamg and food sovereignty can all be
linked to the discussion of civic agriculture argtitnpod system alternatives. Of course, these are
not the only bodies of thought that may apply; #ddal theories might include community

development theory, localism, politics of placepamic sociology, sustainable economics, and
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social network theory, among many others. Howewer concepts discussed in this chapter can
be seen to encompass civic agriculture’s primagyntts of community tied to place, sustainable
agriculture, collective community problem solvimgeserving locally embedded agricultural
production, and supporting embedded social netwdike emphasis on locally embedded
agricultural production and social networks underss the imperative that civic agriculture
initiatives consider not just the economic aspdmis$ also the political, environmental, ethical,
sociocultural elements of the food system.

While the civic agriculture paradigm is predicatedlocal agriculture, it is flexible
enough to be applied and adapted at various s@ale@aunicipal, county, regional, and state
levels) in both public and private settings, aneérids itself well to multi-disciplinary
approaches to transforming the food system. Therentt elasticity of the term accommodates
the many variations of the concept of civic agticté evinced by the related theory and
literature. My thesis research therefore place<itiwen-led initiatives to regulate GMOs in rural
agrarian counties within the framework of civiciagiture, which for the purpose of this study is
conceptualized as a place-based approach to laalallepn solving that provides a voice to all

participants of the food system by encouragingi@ggtion in local governance.
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CHAPTER 3. LOCAL LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS

Our victory in Mendocino County is simply the cakdlfor counties all over the nation to protect
their agriculture, food system and local economy.afount of money can replace the love and
commitment of people who care passionately ab@upliice they live. This is a turning point in
the corporate domination of the food system aretkiming of responsibility for agriculture at a
local level (Doug Mosel, GMO Free Mendocino carmgpatoordinator, gtd. In Hedges, 2004,
para. 2).

From the perspective of civic agriculture, the laegulation of agricultural
biotechnology represents an effort to preservecaljural systems and markets that are unique to
a given community. Presently, nine districts thiomgt the United States have enacted land use
legislation banning genetically modified organisiausd least 19 other districts have enacted
ordinances restricting the use of GMOs (Organicgbamers Association, 2013). Many more
towns and cities throughout the country have passeebinding resolutions and declarations
concerning biotechnology, and several states hassgal legislation regulating specific species
or varieties of genetically engineered plants amdals.

While the European Union has been a ‘GMO-free zeimee 1998, the first American
anti-GMO ordinance was not enacted until 2004. Tdmsimark legislation created a “ripple
effect” manifested by the subsequent adoptionroflar ordinances in three separate
jurisdictions that same year, as well as anotlver drdinances enacted over the next decade
(Pechlaner, 2012). What caused this sudden stdiigead GMO bans? Chapter 1 provided a
broad overview of the potential benefits and rigksed by genetic modification, but to answer
this question it is necessary to turn to the simadly of scholarly articles that have explored the

subnational regulation of GMOs. Powell (2004) engites global consumer resistance to GE
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technology as the impetus for these measures,@artdrads that local anti-GMO bans emerge in
direct response to the “lack of sufficient fedeegjulation of genetically engineered crops and
foods” (Powell, 2004 p.4).

Pechlaner (2012), Walsh-Dilley (2009), and Mey&(0@2) present similar explanations in
their analyses. Pechlaner argues that the burggdwgal anti-GMO movements are “emerging
in direct opposition to the national pro-biotectowyt development drive” (Pechlaner, 2012 p.
445), and suggests that local GMO regulations tia@gotential to “trickle up” to influence the
pro-biotechnology paradigm that exists at highgele of state and federal government. Walsh-
Dilley cites public distrust for the federal goverant’s ability to regulate the safety of GMO
foods as well as “doubt over the biotechnology stdus ability to make decisions in the interest
of the general public” as contributing factorsdodl efforts to regulate GMOs (Walsh-Dilley,
2009 p. 99).

Meyer suggests that the wave of local GMO bansnoégg in 2004 was largely
influenced by concerns over the safety of GE teldgywexpressed by members of the scientific
community. | would like to expand upon these pra@absxplanations by adding that the public
persecution of several scientific researchers whadnly spoke out in opposition to
biotechnology, both on the part of the industrglites well as several prominent academic
institutions largely funded by the biotech industmas likely another contributing factor. Also,
increasing public attention focused on the alleggeb patent infringement lawsuits involving
farmers like Percy Schmeiser were likely at leastiglly responsible for the uptick in local
biotechnology legislation.

This analysis focuses upon jurisdictions that haagsed binding ordinances banning the

propagation of genetically modified organisms wittheir respective political boundaries. These
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jurisdictions are listed in chronological ordersbd on date of ordinance adoption. The analysis
is constructed based on a review of more than 60rdents, including the texts of the
ordinancesnewspapers and other media coverage, press refeasesommunity action groups,
and scholarly articleIhe review provides a summary of each ordinan@ding statements

of purpose and findings; a brief description of digeicultural production within the jurisdiction;
and a description of the arguments in support g@mbsition to the ordinance. See Table 1 for an

overview of the jurisdictions and ordinances inelddn this chapter.



Table 1. Municipal- and County-level GMO Ordinances

Title of Ordinance Location Date of Purpose/Findings Object of Regulation | Actors Reguked | Consequences,
Adoption Penalties, Restitution

Prohibition of the Mendocino March 2, To protect agricultural Prohibits the Any person, firm, | Confiscation and

Propagation, County, CA 2004 industry, natural propagation, or corporation in | destruction of any

Cultivation, and environment, the private | cultivation, raising, or | violation of the organisms that are

Growing of Genetically property rights of citizens| growing of GMOs ordinance found to be in

Modified Organisms in and the health and safety| within the County violation; and

Mendocino County of people monetary penalties

(Measure H, codified in

Chapter 10A.15 of

Mendocino County

Code)

Trinity Genetically Trinity County, | August 3, | To protect agricultural Prohibits the Any individual, Confiscation of any

Engineered Organisms| CA 2004 industry, natural propagation, partnership, organisms that are

Ordinance [Ord. No. environment, the private | cultivation, raising, or | corporation, or found to be in

1284 § 1, 2004] property rights of citizens,| growing of GMOs organization in violation;

and the health and safety| within the County violation of the misdemeanor charges
of people ordinance civil liability for

damages; costs of
administration and
abatement

Prohibition of Growing | MarinC, CA November | To protect agricultural Prohibits the Any individual, Confiscation,

of Genetically Modified 2, 2004 industry, natural propagation, partnership, destruction or

Organisms
(Unnumbered
ordinance, codified in
Chapter 6.92 of Marin
County Code)

environment, the private
property rights of citizens,
and the health and safety
of people

cultivation, raising, or
growing of GMOs
within the County

corporation, or
organization in
violation of the
ordinance

quarantine of any
organisms that are
found to be in
violation; costs of
administration and
abatement

62



Table 1. Municipal- and County-level GMO Ordinancescontinued

Title of Ordinance Location Date of Purpose/Findings Object of Regulation | Actors Reguked | Consequences,
Adoption Penalties, Restitution

City of Arcata Arcata, CA Effective To protect agricultural Prohibits the sale, Any individual, Civil infraction for the

Genetically Engineered December | industry, natural distribution, partnership, first offense,

Organisms Ordinance 17, 2004 environment, the private | propagation, corporation, or misdemeanor charges

(Ord. 1350, codified as property rights of citizens,| cultivation, raising or | organization in for any additional

Chapter 10.5 of Arcata and the health and safety| growing of GMO seeds violation of the offense in the same

Municipal Code) of people or crops within the ordinance year; costs of

City administration and
abatement

Genetically Modified Point Arena, May 24, To uphold the public Prohibits the sale, Any person, Civil infraction for the

Organisms Ordinance | CA 2005 health, safety and welfare| distribution, partnership, first offense,

[Ord. 193 § 1, 2005] of the citizens and to propagation, corporation, firm | misdemeanor charges
prevent agricultural and | cultivation, raising or | or organization in | for any additional
environmental growing of GMO violation of the offense in the same
contamination from seeds, whole plants, or ordinance year; costs of
transgenic, GMOs crops administration and

abatement

Town of Montville Montville, ME | March 27, | To ensure the right of Prohibits the Any person, The Code Enforcemen

Genetically Modified 2006 residents to equitable access production of GMOs | partnership, Officer is shall

Organisms Ordinance
[Unnumbered
ordinance]

to life-giving seed; to protect
native plants and trees from
cross-contamination by GM
plants and to protect garden
varieties bred using
traditional plant propagation
methods from GE or GM
organisms; to protect the
health of inhabitants by
ensuring they are confident g
the integrity of the plants the
grow and eat; and to defend
the economy of the farmers,
gardeners, and foresters

< =

within the Town

corporation, firm
or organization in
violation of the
ordinance

exercise such powers
as are legal and
necessary to carry out
and effectuate the
ordinance

—

o€



Table 1. Municipal- and County-level GMO Ordinancescontinued

Title of Ordinance Location Date of Purpose/Findings Object of Regulation | Actors Reguked | Consequences,
Adoption Penalties, Restitution
Santa Cruz Genetically| Santa Cruz June 20, To ensure public health | Prohibits the Any individual, Removal of genetically
Engineered Crop County, CA 2006 and environmental safety, propagation, firm, partnership, | engineered organisms
Moratorium [Ord. 4830 to preserve farmer or cultivation, raising, or | trust, corporation, | and restoration and
8 1, 2006] gardener choice in growing of GMOs company, estate, | clean up of the
purchasing non-GMO within the County public or private | environment; fines of
seeds and plants, and to institution, not more than $1,000;
prevent genetically association, and/or imprisonment
engineered contamination organization or in the County jail of
of nongenetically group in violation | the County of a term
engineered crops, plants, of the ordinance | not exceeding six
insects, domesticated months, costs of
animals, wildlife and administration and
wildlands abatement
Ordinance Prohibiting | San Juan November | To protect agricultural Prohibits the Any person or Confiscation,
Growing Genetically County, WA 27,2012 industry, natural propagation, entity in violation | destruction or
Modified Organisms in environment, the private | cultivation, raising, or | of the ordinance | quarantine; costs of
San Juan County property rights of citizens,| growing of GMOs any applicable
(Initiative Measure No. and the health, safety and within the County enforcement actions
2012-4, codified as welfare of people including nuisance
Chapter 8.26 of San abatement orders and
Juan County Code) penalties
The Genetically Jackson Ballot To protect the health, Prohibits the Any individual, Confiscation or
Modified Food County, OR Measure safety, and welfare of propagation, partnership, destruction of
Ordinance (Ballot received citizens; and to protect the cultivation, raising or | corporation, or organisms; applicable
Measure 15-119, and filed economic security and growing of genetically | organization in nuisance enforcement
codified as Chapter 63% on August | commercial value of engineered plants violation of the actions and penalties
of Jackson County 8, 2012 agricultural enterprises within the County ordinance

Code)

whose products stand to
damaged or diminished in
value due to genetic
contamination by GMO
crops

e

T€
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Like so many movements, it began in California...

California is estimated to be the fifth largestemmy in the world; with an extremely
diversified and productive agricultural sector coisgd of 350 commaodities (Heath, 2004;
California Department of Food and Agriculture, 2DX3alifornia is the leading state in cash
farm receipts, representing 11% of the US totakr@ne-third of the country’s vegetables and
nearly two-thirds of the country’s fruits and nate produced in California (California
Department of Food and Agriculture, 2013). Whenfits® GMO ordinance was enacted in
2004, less than 1% of crop agriculture in Califamias genetically modified (Heath, 2004).
California is also the top state for organic agtime and is known for its uniquely progressive
legislation (Pechlaner, 2012). The California Cansbn includes a citizen'’s initiative
mechanism that empowers local communities to paeances within their limits, provided
that they are not in conflict with state law (Polw2004). To date, four counties and two
municipalities in California have enacted localineshces regulating biotechnology.Several
more counties within the state have attempted $s pamilar ordinances, without success
(Organic Consumers Association, 2013). Table 2 tis¢ California county anti-GMO ballot
initiatives that failed.

Table 2. California Counties that Failed to Pass
Local GMO Ordinances

Percent Voted:
County Yes No Year
Butte 39% 61% 2004
Humboldt 35% 65% 2004
San Luis Obispo 41% 58% 2004
Sonoma 44% 56% 2005

Data from the Organic Consumers Association (2013).
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Mendocino County, California

In March 2004, Mendocino County, California becaimeefirst jurisdiction in the United
States to pass a local ordinance banning the patipagof genetically modified organisms. The
ordinance, Measure H, is officially titled “Prohtioin of the Propagation, Cultivation, and
Growing of Genetically Modified Organisms in Menduz County”. As this name implies, the
ordinance effectively makes it unlawful to propagaultivate, raise, or grow GMOs within the
County (Prohibition of the Propagation, Cultivati@md Growing of Genetically Modified
Organisms in Mendocino Countydinance [2004]). Measure H does not regulategealy
modified bacteria or byproducts; nor does it retputhe sale or labeling of GM food and
livestock feed within the County. The ordinancéhis result of an intense campaign waged in
the rural winegrowing community, throughout whiclon@ money was spent than on any single
ballot measure in the history of the County. Mendo€ounty’s Measure H will be discussed in
greater detail in Chapter 4 of this thesis as drie/@ county case studies.
Trinity County, California

In August 2004, the Trinity County, California Bdawf Supervisors approved a county-
wide ban on genetically engineered crops and asiimah vote of 3-1 (Elias, 2004). The
Community Environmental Legal Defense Fund of Pgivasiia (CELDF), a non-profit public
interest law firm, provided legal assistance angdgeto draft the “Trinity County Genetically
Engineered Organisms” ordinance (Vogel, 2004). dildknance establishes that the propagation,
cultivation, raising, and growing of geneticallyggmeered organisms is unlawful, and that any
such activities constitute a public nuisance. Titgnance enumerates the following findings:

It is necessary, in the County, to protect our@gtiral industry, our natural environment, the
private property rights of our citizens, and thaltteand safety of our people by restricting the
introduction into our County of genetically enginegk crops, livestock and other organisms.
Genetically engineered life forms and productsbaiag developed with precipitous speed, and
have been introduced into the marketplace bef@@dtential risks and long-term effects of
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these products have been studied. Many companiefoegign markets do not accept genetically
engineered food products, so the danger of constimmand thereby reducing the value of
neighboring crops by genetically engineered cropates a serious economic threat to farmers
and ranchers. The impact on our natural environinent genetically engineered organisms and
contamination from such is unpredictable, ultimataicontrollable, and has received little study
(Trinity County Genetically Engineered Organismsli@ance [Ord. No. 1284, § 1, 8-3-04]).

The ordinance does not regulate the sale of foodgaming GMO ingredients. The ordinance
designates the County Agricultural Commissionahasauthority to enforce the provisions of
the measure, subject to the existing County nusabatement penalties and procedures. The
ordinance establishes that persons in violatiath@rdinance shall be civilly liable for damages
up to $5,000 per day.

Located in rural northern California and sharingpader with Mendocino County to the
south, Trinity County has a population of 13,776ading to the most recent decennial census
(U.S. Census, 2010). While the ordinance makesrnitsdemeanor to grow or raise genetically
engineered plants and animals, it is consideraggely symbolic gesture, since 95% of the
county is federal land and does not fall underjanisdiction of the ordinance (Meadows, 2004).
Furthermore, the county ranked 51 of 58 countidgsiims of agricultural output in 2002; with
timber accounting for nearly all the agriculturatenue in the county (Trinity County Farm
Bureau, 2012).

The ordinance is the result of citizen-led effactsobby the Trinity County Board of
Supervisors (Pechlaner, 2011). Supporters of thmance voiced concern over the potential
impact of cross-contamination upon the county’slbman-GMO farming industry; as well as
fears that genetically engineered salmon mightdayebreed with the conventional steelheads in
the Trinity River. The ordinance was supported liy@ad spectrum of Trinity residents, which
included: farmers, business owners, home gardemarseries, social workers, students, clergy,

teachers, government employees, and investmenpuen and health professionals. One local
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farmer and ban proponent was quoted as sayingaifeaote follows 25 years of tradition in
Trinity County, regarding the passage of commorssendinances that protect the wellbeing of
local citizens." (Organic Consumers Association/Bemocracy, 2004). Opposition came
primarily from the Biotechnology Industry Organiet, a Washington, D.C.-based trade group,
which argued that local measure was confusing andter to federal regulations (Elias, 2004).
Marin County, California

In November 2004, residents of Marin County, Cafifa voted to approve Measure B, a
local ballot initiative banning the propagation@fOs. The initiative was passed into law with
a 61% vote of support (Heath, 2004). The resulbirtgnance, titled the “Prohibition of Growing
of Genetically Modified Organisms”, proclaims tlilitis unlawful for any person or entity to
propagate, cultivate, raise, or grow geneticallydified organisms in Marin County, and any act
in violation of this provision is declared to cahgie a public nuisance” (Prohibition of Growing
of Genetically Modified Organisms ordinance, [2004]he text of the ordinance closely
resembles that of the Trinity County GeneticallygEreered Organisms ordinance.

The stated purpose of the ordinance is to proggat@dtural industry, natural
environment, the private property rights of citigeand the health, safety and welfare of
residents. The ordinance cites several findingh@basis for its passage. These findings include
the speed at which genetically modified life foramsl products are developed and the lack of
available knowledge of the potential risks and kbegn health and environmental effects of
GMOs, the risks of cross-pollination of neighbororgps by genetically engineered organisms
which might reduce the value of non-GMO agricullymaducts, and elements of the 2004

Marin Countywide plan supporting sustainable agdtica.
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The ordinance grants the Marin County Agricult@aimmissioner the authority to
enforce the ordinance, subject to the exiting cpannisance abatement penalties and procedures.
The ordinance does not restrict the production ids for medical use or research, provided
that they are physically contained within a labonatsetting; nor does it restrict the sale of
products containing GMOs. The ordinance does nytaefine for violation of the provision;
however it does establish that the violator bearctbst of its enforcement (Prohibition of
Growing of Genetically Modified Organisms ordinanf2004]).

Marin County is a coastal community located immedyanorth of the San Francisco
Bay, and the county is known for its dairy and eigdarming (Powell, 2004). According to the
most recent decennial census, Marin County’s padjounlas 252,409 (U.S. Census, 2010).
Agriculture contributes over $80 million annualtyMarin County’s economy, and the primary
agricultural industries are dairy and livestock (MaCounty Farm Bureau, 2012). At the time of
the ordinance’s passage, no genetically modifiepxiere being produced in Marin. As
indicated by the ordinance’s text, one impetugtfiermeasure was to protect against future
propagation of genetically engineered plants thighijeopardize local agriculture through
cross-contamination.

Support for Measure B was primarily generated by@~ree Marin, whose members
collected over 13,000 signatures in order to quahé initiative for placement on the November
2004 ballot (Powell, 2004). GMO-Free Marin was asgroots organization endorsed by a
number of residents, community leaders, local mssas, and community organizations (GMO-
Free Marin 2004). Prominent supporters includediiM@ounty's U.S. Representative Lynn
Woolsey, the Marin County Board of Supervisors,$nera Club, and numerous local farmers

and ranchers (Heath, 2004). Opposition to the artia included representatives of numerous
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biotechnology and pharmaceutical corporations,thagresident of the Marin County Farm
Bureau. Those opposing the ordinance presentddltbeing arguments: the ban contradicts
scientific data supporting the safety of biotecloggt biotechnology can reduce dependence on
chemical pesticides; the ban contradicts the césistated support of sustainable, technology-
based industries, and the ban could potentially @éizens future innovations in healthcare or
agriculture (League of Women Voters of CaliforniduEation Fund, 2004).

City of Arcata, California

In November 2004, the city of Arcata, Californiachme the first municipality in the
United States to pass a binding ordinance banhi@agtopagation of genetically modified
organisms. The ordinance titled “City of Arcata @&cally Engineered Organisms Ordinance”
was approved by the City Council by a unanimoug \{bliorner, 2004). The ordinance
establishes that “The propagation, cultivationsirag, and growing of genetically engineered
crops in the City of Arcata constitutes a publicsance, and shall not be deemed legitimate
agricultural operations.” (City of Arcata GenetigaEngineered Organisms Ordinance [2004]).
The ordinance is based on the Trinity County Gea#yi Engineered Organisms ordinance; and
like Trinity County, Arcata received assistancarir@ELDF in drafting the ordinance (Vogel,
2004). As a result, the text of the Arcata ordireabears marked similarities to the Trinity
County ordinance, as well as the Marin County cadae.

The Purpose and Findings section of the ordinareaearly identical to those of the
Trinity Ordinance, but for two additional itemsetRity of Arcata ordinance mentions the
potential for the development of pesticide and iogalb resistance posed by GMO crops, and
states that it is impossible for farmers of geradtycengineered seeds to control pollen from

GMO crops and prevent contamination; the ordinalues not restrict the sale of foods
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containing GMO ingredients, and exempts medicalagrccultural research uses, provided that
they are physically contained within a laborataetting. The ordinance authorizes the Director
of Environmental Services to administer the measueecordance with the existing nuisance
procedures (City of Arcata Genetically Engineeredadisms Ordinance [2004]).

Arcata is a coastal community, located 275 mileshnhof San Francisco; with a
population of about 17,231 people (U.S. CensusQR®rcata is home to both redwood forests
and Humboldt State University. The city maintain30D acres of community forest which is
often used to demonstrate sustainable forestry amaagt techniques (Compton, 2013). While
logging and marijuana cultivation are the two pmiynaatural resource industries, Arcata’s
General Plan features policies to encourage atui@llproduction within the city (City of
Arcata General Plan, 2000). The City is widely had for its progressive environmental
planning practices (Compton, 2013).

The ordinance appears to have been widely suppbyteesidents, although little
information could be found regarding the backgreuadd positions of the individuals that were
in support of the ban. At the first City Council etieg that the ban was discussed, the city’s
Open Space-Agriculture Committee recommended kigaissue remain open for public
comment before the council made a decision, butmeocame forward in opposition. Arcata
City Councilman Dave Meserve, who worked on thdtdnalinance with City Attorney Nancy
Diamond, expressed hopes that the ordinance wem@ sis a model for other municipalities
looking to regulate the propagation of GMOs. Mil®ayd, chairman of HSU's Biological
Sciences Department, expressed concern that agaarstGMOs might thwart important

medical advances. The executive director of the bhldt County Farm Bureau explained that
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the Bureau chose to remain neutral because sortgemémbers grow GMOs, and some do not
(Horner, 2004).
City of Point Arena, California

In May 2005, the city of Point Arena, Californiagsad its own local ordinance banning
the propagation of GMOs, and became the secondaipaiity in the United States to do so. The
City’s “Genetically Modified Organisms Ordinancestablishes that “The propagation,
cultivation, raising, and growing of geneticallyggmeered crops in the city of Point Arena
constitutes a public nuisance, and shall not benéddegitimate agricultural operations”
(Genetically Modified Organisms Ordinance [Ord3¥1, 2005.]). The text of the ordinance is
nearly identical to that of the City of Arcata Gaaally Engineered Organisms Ordinance. The
only notable difference is that the City of PoinmeAa ordinance designates the City Council
with the authority to administer the measure.

The City of Point Arena is a small coastal commymiith a population of 449 people
and is located within Mendocino County (U.S. Cen2@4.0). As previously noted, Mendocino
County passed its own ban on the propagation of GMQ004. However, as a city, Point
Arena was exempt from the county initiative. While City’s dominant industry is tourism, the
Point Arena local landscape includes a number aking farmlands (Point Arena Community
Action Plan [2010]). In a press release, Point Arbtayor Leslie Dahlhoff cited concerns of
cross contamination by genetically modified cropshee impetus for the ordinance, and
explained: "I am pleased the City Council of PAn¢na recognizes the need to be cautious with

this technology.” ("City of Point Arena Passes Qatlice.”, 2005).
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Then it Went “Bi-coastal”...

Town of Montville, Maine

The Town of Montville, Maine was the first juristimn outside of the state of California to pass
legislation banning the propagation of geneticailydified organisms. In 2008, the community
enacted the “Town of Montville Genetically Modifi€@tganisms Ordinance”. The purpose
statement of the ordinance begins as follows:

The purpose of this ordinance is to ensure the ogMontville’s residents to equitable access to
life-giving seed; to protect Montville’s native pig and trees from cross-contamination by
genetically modified plants and to protect gardaneties bred using traditional plant
propagation methods from genetically engineeregeoetically modified organisms; to protect
the health of Montville’s inhabitants by ensurihgy are confident of the integrity of the plants
they grow and eat; and to defend the economy offatmeers, gardeners, and foresters in the
Town of Montville... (Town of Montville Genetically idified Organisms Ordinance [2008]).

The ordinance text cites the United States Constityalong with several articles and statutes of
the State of Maine Constitution as the authorigainstruments for enacting the measure. Of
particular interest are two sections of Maine S&ftle 7. Section 1-A, which proclaims
agriculture as a major industry of the state; abatmg to the state’s overall economy and the
maintenance and strengthening of rural life andesl This section also identifies the survival of
the family farm as being of special concern offieeple of the state. Section 1-B reiterates the
importance of agriculture to the state’s economy @oclaims the preservation of rural life and
values in the state to be of public interest (T@iMontville Genetically Modified Organisms
Ordinance [2008]).

The ordinance contains a set of six findings reléabegenetically engineered organisms,
several of which closely resemble the findingsudeld in ordinances enacted in California. The
first finding concerns the speed at which gendgiaahgineered organisms and products are

being developed, and the dearth of long-term stuoirethe impacts of the products on human
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and non-human organisms. The second finding adese¢ke unpredictability and
uncontrollability of the impact of GMOs on the naluenvironment. It describes the potential
for cross-pollination and the risk of “destroyiragél ecosystems and potentially irreparably and
dramatically altering biodiversity” (Town of Montie Genetically Modified Organisms
Ordinance [2008]). The third finding concerns tloéemtial for accelerated development of
resistant pest populations. The fourth finding gsdbat cross-contamination of genetically
engineered organisms cannot be prevented by GM@kefar The fifth finding mentions the
potential economic risks that cross-contaminatioses to organic producers. The sixth and final
finding addresses the potential effects upon nanroercial gardens including residential,
community, and school gardens. These are iden@iseduman health and food quality concerns.

The ordinance establishes that it is unlawful twdpice any genetically engineered
organisms within the town of Montville for a periofiten years. The “sunset” clause of the
ordinance establishes that any time previous t@xp&ation of the ordinance, or within 30 days
of that time, the issue of extending its expiratilate may be considered and put to a majority
vote. Finally, the ordinance assigns the Montvillede Enforcement Officer the authority to
enforce the ordinance and exercise “such poweaseakegal and necessary to carry out and
effectuate its purpose”. Administration of the o@hce is the responsibility of the Select Board
of Montville. Growers that are in violation of teedinance may appeal to the Board of Appeals.
(Town of Montville Genetically Modified Organisms@nance [2008]).

Montville is a rural community with a population approximately 1,032 residents (U.S.
Census, 2010). According to the town clerk, thevitdas fewer than ten commercial farms, and
as of 2008, only one farmer grew genetically medifcrops. In the years leading up to the

passage of the ordinance, the neighboring comnesriti Liberty, Lincoln, and Brooklin all
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passed non-binding resolutions to be GMO-free zaNew/spaper reports indicate that public
support for the local regulation of GMOs in Monkwilvas led by resident commercial organic
farmers, greenhouse business owners, and orgawiergas. Support for the grassroots
movement was galvanized after a public screenirtgetlocumentary “The Future of Food” was
held at the Montville Community Hall. A local orgarfarmer in attendance expressed a desire
to protect the identity of native and organic sstetk. He explained, “Things that belong to
everybody seem to have been taken away by a feplgpgopower, and we can’t have that”
(Turkel, 2008).

Opposition to the ordinance came from the Mainddgibnology Information Bureau,
supported in part by major biotechnology corporaimcluding Monsanto and DuPont. In a
press release, the Bureau argued that by haltotgdinology research and development efforts
the ban might have a detrimental effect upon tage'st economy. The executive director of the
Bureau, Doug Johnson explained in a blog entryjs8n't a fight over what may or may not be
grown in Montville, it's a battle over the publicdgceptance of science in shaping the future of
agriculture” (Johnson, 2008). Ned Porter, deputymaissioner of the Maine Department of
Agriculture expressed concern that the Montvilldimance contradicts the State’s goal to
accommodate and support a wide variety of agricallfproduction methods. He explained,
“We're a big state with a lot of different markeEarmers should be able to choose what they
want to do. We ought to be able to accommodatinai! (Turkel, 2008).

After the ordinance was passed, the Maine Depattofehgriculture queried the State’s
attorney regarding its validity in lieu of MaineRight to Farm legislation (Turkel, 2008). The
ordinance is upheld by provisions of Title 30-Atleé Maine Revised Statutes, which recognizes

the authority of Maine municipalities to adopt arginance or bylaw on any subject not
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expressly prohibited by state legislature, and wigstablishes a presumption that all ordinances
are valid as adopted pursuant to a municipalityferent home rule authority (Article VIII. Part
Second., Municipal Home Rule, 1871). HistoricaMaine courts have been reluctant to find
municipal ordinances preempted by state law (Bysz@09).

Months after the passage of the Montville Ordinamaine repealed its Right to Farm
legislation (Maine Right to Farm Enabling Stati#@07 (repealed 2008))n 2010, the State
passed legislation establishing agricultural maneayg practices specific to genetically
engineered crops and providing protection to fasnagainst lawsuits by corporate seed makers
concerning the unintended presence of engineeesd platerial in non-GE farming operations
(An Act To Ensure the Integrity of Organic Agriauial Crops [2008]). In January 2014, the
governor of Maine signed a bill that requires theeling of all foods containing GMOs (Mistler,
2014). This bill, along with a similar bill passedConnecticut in 2013, contains a trigger clause
that requires other states to pass GMO labeling lagfore the legislation can be enacted. In
April 2014, the Vermont Senate passed a bill thatilel make it the first U.S. state to enact
mandatory labeling of foods made with geneticallydified organisms. Immediately after
passing the bill, a group of four industry orgatimas including the Grocery Manufacturers
Association; the Snack Food Association; the IrdBamal Dairy Association; and the National
Association of Manufacturers filed suit against 8tate of Vermont. The plaintiffs allege that
the bill imposes burdensome new speech requirena@dtsestrictions that are in violation of the
First Amendment. The bill is scheduled to takecffuly 1, 2016 (Remsen, 2014).

Santa Cruz County, California
In June 2006, Santa Cruz County, California bectimadourth county in the nation to

ban the propagation of GMOs. The Santa Cruz CoBa&yd of Supervisors voted unanimously
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to adopt a precautionary moratorium on growing feakty engineered crops based on the
recommendations of the GE Subcommittee of the Santa Public Health Commission’s

report. The report was the result of a 10-montlg lmvestigation conducted to assess the health,
environmental, economic and social risks associattdthe growing of GE crops in the county
(Organic Consumers Association, 2006). The ordieastablishes that “It is unlawful for any
person to propagate, cultivate, raise, or growganetically engineered crop. Any act in
violation of this prohibition is declared to corigte a public nuisance.” (Santa Cruz Genetically
Engineered Crop Moratorium [Ord. 4830 § 1, 2006]).

The text of the ordinance closely resembles th#h®fTrinity County, Marin County,
Arcata, and Point Arena ordinances. However, th@&S@ruz County ordinance does not contain
a ‘Purpose’ section. Moreover, while the first fimglis the same as the first finding in each of
the afore-mentioned counties, the subsequent fiodinfys are unique to the Santa Cruz
Ordinance, and include the following:

Health testing of the effects of exposure to geadti engineered organisms in food is not
required by any government agency. The lack of celgmsive safety testing leaves a potentially
dangerous scientific void in the knowledge ava#gaddbout the short- and long-term health effects
of genetically engineered foods.

Farmers and gardeners who choose not to grow gafigtengineered crops currently have no
clear legal recourse if their non-genetically eegired crops are contaminated by genetically
engineered pollen or seeds.

There is currently no legal requirement to labelaiieally engineered seeds or rootstock, thus
limiting farmers’ or gardeners’ choices.

Currently, adequate safeguards do not exist togotegenetically engineered contamination of
nongenetically engineered crops, plants, insecmmegdticated animals, wildlife and wildlands,
that can result from forces of nature and humase&sur he resulting impacts on ecosystems are
unknown (Santa Cruz Genetically Engineered Cropatwsium [Ord. 4830 § 1, 2006]).

The ordinance charges the County Agricultural Cossioner with the administration of
the Ordinance. The ordinance establishes thatggartiviolation of the ordinance shall be guilty

of misdemeanor charges, punishable by fines ud @0® or by imprisonment in the county jail
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of a term not exceeding six months or by both dirghand imprisonment. Any use of land,
building, or premises that conflict with the ordnta shall be deemed a public nuisance, and any
party who creates or maintains a public nuisaned bk liable for the costs of abatement (Santa
Cruz Genetically Engineered Crop Moratorium [Or83@ 8§ 1, 2006]). The ordinance includes a
“Re-evaluation by the Board of Supervisors” prommsthat allows the moratorium to be
suspended for several reasons, including if the stafederal government should enforce a
mechanism for regulating GMOs. Like previous ordices, the Santa Cruz ordinance exempts
medical and pharmaceutical uses and does notatesigi sale of foods containing GMO
ingredients [Ord. 4830 § 1, 2006]).

Santa Cruz County is located along California’s tt@rCoast, with a population of
262,382 (U.S. Census, 2010). Agriculture contributeer $566 million annually to the county’s
economy, and the primary crops are berries, nuggdants, cut flowers, and vegetables (Santa
Cruz County Farm Bureau, 2012). The Santa Cruz tyddmard of Supervisors received over
100 letters, e-mails, and phone calls in suppotihhefmoratorium. The apparent lack of
opposition to the ordinance prompted Supervisork\&one to remark that the regulation of GE
crops "appears not to be controversial in Santa.C(@rganic Consumers Association, 2006).
San Juan County, Washington

In November 2012, citizens of San Juan County, \IMgsbn passed Initiative Measure
2012-4 through a majority vote. The measure, cedifis the “Ordinance Prohibiting Growing
Genetically Modified Organisms in San Juan Counggtablishes the propagation, cultivation,
raising or growing of genetically modified organsmuithin the county as unlawful. The
ordinance declaration cites the desire to protellagricultural industry and natural

environment, private property rights of citizensgdahe health, safety and welfare of the
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community as the purpose of the measure (OrdinBraleibiting Growing Genetically Modified
Organisms in San Juan County [2012]). The ordinaiogs not include a ‘Findings’ section.

The ordinance establishes that any violation ofoftgnance constitutes a public
nuisance, and authorizes the County Attorney wdlthniaistration of the ordinance. Penalties for
the first violation of the ordinance include a $2%@l infraction plus statutory assessments. The
second violation constitutes a criminal misdemeaand is punishable by a fine of up to $1,000,
90 days in jail, or both. The third violation catstes a gross misdemeanor, and is punishable by
a fine of up to $5,000, 365 days in jail, or bdkhe ordinance exempts research and educational
studies involving GMOs, provided that they are agtdd in secure, enclosed laboratory
settings. The ordinance does not restrict the®di@ods containing GMO ingredients
(Ordinance Prohibiting Growing Genetically Modifiedganisms in San Juan County [2012]).

San Juan County is comprised of 172 small islandseefs off the coast of northwest
Washington, with a population of 15,769 (U.S. Cen@010). According to the Washington
State Department of Agriculture, San Juan Counsy2®d farms that contribute $4 million
annually to the county’s economy (All About Fee@12). While agriculture is not the primary
industry, the number of farms within the countywgitey 29% between 2002 and 2007. Farmers
in San Juan County produce a variety of crops tholygrass-fed meats, berries, tree fruits, and
vegetables for market (year round), as well ag fila@ender, and herbs (San Juan Islands
Agricultural Network, 2013). At the time of the amdnce’s passage, no local farmers were
growing GMO crops (Pennington, 2011). The CounGtsnprehensive Plan identifies
agriculture as an important element contributintheaquality of life enjoyed by residents and

visitors to the island (Economic Development Elem2007).
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The ordinance received support from local orgaaimgrs, local food and agriculture
business owners, and other residents (Thalen, Zxrfhington, 2013). Members of the group
GMO Free San Juans explained, "GMQ's are a corpamatusion we can’t afford if we seek a
healthy food system. We as citizens deserve theeh@rhalen, 2012). Opponents of the San
Juan initiative quoted in the County Voter's Guadgued that "Approving this initiative would
show that the residents of San Juan County aistgliignorant of the benefits of technological
advances, and uncaring about the planet and igébitants" (Thalen, 2012).

Jackson County, Oregon

Jackson County, Oregon is the most recent jurietidb pass an initiative banning the
propagation of GMOs. A group of local anti-GMO angeers gathered more than 6,700
signatures and filed a petition known as Ballot Blea 15-119 with the County in January,
2013. Citizens of Jackson County voted to apprbeeotdinance on May 20, 2014 (Ferris,
2014). At eight pages, the Jackson County GenBtibadified Organism Ban is longer by far
than any of the other ordinances included in thedysis. The ordinance prohibits the
propagation, cultivation, raising or growing of géinally engineered plants within the county
(The Genetically Modified Food Ordinance [2012]heTcontroversial ballot measure was
widely supported by local farmers and other resisieand opposed by organizations
representing biotechnology corporations (Barnadd42 Boyd, 2014). In 2013, Oregon senators
passed Senate Bill 17-12, which bars all countieerahan Jackson from regulating genetically
modified agriculture. The bill's emergency clauflevaed it to take immediate effect, precluding
efforts underway in Benton County and Lane Coughefig, 2013). The case of Measure 15-
119 in Jackson County will be explored in greatsiad in Chapter 4 of this thesis, as the second

of two county case studies.
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Conclusion

Results of this analysis of lolegjislative efforts indicate that those jurisdicts,
which have enacted local biotechnology regulatians,widely varied in terms of their
demographics and local agricultural production. filme communities range from urban to
rural; in some places agricultural revenue contabwnly marginally to total municipal or
county revenue, while in other places agriculturents the basis of the local economy. One
common element among the communities was an abséi@&Os at the time of ordinance
passage in all but Jackson County. Thus, by pasisengegulation, communities were effectively
preempting the propagation of genetically modifxahts.

A number of similarities are appdr@ the language and content of the ordinance
texts. Each of the ordinances cites concern owasecontamination of genetically modified
material among non-GMO crops as an impetus fontbasure. Many of the ordinances make
reference to the unpredictability of GMOs and/a iimpossibility of preventing cross-
pollination. Each of the ordinances mentions aredsi preserve local agriculture, as well as
human and environmental health. The focus on maintalocally embedded agricultural
production is consistent with the civic agricultyp@adigm. Each of the ordinances mentions a
desire to protect the health safety and welfar@tafens; which is the basis of local
governments’ sovereign authority to exercise pghowers that protect or promote the public
good. Many of the ordinances discuss the speedmbaal of new GMOs, and express concern
over the potential risks posed by biotechnology.

Collectively, the local land use qoig purport to regulate the propagation of GMOs;
but not the sale of GMO foods. The majority of trdinances include exemptions for medical

and scientific research; provided that such re$eaccurs in a secure laboratory environment so
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as to mitigate the risks of cross-pollination. Samginances also include exemptions for
medical treatments utilizing GMOs. The administratitenure, penalties, and enforcement of
the ordinances range widely. For the most partpdssage of the local regulations appears to
have been supported by grassroots groups of résidad opposed by centralized organizations,
representing corporate biotechnology interestallloommunities, support for the local
regulations came from local farmers and ranchen®ng other types of residents. These results
provide the background for my research inquirywal as justification for my hypothesis that
agrarian county-level bans on the propagation aggeally modified organisms are primarily
driven by concerns related to genetic drift anddizess-contamination of genetically altered
materials. This analysis allowed me to identifygmital case studies, and also to deepen my
understanding of the content of the ordinancestlagid stated purposes. The next chapter

examines the ordinances of the selected case stoolimties in further detail.
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CHAPTER 4. CASE STUDY COUNTIES

Civic agriculture is a locally organized systemagficulture and food production characterized
by networks of producers who are bound togetheléage. Civic agriculture embodies a
commitment to developing and strengthening an ewacally, environmentally, and socially
sustainable system of agriculture and food produadthat relies on local resources and serves
local markets and consumers (Lyson, 2005 p. 92).

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of thmances that were passed by the case
studies of Mendocino and Jackson Counties. Thetmgxsections of this chapter begin with a
description of the demographic and agriculturakrabteristics of the respective counties,
followed by a summary of the campaign processestamdutcomes of each initiative. The final
section summarizes the analyses of both counti@prasents key similarities and differences.
The case studies are presented in chronological @fcbrdinance adoption. The map shown in

Figure 1 provides a spatial context of the two dady counties.
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Figure 1. Map of Case Study Counties
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Mendocino County, CA

County Characteristics

Mendocino County is a rural community that is lech100 miles north of San Francisco
and measures 3,506 square miles, approximatelizbeof Rhode Island. The county’s
topography is characterized by rolling hills anaheiing roads. Less than 3% of the county is flat
land, and its highest point of elevation lies 6,88t above sea level. The western boundary of
the county spans about 100 miles of coastline albadPacific Ocean. The county boasts a bevy
of natural resources: including redwood forestsyntains, rivers, ocean, agricultural lands, and
national and state protected areas. Mendocino @asiigine of the original counties of
California, established in 1850 at the time ofedtabd. Prior to 1859, the county was
administered by the government of neighboring SanQuounty. Today, an elected five-member
Board of Supervisors governs the county, with eaeimber representing a distinct geographical
district within the county (County of Mendocino,12fa; County of Mendocino, 2014b).

Mendocino County is comprised of four incorporatedimunities and some 34
unincorporated communities, with a total countyydapon of 87,841 and a population density
just over 25 persons per square mile. The majofitgsidents live in these incorporated and
unincorporated areas, with the remainder occupyiagural areas in between. The largest city
in the county is the county seat of Ukiah, whick hgopulation just over 16,000. According to
the most recent decennial census 76.5% of cousigeets are Caucasian, 22.2% are Latino,
4.9% are Native American, 1.7% are Asian, and OaréeAfrican American (U.S. Census,
2010). In 2010, the county’s median household ireaas $44,645 and the seasonally adjusted
unemployment rate measured 11.7% (County of Memdo@010). According to the U.S.

Census’ Five Year American Community Survey, ameged 19.4% of the county population
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lives below the poverty level. Approximately 85%tbé population over the age of 25 has at
least a high school diploma, 13.1% has attainéelst a bachelor's degree, and 8.4% has
attained a graduate or professional degree (U.8su3e 2012).

Agriculture, including both timber and food prodioct, is an important industry within
the county, accounting for 6.1% of total employm@&uunty of Mendocino, 2010). In 2012, the
total gross agricultural value for all commodit@educed was $216,550,651; representing an
increase of 24% compared to the previous year|8dding agricultural commodity is
winegrapes, with a value of $102,305,700 in 20tbR¢t¥ved by timber, with a value of
$71,587,951. In 2012, the county ranked fourthhimgtate for timber volumes and produced
approximately 9% of California’s total timber hasteThe remaining $42,657,000 accounts for
the production of a diverse variety of commodities|uding a number of different fruit and nut,
vegetable, nursery, and field crops; as well asstiock and poultry production (County of
Mendocino, 2012).

The county is home to just over 1200 farms, avagagi31 acres in size (U.S. Census of
Agriculture, 2012a). Organic agriculture comprisggbroximately 5% of all countywide
agricultural sales in 2012, far above the natioatd of 0.8% that year (U.S. Census of
Agriculture, 2014). Mendocino County has the higlescentage of organic or biodynamic
winegrapes in the United States, and one-thirth@ttdtal organic winegrape acreage in the state
of California are grown in the county (GeniellapB). While there are no official statistics
regarding marijuana production, it is estimated tbaghly one-third of the county’s economy is
based on the cultivation of marijuana (Regan, 2008¢ map shown in Figure 2 depicts the
county’s landcover, as well as the locations ofanapads and the larger communities located

within the county.
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Figure 2. Map of Mendocino County, CA Landcover
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Mendocino County is widely known for its progressiovernance and has been called a
“famously counterculture region” (Garcia, 2004) gB®ing in the 1960s, the area became a
mecca for members of the “back-to-the-land moveinghb sought to escape the urban
confines of San Francisco and embrace a simplee saif-sufficient lifestyle by living off the
grid and producing their own food (Hackett & Schi@af980; Gravois, 2010). The county has a
rich history of political environmentalism, as esmted by a number of local environmental
policies; including a ban on the aerial sprayingleémical pesticides in 1970 and the passage of
Measure H in 2004, among many others (Walsh-Di&Q9).

Measure H

Mendocino County’s Measure H bans the propagatiohiyation, and growing of
genetically modified organisms within the countheTFinding statement of the ordinance reads,
“The people of Mendocino County wish to protect @munty’s agriculture, environment,
economy, and private property from genetic pollutiy genetically modified organisms”
(Prohibition of the Propagation, Cultivation, antb@ing of Genetically Modified Organisms in
Mendocino Countyrdinance [2004]). Measure H does not regulate tgeaily modified
bacteria or byproducts, nor does it regulate the @alabeling of GMO food and feed (Walsh-
Dilley, 2009). The ordinance provides definitions the following terms: ‘Agricultural
Commissioner’; ‘DNA or deoxyribonucleic acid’; ‘getically modified organisms’; and
‘Organism’. The ordinance’s interpretation of DNAstakenly identifies it as a protein rather
than a nucleic acid, which was a major source atextion during the campaign (Pechlaner,
2012).

Unlike subsequent ordinances passed in other cortigsjriMeasure H makes no

mention of exempting genetically engineered organifor the purpose of medical or scientific
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research. The ordinance charges the County Agm@ufommissioner with the authority to
enforce the measure and outlines the processdardtfication violation and the assessment of
penalties for violations. The Commissioner is toyide notice to any person, firm, or
corporation found in violation of the ordinancedahe second party has five days to respond to
the notification. If it is determined that a viatat has occurred, the organisms shall be subject to
confiscation and destruction in a timely mannerasdo mitigate the potential for genetic
pollution (Prohibition of the Propagation, Cultivat, and Growing of Genetically Modified
Organisms in Mendocino Countydinance [2004]). Measure H is supported and exkbly
Article XI Local Government, Section 7 of the Califiia Constitution which establishes the
rights of local jurisdictions to make and enforkeit own ordinances, provided that they are not
in conflict with general laws; as well as the Swteitiative and referendum system which
provides citizens with the power to propose statated amendments through direct democracy
(Cal. Const., art. Il, 8 7; Cal. Elections Codel®@-9126).
Adoption of Measure H

The process of ordinance adoption began in 2008nvalsmall coalition of residents
formed the GMO Free Mendocino group and began colig signatures to put the measure on
the ballot. This initial group included a retireaincer researcher and local organic brewpub
owner, a retired professor of philosophy, and #&oriaey. More than 4,000 signatures were
collected, and on December 2, 2003 the Mendocinm€Board of Supervisors unanimously
voted to place the measure on the March, 2004th@derson, 2003). On December 19, the
California Plant Health Association, representirgpasortium of biotechnologyesticide and
fertilizer corporations by the name of CropLife America, fidt against the Mendocino

County Elections Clerk and the authors of the bhaflatement. The plaintiffs alleged that the



57

language of the arguments in support of the measere misleading and inaccurate. The
lawsuit failed on December 24, when a local judgelared that the language was no more
misleading than the statements offered againdbtdhe and that county residents deserved the
chance to decide for themselves whether or naippart the measure (Lee, 2004; GMO Free
Mendocino, 2003).

One of the defendants in the lawsuit was quoteshgigg, “This is the first salvo in a
David and Goliath struggle, in which Measure H—wihwall benefit the people and the
environment of Mendocino County—is under attackubprincipled multinational corporations
that care only for their own profits. They havequalms about subverting the democratic
process” (GMO Free Mendocino, 2003). Several suppoof the ordinance that were
interviewed for this study expressed the opiniat the lawsuit worked in favor of the GMO
Free Mendocino campaign. They explained that titeeffectively galvanized county residents’
distrust for corporations interfering with commuynmatters. One informant indicated that this
anti-corporate sentiment might be rooted, at leagart, in the historical exploitation of the
county’s natural resources by corporate loggingsir

After winning the court battle, GMO Free Mendoclaanched an impressive grassroots
campaign in favor of the measure; which includetherous speaking engagements, panel
discussions, printed publications, radio ads, ahajhly effective websites. From the beginning,
the campaign focused on the local nature of thesareawhich allowed residents to take
ownership of the issue and helped to generate mulke largely decentralized campaign relied
primarily on between 150-200 local volunteer astiviand included only one paid campaign
organizer. This structure allowed the group to afon a budget of just $120,000; a modest

amount when compared to the nearly $700,000 spethiteomeasure’s opponents. It is worth
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noting that more money was spent on Measure Hdhgrother initiative in the history of the
county. Apart from two bequests totaling approxeha$35,000 from the Center for Food
Safety and the Organic Consumers Association, gégenty of GMO Free Mendocino’s
campaign funds were contributed by residents thr@amme 1500 separate donations ranging
from $5 to $100 (Walsh-Dilley, 2009; Pechlaner, 201

Because the county spans such a vast geographicG0O Free Mendocino organizers
broke it down into nine regions and appointed alleampaign coordinator for each location.
Thus, each leader was an “expert” in the needsssues most relevant to their specific
community; which allowed them to tailor their segites and tactics to appeal to the local
constituents on a place-by-place basis (Walsh-Ri2809). Campaign organizers strategically
sought out endorsements from prominent figuresiwiiire community in order to garner greater
public support (Lotter, 2004). Early on, the graapeived pro bono advice from a veteran of the
San Francisco advertising industry on the impoeasfanaintaining positivity in radio and print
ads. He also suggested that they refrain from tdyreesponding to the allegations of the
opposing campaign. GMO Free Mendocino organizeicigtadhered to these
recommendations, and many of the informants mannkteit it was one of the keys to the success
of the campaign. Rather than focusing on the peedemegative aspects of biotechnology,
campaign advertising concentrated on the posigaéures of the community which supporters
regarded as being worth protecting.

Many of the key informants that were interviewedtfas study characterized the
campaign as being primarily focused on educatiegtiblic about GMOs. In a public statement
given during the campaign, one of the group’s lemdg&plained that even if it failed to pass, at

least the public would gain a better understandinte threats posed by genetic engineering



59

(Lotter, 2004). The ballot statement in favor ofddare H outlines the following two arguments
of the GMO Free Mendocino campaign: 1) GMOs posafgisks to county agriculture and
commerce through the cross-pollination of organaps and threaten the economic viability of
organic and conventional wineries. Moreover, thenrag of GMO crops might make
Mendocino crops more attractive in markets wheeegllis a demand for organic and pure foods
and; 2) Cross pollination of genetically engineeamgterials would irreversibly alter the genetic
makeup of native plants and trees, create new aeels, and disrupt important ecosystems
(GMO Free Mendocino, 2004).

Additional arguments appearing in GMO Free Mendositampaign materials cite the
need to protect human health, local farmers, aivéier property rights from the risks posed by
genetic drift (GMO-Free Mendocino, 2004). The beceived wide support from local farmers,
winegrowers, healthcare professionals, realtorslipofficials, and resident members of the
nonprofit Mendocino Organic Network, among othérstier, 2004; Kupfer, 2004; Somers,
2004; Walsh-Dilley, 2009; Pechlaner, 2012; PowadiD4). Additional support came from
numerous individuals and organizations outsiddnefdommunity, including renegade scientists
like UC Berkeley microbial ecologist and mycolodghacio Chapela and UC Berkeley
agroecology professor Miguel Altieri; as well asn@dian farmer and ant-GMO advocate Percy
Schmeiser; documentary flmmaker Deborah Coonsi&admdrew Kimbrell with the San
Francisco office of the Center for Food Safety; Bathnie Cummins of the Minnesota-based
Organic Consumers Association, among others (\WalB&ay, 2004; Lotter, 2004; Walden,
2004; Jacobs, 2004).

The group opposing the ordinance, Citizens Agavesasure H, launched an intense two-

month campaign denouncing the measure. The Citikgagist Measure H campaign was run
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from the Washington D.C. offices of CropLife Amexiand lacked the sort of grassroots, locally
organized presence of the GMO Free Mendocino cgatin(Walsh-Dilley, 2009). Like GMO
Free Mendocino, Citizens Against Measure H pardiggd in public forums including panel
discussions and debates, as well as producingamohtadio advertisements and mailers to
convey their campaign message (Walsh-Dilley, 2®6Qfafer, 2004). However, the group took a
markedly different approach in its campaign messagly focusing almost exclusively on
negative advertising. Rather than concentratinthempotentially positive aspects of genetic
engineering, the campaign instead emphasized teasie H was poorly written and that the
ordinance would violate the property rights of Meaho County residents (Lee, 2004; Walsh-
Dilley, 2009; Geniella, 2003).

In its campaign publications, Citizens Against MaasH frequently referred to the ballot
initiative as “the H Bomb” (Clark & Teachout, 2012yguing that the expense of administering
the ordinance would cause tax increases and tiraeavailable funding for critical county
services (Somers, 2004). Campaign ads claimedvbasure H would lead to increasing
government intrusion into the private lives of desits and that it would deny local farmers
access to future lifesaving technologies promise®&biOs (Geniella, 2003; Lee, 2004). The
campaign argued that the regulation of GMOs shtalldo the state and federal government,
not local jurisdictions (Pogash, 2004). The camipavgs criticized for what some residents saw
as “unethical tactics”. One deceptive mailer intedathat the Democratic Party did not support
Measure H; when in fact, the Mendocino County Deratic Committee had voted in favor of
the ordinance. Additionally, rumors were circulatedt GMO Free Mendocino was buying

votes by allegedly paying residents to attend faposips (Walsh-Dilley, 2009).
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Roughly 94% of the funding for Citizens Against Maee H came from CropLife
America (Lee, 2004). Of the more than half a millaollars spent by the campaign, just $5,000
was contributed from within the county (Geniell@02; Giusti et al., 2005). At least half of all
funding was spent outside the county on marketarei, campaign and legal advisors, and pro-
biotechnology “push-poll” telephone calls condudbgdan out-of-state marketing firm (Walsh-
Dilley, 2009). The campaign was represented “ongfteeind” by just a few local residents
acting as spokespeople, and three paid local cgmpaganizers (Walsh-Dilley, 2009; Lee,
2004). Support for Citizens Against Measure H céom area farmers, winegrowers, medical
professionals and other county residents, alonly ttal and state Farm Bureau leaders and
members, representatives of the county’s agriallextension service, and researchers of
biotechnology at U.C. Davis and U.C. Berkeley (L2@04; Somers, 2004, Lotter, 2004). Some
of the local spokespeople publically expressed ttwicerns over being linked to the
corporations behind the campaign. One local grapeer and Citizens Against Measure H
supporter, explained, “I hate to feel like a whfimethe big companies. We happen to have the
same goals. We have different motivations" (Le®40
Outcome

On March 2, 2004 Measure H passed by 56.34% ofdtes with 98% of the precincts
reporting (County of Mendocino, 2004). It was adarark event, as the vote meant that
Mendocino County was to become the first jurisdictin North America to pass a locally
binding ordinance regulating the propagation ofegeally engineered organisms. The
Campaign Coordinator of GMO Free Mendocino explittethe press:

This is a great day for local democracy. It's a diestration of citizens taking control at the most
immediate level, which is at home in the placesretieey live. It's an example of local
government at its best, acting to protect its eitzand the local economy and future generations.
In our present climate of corporate dominationhef food system this is a reclaiming of
responsibility for agriculture at a local level.i§lamazing local campaign demonstrates where
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transnational corporations are vulnerable. No arhofimoney can replace the love and
commitment of people who care passionately abauplhice where they live (Kupfer, 2004, para.
6).

The coordinator of the Citizens Against Measureabhpaign expressed the opposition’s
disappointment and said, "Mendocino County is gdinige harmed by this measure” (Geniella,
2004). Another campaign representative spoke tadd@ogical nature of the campaign and its
abbreviated timespan, explaining: "The tactic efating fear of the unknown was, in this short
time frame, difficult to disarm" (Lau & Lee, 2004).

Scholarly articles written in the wake of the o@tice’s passage cite the decentralized,
grassroots dynamic as a primary element of the Giv@ Mendocino campaign’s success. This
approach encouraged citizen democracy by focusingy® preservation of the locally embedded
agricultural system and by engaging residents tirout the entire campaign process (Walsh-
Dilley, 2009). Moreover, the lawsuit initiated byet California Plant Health Association
galvanized residents’ perception that the oppasitepresented the interests of the
biotechnology industry and invoked pre-existing-aotporate sentiment (Walsh-Dilley, 2009;
Pechlaner, 2012). In contrast to GMO Free Menddsiloealized approach, the opposing
campaign’s strategy was devised by out-of-statsultents and marketing groups that were less
familiar with the workings of the county (Walsh-@y, 2004).

Mendocino County’s ordinance is sometimes dismisseleing largely symbolic since
there were no GMOs being grown within the countthattime of its passage (Lau and Lee,
2004; Walsh-Dilley, 2004). Yet, Measure H attraat@tional and international attention, and is
credited as the impetus for subsequently enactedgunes throughout the United States and
abroad (Powell, 2004; Meadows, 2004; Pechlaner; 20dtter, 2004; Walsh-Dilley, 2009).
Immediately after the passage of Measure H, thietimology industry launched a massive

initiative to pass state-level preemption legisiatprohibiting the local regulation of GMOs in
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California and throughout the rest of the Unitedt&. While the California preemption
legislation failed to pass the State’s Senate dubd resulting citizen backlash, similar bills
were approved in at least 21 other states (Peahlad#2; Clark & Teachout, 2012). Since 2004,
seed preemption bills have been approved by sortieafation’s top agricultural commodity-
producing states, including Florida, lllinois, low&ansas, Minnesota, and Texas, among others

(Organic Consumers Association, 2013).

Jackson County, OR

County Characteristics

Jackson County is a rural community located inlsaestern Oregon, along the
California border, which measures 2,802 squaresil@rea. Jackson occupies the upper
portion of the Rogue River Valley, and county etewavaries widely from approximately 1,000
to 7,000 feet above sea level. The county’s topguwgyas characterized by deeply indented river
valleys, which are separated by mountains and sidgke Mendocino, Jackson County is rich
in natural resources, including forests, mountainsys, ocean, agricultural lands, and national
and state protected aredackson County was established in 1852 and is geudsy a publicly
elected three-member Board of Commissioners (Coninipckson, 2006).

Jackson County is the sixth most populated countie state of Oregon, with a total
population of 204,630 and a population density®p@rsons per square mile. Approximately
70% of residents are located in the county’s 1briporated cities, with the remainder residing in
the 20 unincorporated places and the rural arebstimeen. The largest city in the county is the
county seat of Medford, which has a population @4,&ounty of Jackson, 2014). According to

the most recent decennial census, 88.7% of coestgients are Caucasian, 10.7% are Latino,
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1.2% are Native American,1.2% are Asian, and 0./#@@A%ican American (U.S. Census, 2010).
According to the U.S. Census’ Five Year Americam@aunity Survey, the county’s median
household income is $43,664 and the county unempay rate measures 7.4% (U.S. Census,
2012).An estimated 16.6% of the county population livetotr the poverty level (U.S. Census,
2012). Approximately 89.4% of the population oves age of 25 years old has attained at least a
high school diploma, 14.8% has attained at le&stchelor's degree, and 9.6% has attained a

graduate or professional degree (U.S. Census, 2012)

Historically, agriculture and timber have been actkCounty’s dominant industries. In
recent years the county’s economy has become mooh diversified; presently timber and
agriculture account for just 2.9% county employm@uaunty of Jackson, 2014; U.S. Census,
2012). The map shown in Figure 3 depicts the cositaypdcover, as well as the locations of

major roads and the larger communities locatediwitie county.
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Figure 3. Map of Jackson County, OR Landcover

Agricuttural Vegetation
Aguatic Vegetation
Developed & Other Human Use
Forest & Woodland

Z

Introduced & Semi Natural Vegetation
Monvascular & Sparse Vascular Rock Vegetation
Open Water

Polar & High Montane Vegetation

Recently Disturbed or Modified

Semi-Desert

Shrubland & Grassland Map Created by Lydia Rae L evinson on July 18, 2014 Using USGS GAP Landcover Data

S
0 3 6 12 18 24
H H = —nates




66

In 2012 Jackson County harvested 89,321,000 lineard feet of timber (Oregon
Department of Forestry, 2013). That same yearctlmaty’s gross farm and ranch sales totaled
$64,127,000; representing a decrease of nearlyds®pared to the previous year (Oregon
Department of Agriculture, 2013; Oregon Departnudmgriculture, 2012). The leading
agricultural commodities in the Rogue Valley andth, tree crops, nuts, and berries; which
collectively accounted for $26,766,000 in 2012. diddal commodities of importance include
cattle and calves, valued at $19,955,000; nursergyzts valued at $4,475,000; “other” crops
and hay valued at $3,522,000; and vegetables, megbmtatoes, and sweet potatoes at
$1,744,000 (U.S. Agricultural Census, 2012b). Riogue Valley is becoming increasingly
known for its wine production, and in 2011 Jack€munty produced 4,047 tons of winegrapes
(Ancel, 2013). The county is home to approximafie§22 farms, averaging 124 acres in size
(U.S. Agricultural Census, 2012b). Organic agrigrdtcomprised just over 5% of all countywide
agricultural sales in 2012; far above the natioatd of 0.8% that year, and slightly higher than

Mendocino County’s rate (U.S. Agricultural Cens2@14).

Jackson County was another destination for the-batke-land movement of the 1960s
and 1970s, which culminated in the formation ofesaly’communal living settlements by the
1980s (Engeman, 2009). In recent years, Jacksosthagled to maintain its small-town values
in the face of tremendous growth and developmeat (@ of Jackson, 2014). The county’s
farms are smaller on average than those of marer atjricultural areas in the United States, and
many farmers and ranchers are struggling to keepitlnrising agricultural costs (Stiles, 2014).
Additionally, the loss of federal timber replacernesvenues, commonly known as O&C funds,
has had detrimental impacts upon the county’s gémends and its ability to provide county

services (Stricker, 2014). Jackson County is widetarded as a politically conservative
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community, apart from the notoriously progressiig of Ashland (Spence, 2013); yet in May,
2014 the county became the first jurisdiction ire@on to ban the propagation of GMOs.
Measure 15-119

Jackson County, Oregon’s Measure I1%+hakes it unlawful to propagate, cultivate,
raise, or grow genetically engineered plants aradbks the county to recoup expenses incurred
in the abatement of genetically engineered plarits.ordinance supports the county’s stated
goal of protecting the health, safety, and welf#ris citizens. The ordinance promotes the
economic security and the commercial value of cpagticultural production by safeguarding
producers from damages or diminishing values duetetic contamination from GE crops. The
Finding statement of the ordinance enumerates af ®#ght items that pertain to the speed at
which genetically engineered crops are producedlptitential risks and long-term health and
environmental effects of GMOs; the potential ecormonarm that genetic drift may cause to
non-GMO growers, particularly organic farmers; tight of all citizens to grow organic
produce; and the potential contamination of citigardens posed by pollen drift of genetically
engineered crops. The Finding section also proddimat a ban on genetically engineered crops
does not deprive farmers from obtaining economiditsr (The Genetically Modified Food
Ordinance [2012]).

The ordinance provides definitions for the follogiterms: ‘Board of Commissioners’,
‘genetically engineered’, ‘DNA’, ‘organism’, ‘organagriculture/farming’,
‘organic’,‘plants/crops’, ‘person’, and ‘franchisedllector’. The ordinance includes an
exemption clause that establishes medical and &dnahresearch activities as exempt from the
regulation provided that they are conducted undeur®, enclosed laboratory conditions and that

utmost precautions are taken to prevent the relefasey genetically engineered materials.
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Healthcare uses for the purpose of diagnosis, cateeatment of human patients are also
exempted. The Implementation section of the ordirastablishes that upon enactment, existing
GE plants must be harvested, destroyed, or remipgadthe county within 12 months. The
ordinance grants the State of Oregon jurisdictanrafl violations of the ordinance. The
ordinance states that any violation of the ordieasitall not be construed as a nuisance or a
trespass as those claims are defined by the conamoor ORS 30.932, (ORS 30.9321993 ¢.792
833; 1995 ¢.703 §82). Instead, the ordinance owlanset of penalties and abatement procedures
(The Genetically Modified Food Ordinance [2012]).

The ordinance grants the county and any privategoeor group of private persons the
authority to enforce the regulation through actioought in court and establishes that in such a
suit neither party shall be entitled to recoverdaenages or costs of litigation. The ordinance
cedes the County Code Enforcement officer the aiiyhto inspect the property suspected of
violations, provided that a search valid warrardbsained from the Circuit Court of the State of
Oregon prior to inspection. Any party suspecteldean violation of the ordinance shall be
notified that any organisms in violation of the im@hce shall be subject to confiscation or
destruction. Notified parties shall have 15 bussndsys to respond to the notification with
evidence that they are not in violation, or th&t cihganisms in violation have been destroyed or
removed. After the 15-day period, the county hastleer 15 business days to review any
evidence provided by the party in suspected viohatf the ordinance, and determine whether or
not a violation has taken place (The GeneticallydMed Food Ordinance [2012]).

Upon determining that a violation has occurred,Gloenty shall promptly issue notice of
the violation of the ordinance upon the defenddpbn receipt of said notice the defendant shall

have 15 business days to appeal the decision @Githeit Court of the State of Oregon. If the
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defendant does not appeal the determination,tbeiCounty prevails in such an appeal, upon
reasonable notice, the County shall promptly dgstraemove the genetically engineered plants
in a manner that will minimize genetic contaminatar harm. Such destruction or confiscation
shall be undertaken during daylight hours. Anyyartparties found to be knowingly or

willfully responsible for the violation of the omince may be held responsible for all
administrative and abatement costs incurred byCthenty. However, enforcement costs shall
not be imposed upon any party whose violation tsknowing or willful. The ordinance

describes in great detail the specific procedurealbatement by the County in the event that the
party in violation fails to abate the violation,gaening with the notification of abatement by the
County, and including both an appeal process afiéce of abatement by the County and a
hearing process. The ordinance allows the Countgdover the costs of abatement from the
party in violation and outlines the procedurestfe recovery of abatement costs, including the
assessment of abatement costs as liens againsboiherty (The Genetically Modified Food
Ordinance [2012]).

Measure 15-119 is supported and enabled by Aitiection 1 of the State of Oregon
Constitution which establishes the natural rightgerent in the people to alter, reform, or abolish
the government in such a manner they think praperéserve the peace, safety, and happiness
of the people (ORS. Const. art. I, § 1). Articke Sections 1(5) and 10 of the State of Oregon
Constitution establish the powers of initiative aaterendum for local ballot measures in all
Oregon cities and counties, respectively (ORS. Canms IV, § 1(5); ORS. Const. art. IV, § 10).
The laws governing initiatives in Oregon are owtirin the Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter

250 (Or. Rev. Stat. 250.005 to 250.043).
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Adoption of Measure 15-119

The process of ordinance adoption began in 2012nvahocal organic farmer
discovered that a neighboring farmer was growing skigar beet seeds under contract with
Swiss biotechnology company, Syngenta. The prayiofithe genetically engineered plants
violated the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s reganent of a minimum four-mile separation
between GM beets and other plants of the sameyawiiich includes both Swiss chard and
table beets. The organic farmer became concerédhth GM sugar beet plants might cross-
pollinate with his chard and table beet plantfyesoeported the violation to Syngenta. A
Syngenta representative informed him that thereewsany other GM beet seed production
fields, ranging in size from one-quarter acre tatfes, located throughout the Rogue Valley

(Organic and Non-GMO Report, 2012).

Within 72 hours of his discovery, the organic farroalled a meeting of Jackson County
farmers and citizens to alert them of the presef¢&MV sugar beet fields. A group of
approximately 50 individuals, decided to organizeHot initiative for an ordinance that would
regulate the propagation of GMOs within the couatyd GMO Free Jackson County was born
(Darling, 2012). The County Commissioner was camee that such an ordinance might prove
costly to enforce, so he encouraged the local festwework with Syngenta to find a way to co-
exist. A series of meetings was held, during whighfarmers and Syngenta discussed the
formation of a seed association that would map &&viO crops might be planted and create a
buffer system to prevent cross-contamination of&dHO crops. When asked to identify the
locations of existing sugar beet fields, Syngeafagsed. At the final meeting, it was announced
that the company no longer saw the point in pgodithg in the negotiations and the two

Syngenta representatives in attendance walked betmove shocked farmers and citizens in
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attendance, and was interpreted as an indicatairthk biotech industry had no interest in being

a part of the community (Wilson, 2013).

Together, members of GMO Free Jackson County delleaver 6,700 signatures, which
allowed the initiative to be approved to appeatr@nMay, 2014 ballot (Wilson, 2013). In
response to the threat of local regulation, thegOmeState Legislature rushed to pass seed
preemption legislation that would prohibit local @\bans. Senate Bill 663, widely referred to
as “Oregon’s Monsanto Protection Act”, includedeamergency clause that would allow it to be
enacted immediately (Zheng, 2012). The bill prordptensiderable public outcry and was
defeated in July, 2013. A few months later, théwds resurrected as Senate Bill 863; appearing
in the legislative special session. It was apprdwethe Oregon Senate in September and by the
House in October. Jackson County was exempted thherbill as it had already collected the
allotted amount of signatures to appear on thetdilut anti-GMO campaigns in nearby Benton
and Lane Counties were informed that they wouldbecallowed to vote on local GMO bans

(Zheng, 2013).

Proponents of Measure 15-119 ran a decentralizadsgots campaign that focused
largely on educating the public (Ayers, 2014; Md§ia2014; Faryl, 2014; Wheeler, 2014;
Bourke, 2014). The campaign used social mediapratdilevision, and print ads; and phone
banking to reach voters. However, the campaigaroegrs interviewed for this study explained
that they quickly found that having face-to-facewersations was the most effective means of
communicating with residents. Informants stronghypéasized the importance of personal
communication, which they accomplished by canvasdoor-to-door and speaking to small

audiences. This approach allowed campaign suppddeatevelop meaningful dialogues with



72

voters by answering questions and sharing perstoaés. While many of their events and
campaign materials made mention of the scient#search related to biotechnology, organizers

found that sharing stories was a much more valualelens of connecting with the public.

Campaign events included panel discussions, delthiesmentary film screenings,
marches, rallies, and even a tractor brigade (@urify Farms Coalition, 2014a; Nichols, 2014;
Ayers, 2014). This wide variety of activities apleebto residents of all ages and backgrounds,
and allowed the group to educate voters while naaintg a fun and festive atmosphere (Ayers,
2014). Events took place in grange halls, librar@esl schools in towns throughout the county.
Jackson County’'s Measure 15-119 was widely supgdryea coalition of 600 resident
volunteers, which included more than 150 familyrfars and ranchers, citizen gardeners, food
service providers, healthcare providers, busines®eos, and other citizens. The measure also
received support from various local organizationsluding two political action committees: the
afore-mentioned GMO Free Jackson County and theF@mnily Farms Coalition (Gillam,

2014). The campaigns worked with existing local Giil€ movements formed in Eugene and

Portland (Darling, 2012).

The campaigns sought strategic endorsements froah $onall businesses and
community and agricultural organizations includihg local chapter of the National Grange
Order of the Patrons of Husbandry, one of the ol@#sily farm groups in the country, as well
as the Southern Oregon Seed Growers Associatiam@Mi, 2014; Jackson County Voters’
Pamphlet, 2014). Additional support came from besses and organizations located outside of
the county, including Dr. Bronner’'s Magic Soapsn@amer Reports; the Center for Food

Safety; the Organic Consumers Fund; and Mercola.eomatural health website (Zheng, 2014;
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Nichols, 2014). Individuals from outside the comntyithat provided assistance through
speaking engagements and public forums included GitVists Howard Vlieger and Jeffery
Smith, along with researchers from Oregon Statevéfsity, and a retired EPA senior scientist

(Darling, 2014; Wheeler, 2012; Wilson, 2013; Ounflg Farms Coalition, 2014c).

The primary arguments in favor of Measure 15-1T%uiebed the following: 1) the
economic effects of cross-contamination eventgiims of the ability of non-GMO farmers to
sell their crops to consumers and internationaketarthat demand GMO-free products; 2) even
the threat of potential contamination could ris& thputation of non-GMO producers and
undermine the economic viability of Jackson Coudatyners, and; 3) the health risks posed by
the increased use of herbicides associated witbtgaty modified crops. The campaigns also
emphasized their position that genetically engie@erops primarily benefit corporate biotech
interests like Monsanto over local family farmekslditional arguments were proffered in
response to the opposing campaign’s assertionsnameasure would be an economic burden
for the County to enforce (Our Family Farms Coatiti2014b). It is worth noting that campaign
arguments on both sides of the issue avoided thatd®f whether or not GMO foods are
harmful to people or the environment (Jeffersonlied®adio, 2014).

Campaign funding in favor of Measure 15-119 amoditdea total of $411,739,
approximately three quarters of which was conteduty local residents and organizations
(Oregon Secretary of State, 2014a; Sarich, 2014g.ldrgest donations from outside the county
included $40,000 from Dr. Bronner’'s Magic Soap9),$80 from the Organic Consumers Fund,
and $25,000 from Mercola.com (Zheng, 2014). Thepaagns in support of the issue were
outspent by the opposition by a margin of 2-1 (Osp2014). Early on, it became apparent that

the opposing campaign was receiving hundreds afséods of dollars in outside spending from
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biotechnology corporations (Nichols, 2014). MeasLlBel19 supporters made every effort to
notify the public of this dynamic through campaigaterials, press releases, and conversations
with the press (Our Family Farmers Coalition, 2QMiahols, 2014). As one campaign
organizer explained, “Indeed, they do want to squaslike a bug. This is about whether we are
going to turn the keys to agriculture in the RoYiadley over to a multinational corporation or
we are going to say no and stand up to protectaonily farms’ future” (Nichols, 2014). This
strategy allowed GMO Free Jackson and the Our kydraitmers Coalition to appeal to local
residents and farmers who resented the outsiddantace.

Opposition to Measure 15-119 came primarily from @ood Neighbor Farmers
committee, who sponsored the Protect Oregon Farcaenpaign. In contrast to the grassroots,
decentralized organization of GMO Free Jackson@undFamily Farmers Coalition, the Protect
Oregon Farmers campaign was a professional, cexetlabperation run by paid consultants from
outside of the community. According to memberghefgroup that were interviewed for this
study, the campaign in opposition to Measure 15ddérated in much the same manner as any
modern political campaign. The campaign organibegan by hiring a Portland-based political
consulting company to analyze the voting bloc tigftobase polling and market research. They
looked at past elections, voter registration byypand the local impacts of the ‘Occupy’
movement, which they believed supporters of thevbare closely tied to. Statistical analysis
allowed the campaign to identify which segmentthefpopulation were most likely to oppose
the measure, and then carefully construct a naerdéitiat would appeal to this population.

The Protect Oregon Farmers campaign utilized tel@vicommercials, radio and print
ads, and mailers to convey its campaign messagihge the campaign also participated in

public forums, debates, speaking engagements,adireby it did not place much emphasis on
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face-to-face interactions with the public. The cargp received key endorsements from both the
Jackson County Farm Bureau and the Jackson Cowttle@en’s Association, which allowed it
to draw wide support from the hundreds of membétbase two organizations. Additional
support came from local farmers, businesses, argaans, elected officials, and other residents
(Protect Oregon Farmers, 2014a).

Support from outside the county came from six efrtation’s largest agricultural and
chemical corporations, including Monsanto, DuP&mbneer, Bayer Cropscience, BASF Plant
Science, Dow AgroScience, and the multinationalsSwbompany, Syngenta; as well as from
organizations like the Southern Minnesota Beet EQg@perative, the Oregon Cattlemen’s
Association, the Oregon Farm Bureau, Oregon WoroeAdriculture, the Oregon Seed
Council, the Oregon Dairy Farmers Association, @nelgonians for Food and Shelter (Reuters,
2014; Protect Oregon Farmers, 2014a). Individuppstters from outside the community
included Oregon State Senators Alan Olsen and Dhigsett (Protect Oregon Farmers, 2014a).
A professor of forest biotechnology from Oregont&taniversity was brought in for a public
speaking engagement, and a Portland-based congemadio host taped a live broadcast in the
county (Ashland Daily Tidings, 2014).

The primary arguments against Measure 15-119 prexddry the Protect Oregon Farmers
campaign included the following: 1) the cost of a&mistering the measure would divert funds
from important county services; 2) the cost wouldHer aggravate Jackson County’s exceeded
revenues; 3) the ordinance would lead to expenaivsuits which would threaten both farmers
and taxpayers; 4) the ordinance would empowerdba lgovernment to access and confiscate
private property, and; 5) the regulation would piodthresidents from access to genetically

modified garden plants and medical marijuana viasgProtect Oregon Farmers, 2014b). The
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campaign frequently cited a report from the JackSoanty Administrator, which estimated the
potential annual expense of administering the @amie as up to $219,000 (Dewey, 2014). The
campaign also presented a number of “myths vss'fatatements in response to the arguments
of GMO Free Jackson County (Protect Oregon Farni2@4b). The Protect Oregon Farmers
campaign received a total of $928,764 in contriimgj the majority of which came from sources
outside of Jackson County. Contributions from majotechnology corporations accounted for
$530,000 of the campaign’s finances (Oregon SagrefsState, 2014b).
Outcome

On May 20, 2014, Jackson’s County’s Measure 15gd&ed with of 65.89% of the
vote and 100% of the precincts reporting (Jacksoun@ Elections Department, 2014). One
supporter of the Protect Our Family Farmers camptilgl the press, “We fought the most
powerful and influential chemical companies in Warld and we won" (Zheng, 2014). The
GMO measure in neighboring Josephine County redereter approval on the same day.
However, it remains to be seen whether that invgatvill be legally enforceable as it is not
exempted by Senate Bill 863 (Taylor, 2014). Thesilent of the Oregon Farm Bureau issued
the following statement: “Regrettably ideology deésl sound science and common sense in
Jackson County. We respect the voice of the vabertsiemain convinced Measure 15-119 is
bad public policy. While this election is over,dldebate is not. We will continue to fight to
protect the rights of all farmers to choose fontkelves how they farm” (Dubois, 2014).

The adoption of Measure 15-119 made Jackson tteGiregon community to legally
ban the propagation of genetically modified craps] garnered national media attention
(Gillam, 2014; Faryl, 2014; Moriarty, 2014). Thengaaign has been widely lauded as a “David

and Goliath” struggle (Barnard, 2014; Taylor, 2Q0M#&re hours after the ordinance’s passage,
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the Salem-based Oregonians for Food and Sheltewanad that it was considering filing suit;
alleging that measure violates Oregon’s right-torféegislation (Perkowski, 2014). However,
Measure 15-119 was deliberately drafted so asoleé tin conflict with the right-to-farm law,

and is predicted to withstand any legal challer{d@&s Oregonian-Portland, 2014; Perkowski,

2014).

Conclusion

The two rural, agrarian counties described in thigpter share a number of similarities in
terms of their topography, demographic compositaord agricultural production. Both counties
are characterized by varied terrain that includesmtains, forests, water bodies, and agricultural
lands. Mendocino County is larger in area than saclCounty, with a much smaller population;
accounting for the difference in population deesitbetween the two places. However, the
demographic characteristics coincide in that basgecstudies are mostly white communities,
with median household incomes of roughly $44,000 @overty rates between 16 and 19%, and
approximately 85-89% of the population over agén@$ attained at least a high school diploma
(or the equivalent). Both places were part of taekkto-the-land movement of the 1960s and
1970s, but while Mendocino County is famous fompitsgressive politics, Jackson County is
regarded as much more conservative.

Timber and agriculture are important industriesach county, and both places boast a
diverse variety of agricultural commodities. MenishmcCounty enjoys higher agricultural
revenues, and the agricultural sector accounta fogher percentage of county employment than
it does in Jackson County. While the number of faimeach county is similar, Jackson

County’s average farm size is considerably smétian Mendocino County’s. Winegrapes are
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the leading agricultural commodity in Mendocinot iinegrape production in the Rogue Valley
is rapidly expanding. Organic agriculture is an artpant sector of the agricultural industry of
both places; accounting for approximately 5% cédltagricultural sales, which is more than five
times the national average.

The texts of the GMO ordinances enacted by thectwumties share a few key
commonalities, as well as several important distoms. Both ordinances ban the propagation,
cultivation, and growing of genetically modifiedganisms within the county, but unlike
Jackson’s ordinance, Mendocino’s ordinance doegxytessly exempt scientific and medical
research and treatment. While Mendocino’s ordinanistakenly defines DNA as a protein,
Jackson’s ordinance includes the correct definitlatkson County’s ordinance is eight pages
and includes a list of findings and a detailed dpsion of the process of administration and
enforcement. In contrast, Mendocino County’s orda®ais less than one and one-half pages;
does not contain a findings section, and does estrthe in detail the process of administration.
Both ordinances are supported and enabled by fpecave state constitutions, which establish
the local initiative, and referendum mechanisms allaw citizens to petition for and enact local
regulations.

While the processes by which the ordinances weoptad in each county bear many
similarities, there are a number of key differenicethe campaign strategies and tactics that were
employed. In both counties, the measures provée twontroversial topics that focused national
attention on the two rural, agrarian communitiestrBneasures were citizen-sponsored ballot
initiatives that required supporters to collectivehgage in the collection of the requisite number
of signatures in order for the issues to appedhercounty ballot. Supporters of the GMO bans

in both Mendocino County and Jackson County raridealized, grassroots campaigns that
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were primarily organized by resident volunteers aere chiefly funded by contributions from
individuals and organizations within the countiés.both places, the campaigns opposing the
land use controls were organized and run by prafeakconsulting firms located outside of the
community.

In both Mendocino and Jackson Counties, the campargsupport of local GMO
regulation focused primarily upon educating thelguln Mendocino County the campaign
focused on communicating to the public the potéeti@ironmental and human health risks
associated with GMOs, as well as the risks thadszamntamination posed to local farmers and
gardeners. In Jackson County, the educational coergavas primarily focused on the social
and economic threats that cross-contamination pms€dganic and non-GMO producers. In
both counties, the messages of the campaigns aygpthe measures focused largely on the
perceived government intrusion that was prediategctompany the administration of the
ordinance, as well as the notion that the count@sld be denied access to benefits of future
biotechnology developments. In the case of Jacksmmty, additional emphasis was placed on
the projected costs of administering the ordinance.

In each of the counties, the campaigns both foramainst the regulation held similar
public events and distributed campaign materiafsuiph similar mediums. However, in both
places the campaigns in support of the ordinan@e Yfar outspent by the campaigns opposing
the ordinances. These latter campaigns were lafgetied by biotechnology corporations from
outside of the communities. The campaigns in fafdhe measures were supported by area
farmers, medical professionals, local businessekpther citizens. The campaigns against the
measures received support from farmers, local lkessis, and other citizens. While both

measures were successfully passed, each was suabjeatats of legal action. The next chapter
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presents the research findings pertaining to thvattmns of the citizens who campaigned in

support of local GMO regulations in both Mendocarmal Jackson Counties.



81

CHAPTER 5. FINDINGS

Food is power. Are you in control of yours? (Jobawbns, source unknown).

This chapter presents the findings of the qualieasinalysis of the interviews and the
content of related campaign publications and meoierage of the ordinances banning the
propagation of GMOs in both Mendocino and Jacksouniies. The interviews conducted for
this study sought responses from citizens, farmesgarchers, and political consultants who
were personally and professionally involved in ¢henpaigns supporting and opposing the
ordinances. Questions were designed to elicit faeklabout not only how and why respondents
themselves engaged in the campaigns, but also #imptocesses by which the citizen-led
campaigns were organized and the strategies aticktat agenda-setting that were utilized to
garner public support for the measures. Taken begethese responses reveal the primary
motivations driving the local regulation of genatlg engineered crops as conceptualized by a
group of people who are intimately familiar witretbrdinances and the process of their passage.
While every effort was made to conduct interviewshwnformants on both sides of the issues,
the response rate from individuals opposing thénarttes was much lower than those that
supported the ordinances.

In order to preserve the anonymity of interviewp@sdents, | have chosen to refer to
them simply by the name of the county that theyasgnt and the number that corresponds to
the chronological order in which they were intewsgl. Table 3, lists these respondent IDs,

along with a one- to two-word description of eagfoimant’s ‘role’ in the community and their
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position on the ordinance. Respondent roles argiftel simply as either ‘citizen’, ‘business
owner’, ‘farmer’, ‘researcher’, or ‘political conant’ to prevent readers from attempting to
deduce their individual identities. For this sareason, personal characteristics of informants

such as age, gender, race, etc. have been intallfiercluded.

Table 3. Interview Respondents

Respondent

ID Role Position
Mendocino 1 | Citizen Supported
Mendocino 2 | Farmer Supported
Mendocino 3| Citizen Supported
Mendocino 4 | Business Owner Supported
Mendocino 5| Citizen Supported
Mendocino 6 | Business Owner Supported
Mendocino 7 | Citizen Supported
Mendocino 8 | Researcher Neutral
Jackson 1 Farmer Supported
Jackson 2 Farmer Supported
Jackson 3 Political Consultant  Opposed
Jackson 4 Political Consultant  Opposed
Jackson 5 Farmer Opposed

Once all of the interviews had been transcribeel rédsponses were coded and
categorized using a constant comparative techrimgeoup similar themes and ideas that
emerged. The process began with a set of codesdraothe theory and literature concerning
civic agriculture. The transcribed interview respesiwere utilized to reshape these theory-
driven motifs and to identify emergent themes. Astant comparison method allowed for
categorized segments of text to be re-analyzedsare proper coding. Each code was then
revisited to establish that the items within iteetively spoke to the same theme, to pull out
particularly useful quotes, to search for missiatadr information, and to identify relationships

between themes and within themes. Next, the sadiagcategories and constant comparison
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technique were applied to secondary sources; wdookisted of letters to the editor, scholarly
articles, other media coverage, campaign mateaals ballot statements in favor of the
ordinances. This process allowed the key themem&rge directly from the primary sources,

before being triangulated by the analysis of tlewsdary sources.

Combined Case Study Findings

Several key themes emerged out of the data angly®igess. These themes, along with
the number and percentage of primary, secondadycambined primary and sources that made
reference to each theme are listed in Table 4.€Babland 6 enumerate the same information for
each of the individual case studies of Mendocind dackson Counties, respectively. Each of
these themes is briefly described below:

“Bigger than the County”:Many sources expressed opinions that the ordinamocakl have
impacts beyond the boundaries of the county. Saamécjpants described the campaign as an
effort to “start a revolution”. Others explainedthhe believed passage of the ordinance would
set a precedent for other communities seekinggolaée GMOs at the local level. Still, others
saw their work as “sending a message” to the Amarjublic by calling attention to the issue.
Corporate IntrusionOne of the most frequently occurring themes waseonover the

perceived “corporate intrusion” on the part of tetechnology industry. This theme consisted
of two distinct, yet closely related elements: pleeception of corporate intrusion into local
political matters; and the anticipated ‘corporateciover’ of the larger food and agricultural
systems. Sources indicated resentment over whattmeeived of as abuses of corporate power
on the part of both the biotech companies themseind the industry groups that represent these

entities, and many sources expressed a distrusbfporations more generally. A number of
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sources characterized the corporate involvemeloced matters as a threat to civic democracy;
and viewed the staggering amounts of corporateaiboibns to the campaigns against the
measures as an attempt to subvert the rights af titizens. This theme also encompasses
producers’ concerns over patent infringement latgsais well as threats of litigation made by
biotech corporations (which in the case of Mendocounty, materialized as a court case early
in the campaign).

Educating OthersSeveral sources cited a desire to educate thenssahekothers in the
community about the potential risks of GMOs asimary motivation for becoming involved
with the campaigns.

Environmental HealthMany sources expressed concerns over potential tas&nvironmental
health posed by GMOs. These concerns include tss-gyollination of organic and non-GMO
crops and native plants, as well as the applicaifgresticides used in the production of GMOs.
Human HealthSources also expressed concerns over potentialtodkuman health. These
concerns included the potential risks of consungiegetically modified food products and
human exposure to pesticides.

Local EconomyMany sources indicated expectations that the ondiestwould benefit the local
economy by preserving locally embedded agricultpratiuction and by allowing the county to
market itself as a GMO-free region.

Locally Embedded Agricultur&he desire to preserve locally embedded agricdlfarcduction
was a theme expressed by a majority of sources.tiibme encompasses the threat that cross-
pollination poses to organic and non-GMO farmessyall as a desire to maintain the economic

viability of agricultural production in local andternational markets that increasingly demand
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GMO-free products. Additionally, several sourcegicated that GMOs did not embody the spirit
or culture of farming within the community.

Personal Connectionghis theme broadly encapsulates a number of differetivations.

Some sources explained that they were initiallywirgo the campaign because of long-standing
personal ties to other supporters. Other sourdethég supporting the initiative provided an
opportunity to solidify bonds of community. Sevesalrces described the experience as ‘fun’,
and shared anecdotes about new friendships thatheen from their involvement in the efforts.
Other sources indicated that they were attractede@rassroots, person-to-person nature of the
campaigns. Among sources that were farmers, thaseanw apparent desire to stand together in
support of one another regardless of how eaclpé&tonally about GMOs.

Preserving Choice and Rightghis category encompasses a broad range of maingti
expressed by sources, including concerns over parsights, property rights, preserving local
farmers’ ability to choose what type of crops tipegduce, to guarantee the purity of their
produce without the threat of cross-pollinationd @afeguarding farmers’ rights to save seeds
from year to year. Other sources perceived thgwlirement as an important exercise of civic
democracy and an opportunity to enact local reguriatthat embodied the values of their
community.

Protecting the Food SuppliYany sources described a desire to the local fopglg from the
presence of GMOs and the pesticides that so oftemnapany them. Several sources expressed
concerns over what they described as the “corptaeover of the food supply”.

Scientific UncertaintySources repeatedly voiced concerns over the latkeascientific

certainty surrounding biotechnology. Many sources the ordinances as a necessary
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community reached a consensus as to the safeticbfgenetically engineered crops.

Table 4. Emergent Themes of Combined Case Study Soas

Primary Sources | Secondary Combined
Theme No. of | Pct.of | No.of |Pct.of | No.of |[Pct. of

Source | Source | Source | Source | Source | Source
"Bigger than the Count 5| 38.5% 12| 40.0% 17| 39.5%
Corporate Intrusic 9| 69.2% 27| 90.0% 36| 83.7%
Educating Othe 8| 61.5% 3| 10.0% 11| 25.6%
Environmental Heall 5[ 38.5% 16| 53.3% 21| 48.8%
Human Healt 7| 53.8% 21| 70.0% 28| 65.1%
Local Econom 9 69.2% 21| 70.0% 30| 69.8%
Locally Embeddet 5| 38.5% 27| 90.0% 32| 74.4%
Personal Connectio 8| 61.5% 18| 60.0% 26| 60.5%
Preserving Choice ar 6| 46.2% 23| 76.7% 29| 67.4%
Protecting the Food Supj 6| 46.2% 8| 26.7% 14| 32.6%
Scientific Uncertaint 7| 53.8% 11| 36.7% 18 41.9%

n=13 n=30 n=43

Table 5. Emergent Themes of Mendocino County Sourse

Primary Secondary Total Source:
Theme No. of [ Pct. of | No. of | Pct. of | No. of | Pct. of

Source| Source | Source | Source | Source | Source
"Bigger than the Count 3| 37.5% 7| 58.3% 1C| 50.0%
Corporate Intrusic 6| 75.0% 11| 91.7% 17| 85.0%
Educatin( Other: 5[ 62.5% 3| 25.0% 8| 40.0%
Environmental Heall 3| 37.5% 8| 66.7% 11| 55.0%
Human Healt 5] 62.5% 11] 91.7% 16| 80.0%
Local Econom 5| 62.5% 9| 75.0% 14| 70.0%
Locally Embeddet 2| 25.0% 11| 91.7% 13| 65.0%
Personal Connectio 5| 62.5% 7| 58.3% 12| 60.0%
Preserving Choice ar 3| 37.5% 8| 66.7% 11| 55.0%
Protecting the Food Supj 4 50.0% 3| 25.0% 7| 35.0%
Scientific Uncertaint 3| 37.5% 9 75.0% 12| 60.0%

n=_8 n=1z n=2C
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Table 6. Emergent Themes of Jackson County Sources

Primary Secondary Total Source:
Theme No. of [ Pct. of | No. of | Pct. of | No. of | Pct. of

Source| Source | Source | Source | Source | Source
"Bigger than the Count 2| 40.0% 5[ 27.8% 7| 30.4%
Corporate Intrusic 3| 60.0% 16| 88.9% 19| 82.6Y%
Educating Othe 3| 60.0% 0 0.0% 3| 13.0%
Environmental Heall 2| 40.0% 8| 44.4% 1C| 43.5%
Human Healt 2| 40.0% 10| 55.6% 12| 52.2%
Local Econom 4 80.0% 12| 66.7% 16| 69.6%
Locally Embeddel 3| 60.0% 16| 88.9% 19| 82.6Y%
Personal Connectio 3| 60.0% 11| 61.1% 14| 60.9%
Preserving Choice ar 3| 60.0% 15| 83.3% 18| 78.3%
Protecting the Food Supj 2| 40.0% 5[ 27.8% 7| 30.4%
Scientific Uncertaint 41 80.0% 21 11.1% 6| 26.1%

n=5 n=18 n=23

Many of these themes are overlapping, for exampasgoving locally embedded
agriculture is intimately linked to the local ecomes of each county; concerns over corporate
intrusion often include a desire to protect lodabice and rights; and surely uncertainty over
biotechnology relates to human and environmentaltihea desire to protect the food supply,
and preserve locally embedded agriculture. The danmimotivation indicated by more than
80% of sources was concern over Corporate Intrusodiowed by preserving Locally
Embedded Agriculture, as indicated by nearly 75%afrces; and nearly 70% of sources
described concerns over Local Economy as a matiyd#ictor. These three themes are
highlighted because of they were referenced meguntly by the case studies in combination,
but also because they were the three most frequatgd themes in each respective county case
study. While preserving Choice/Rights was indicdigdpproximately 68% of sources in both
counties and was a prominent theme in Jackson €otimias not as prominent in Mendocino
County and is thus not considered an overarchiegéh

The following two sections discuss the dominantrtes within the context of each case

study, beginning with Mendocino County. Within easttion, the themes are ordered in
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accordance with the frequency with which they waentioned by sources. In the tradition of
gualitative research, | have included as many guasepossible to allow the data to speak for
itself. This encourages the reader to analyze #éit@ dith me and to draw their own conclusions
as necessary. All quotes appearing without fudltmhs have been taken directly from

transcribed interview responses.

Mendocino County Findings

Corporate Intrusion
Concerns over corporate intrusion were mentione838% of Mendocino County
sources. One interview informant described thada@mployed by the corporations funding the
opposition as misleading:
There was no question that—and | think that evdWGdabeling that I've looked at since
Measure H—the public starts out being negative bif0OGood, on GMO crops, on GMO animals
and all of it. The public is generally negative fmod reasons, and the only way these things
have been beaten back is by false informationgdeatics, and confusion. And, that's what was
tried in our county; those were the tactics usealincounty against us (Mendocino 7).
Several interview respondents mentioned that tweua brought by CropLife America early in
the campaign helped to garner support for the ardia, as evidenced in the following quotes:
So, this generated a lot of publicity—the courtleathe hearing on the ordinance—was the day

before Christmas Eve, and that must have been 20@PI think over 150 people showed up in
the courtroom in support of the ordinance (Mendod&hn

They set up a dummy interest group that includedd$dato and Syngenta and DuPont and all the
big GMO companies, because we were the first caiandyp this; so they wanted to stop it in the
tracks. So they funded this group that was oppassngith $600,000—around that anyway—so,

| think that backfired because the people of thetpdon't like that kind of outside interference

in their affairs—people are very independent hibter({docino 1).

Sources suggested that the massive contributianshé Citizens Against Measure H received

from biotechnology corporations also helped gaibligilsupport for the initiative.
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Another thing that really got peoples’ attentiorswan California you have to file financial
reports on your campaign—so we would file thesarfoial reports that showed that we were
operating on, you know, practically no money atAahd their campaign reports would show that
they were operating on bajillions of dollars; ahdttangered people. You know here’s an
example of a big corporation—big corporations—cagrimand trying to rule the county. We
don't like that! And | think that helped—A LOT (Medbocino 5).

They [the campaign against Measure H] did radi@ 2dvery radio station in the county. There
were also lots of print ads and mailers and sdfd@ut they didn't use television and that | think
helped us get our message out. We had a peopleagamgs you know, a lot of people on the
street, meeting and greeting their neighbors, @lacg, mainly in front of the food markets. We
were everywhere we could be to meet people, andrhde a difference, a huge difference
(Mendocino 7).

Interview respondents alleged that tactics useblittgchnology firms in opposition to the
ordinance tapped into already existing anti-corf@santiment within the community.

| think it's safe to say that we've had kind ofoag struggle with corporations in this county,
coming in and you know treating us as sort of aeynAnd | think we saw this—some of us
saw this—as one more case where corporations wenag in and attempting to push something
off, and the people didn't really like that. Anthink that particularly people didn't like the
deception that was going on to promote GMOs (Meimo8).

When asked to elaborate on the ‘long struggle watiporations in the county’, the informant,
Mendocino 6, explained:
Well, the biggest one that I'd been involved in—aundbably the biggest one in our county—had
to do with our forest lands, which were privatelyred. Well, there’s some forest service land,
but most of it is private timber land. They justdiof devastated our forests—course they always
say they are doing sustainable forestry—but they get it all cut and they leave. You know,
even the loggers have seen that—said, “Oh, yeatowle see that we wouldn’t have jobs in 10
years. And they didn’t (Mendocino 6).
Mendocino 6 went on to suggest that Jackson CosiMgasure 15-119 might be drawing on
similar locally held resentments towards corponaterests from outside the community.
And | suspect that is some of the same thingékslan County. Yeah, see that'’s all logging
country too. They see what's happening to the fpeesl the loggers say, ‘Oh, we’re cutting too
much.” So that's been the big thing; the big timberporations, you know, they cut and run some
of ‘em are still here. But people still have thegdentment (Mendocino 6).

Other key informants echoed this idea that distfisbrporations was a motivation for many

Measure H supporters.
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Another motivating factor, at least in particularitihe culture of our county here, was the anti-
corporate sentiment, the wish to prevent furtheceatration of power over our food by the food
agricultural and industrial giants such as Monsamtt Bayer and so on. Those also became
increasingly apparent as the funding poured it digliin against California labeling initiatives.
As the money poured in from the corporate sectairety our initiative, | think that resistance
motivation grew (Mendocino 6).

But in the county | think they’ve seen what corfiimmas have done there, but they also see what
corporations have done in the rest of the wortdean we have a program on one of the local
radio stations—Corporations and Democracy—talkingua all the things that they are doing
(Mendocino 6).

We would see little notes when people sent in mo@emments like, ‘Good for you guys
sticking it to the corporations’. And, | mean thegere coming from the contractors. And | could
sort of see some of the sentiment of some of tiersobut | think that motivated some of the
organizers too (Mendocino 6).

| think a lot of people were nervous to be—theyewérnervous to be in support of Measure H;
they were nervous to be against it. Because, agawen-at that time—it became sort of the big
agrichemical companies vs. the little guy (Mendod@).

The GMO Free Mendocino campaign brought in speakséio were victims of abuses of
corporate power on the part of biotech compannesduding microbial ecologist, Ignacio
Chapela. Chapela’s very public criticism of theseldies between corporate agribusiness and the
University of California system, nearly cost hins kenure at UC Berkeley. Interview
respondents explained that his narrative resonaitéccitizens.

We had a professor, Ignacio Chapela, who cameaagpigle of times and was on panels and part

of debates, and he is such a real person, unlilet @rie might expect from an academic. People

related to him very well and or course, his stéyd, his experience at Berkley was also

compelling (Mendocino 3).

Another speaker whose experience is credited aadnavmotivational impact on Mendocino
County residents was Canadian farmer, Percy Scemeito famously sued Monsanto after his
fields were canola fields were cross-contaminatethbir ‘Roundup Ready Canola’ plants.

And then we also were lucky to have kind of a ‘rslamiv’ with Percy Schmeiser, who was an
emotional lightning rod, if you will. That mobilizea lot of affections of people; as it was a real
farmer telling a real story. He not only did somdividual appearances, but he was also part of a
debate or two—where he and two or three othersdvappear on a panel—and he was really
very well received because he was such a dowrrtio gay telling his story and it made for a lot
of good connections with people, you know, kincda@fut level. It resonated with his story, a kind
of David and Goliath (Mendocino 3).
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People thought he was wonderful! He's a very paabtinguy, and his wife is also very
personable (Mendocino 5).

Respondents indicated that many residents regangecbrporate opposition to the measure as
an unwelcome interference from outside the coumbych was viewed as an attempt to subvert

local democracy.

I mean, it was an unbelievable onslaught of outsitirests coming into the county. It was a
conglomerate of biotech and big ag interests, dsas¢he California Farm Bureau... They spent
over $800,000, which, when you figure there is @®y000 people that live in the whole county,
it was pretty amazing—the level of spending thas gaing on.” But because we have this pretty
progressive voting population and people startednmeng—there was definitely a mood of
‘Corporations can’'t push us around! that came ulgifoas the campaign matured—that people
were reacting to that as much as to the issue @fendocino 2).

Our radio ads were aimed primarily at exposingetkternal corporate opposition to the
campaign. So, | would say that that was both infdiomal and certainly emotional, appealing to
the emotions because we felt we had a pretty sttonfidence of the people once they knew
would say, ‘Hell no!” and they did (Mendocino 3).

The anti-corporate sentiment motivated citizensujgport the measure and also fostered a sense
of empowerment. One campaign organizer made thenfimlg observation to a local reporter:

People feel so unempowered in the world, and shé®@mething they can do on their own and
make their own issue. That's helping us (Els Cadger, gtd. In. Due, 2004, para.9).

The campaign in favor of Measure H used the cotpgrawer element to embolden residents to
exercise their veto on Election Day. As one GMQOeRviendocino campaign press release
explains:
Monsanto just goes along putting more GMO's omtheket. But they can be stopped if we have
laws in our counties that forbid the planning of Q8. We're saying 'not in our backyard, not in
our county (Els Cooperrider, gtd. In. Mendocino &rig Network, para. 11).
Interview respondents suggested that supporters atdeast partially motivated by a desire to
protect the local food supply and send a messab@tech corporations.
So yeah, we know why; they want to control the feadply. They want to intentionally
contaminate. It was clear, even back then in 20G8,that was their intention. That was going to
be their strategy; intentional contamination of ttee-GMO seed stock. So you couldn’t grow a

non-GMO food and they would win. So this is a graah back in Jackson County and hopefully
we will see more (Mendocino 7).
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So, meanwhile Monsanto and the bad guys, as kalilthem, they started realizing, scratching
their heads and saying, ‘Oh my g-d, these hippigshere are actually pulling this off; we better
do something!" (Mendocino 5).

Other respondents indicated that they were motiveteset a precedent for other communities by
passing Measure H in Mendocino. The following gusgieaks to campaign members’ perception
that they were starting something that would evahtibecome a much larger movement:

The last phase, which was shorter, was the follpwethe campaign in which we actually
organized a whole day gathering of say 25 or 3@lacioom different counties who wanted to do
something similar. For that we put together alnot& and a well-organized day long agenda.
We wanted to give people resources and ideas fartb@roceed themselves. The fact of our
campaign, on the one hand, and the approachldaghink on the other, definitely influenced
initiatives in other counties over the next coupfigears. | guess you could say it contributed to
the success of those that passed; but it was alsspirational and informative element in those
that failed. Because, you know, more failed thasteaded. It is very interesting to me that ten
years later there is this apparent, what's the wardooking for? Rise again of interest in
initiatives (Mendocino 3).

Human Health

Approximately 80% of Mendocino County sources expegl concerns over the potential
human health risks associated with geneticallyregging. In fact one of the GMO Mendocino
campaign’s slogans was ‘It's good for our healls . mentioned in Chapter Four, the measure
was widely supported by members of the medical camty. Interview respondents appeared to
be motivated by a desire to protect human (andrenniental) health.

I think that most of the concern was about theotftd genetically modified plants on human
health and also on the environment (Mendocino 1).

Well, we were motivated by the potential effecgehetically engineered crops on human health
and on the food supply for humans and animals anthé negative effect on the environment as
a whole (Mendocino 7).

Another respondent identified a desire for healtod as a motivating factor:

I've always been interested in healthy food arttblight that this would apply to getting healthier
food (Mendocino 5).
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The bulk of human health concerns identified bgnaew respondents relates to the lack of
scientific consensus regarding the safety of GMai$o

At that time, people didn’t know anything reallycafh genetically engineered crops. They didn’t
know if they were safe; they didn’t know (Mendocip

Well, I think to the general problem was the latlawareness of what GMOs really were and
how they affect their lives (Mendocino 6).

The unknown consequences of something totallydorand manmade that we have never
encountered before, and the people were worriedeve being used as guinea pigs in a
corporate project to make more money (Mendocino 4).

| was so shocked by the GMO developments, the patémpact, at that time, and | am sure still
there is talk about not only Round Up and DDT dlhthase kind of crops, but there was also
talk about horizontal gene transfer and other stuficouldn’t imagine that there wouldn’t be
some health implications just based on what myitngitold me (Mendocino 7).

Other sources pointed to concerns over the perdénaglequacy of federal safety regulations
and future threats to the food system.

This stuff had the potential to be very dangeransl, people were not paying attention to—
particularly the people that were regulating—wesepaying attention to the dangers of it
(Mendocino 1).

I think it's scary as hell that there are no lawsle books to say that we have to list whether we
are using GMO ingredients or whether it's natuPalu] Dolan, gtd. In. Somers, 2004, para.66).
Because they [Biotech corporations] want to cortasitamination, they want to control the food
supply and as you well know, there are GMO vegetabbming down the pike. There is already
sweet corn and zucchini and crookneck, and mayer®tSo if you go out to eat, and it's not
organic, then it could be GMO (Mendocino 7).

Arguments in Favor of Measure H appearing on thaddeino County Ballot Statement include

the following:
The FDA, EPA and USDA do not adequately regulateetieally engineered food crops. The
products do not undergo thorough pre-market saéstyng or subsequent labeling. Therefore, the
safety of human health and the environment can@atssured. Research associations and
governmental organizations, international and matia(including the British Medical
Association and the National Academy of Sciencetigbe more research should be conducted
on the possible toxicity and allergenicity of GM@MO Free Mendocino, 2004 para. 25)

Other sources mentioned the dangerous chemicalpestitides that have been produced by the

purveyors of GMOs.
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These are the same corporations that brought ustA&ymnge, PCBs, and are the largest
producers of genetically altered food and seedssdamworld (Laura Hamburg, gtd. In. Yes on
Measure H press release, 2004 para. 3).

Who is CropLife America? It is the front organizatifor Monsanto and other petrochemical and
bio-pharmaceutical multinational corporations whport, among other things, using human
subjects, including children, to test pesticidesi{Epstein, gtd. In. Yes on Measure H press
release, 2004 para. 9).

This was a dangerous technology that and espeeiyn you saw the first crops that came
down the pike were Roundup Ready corn and soy..oimesways Roundup is even more
diabolical and dangerous to health and to the enmient than even GMO crops... The fact that
Monsanto started up with all these Roundup Reaalyscin order to boost their sales of Roundup
and increase the use of Roundup—and you shouldnasthe effects of Roundup, because
Roundup has as many agricultural downsides—thatsam health and animal health
downsides—as the effects of the GMOs (Mendocino 7).

Local Economy

Expected benefits to the local economy were idiedtids a motivating factor by 70% of
Mendocino County sources. One Measure H suppoxf#ai@ed to a news reporter:

The decision to ban [the growing of] GMOs in ounu@ty will put us on the world map as a

place where our representatives are responsikldept, wise and truly care for the people
(Hubert Germain-Robin, gtd. In. GMO Free Mendoci®@03, para. 14).

Interview respondents shared in this opinion thatlbcal economy, particularly the wine
industry, would benefit from passage of Measure H.

People got behind GMO Free Mendocino because itaesasomically beneficial to the county. It
was socially beneficial; it protected the natuestfires of the that everybody valued, and all we
needed to do was to convince people that that measdse (Mendocino 7).

We realized that this would be a job creator—asowe say—because we could have our
agriculture as unique (Mendocino 5).

We realized that if we could preserve Mendocinor@pas a GMO-free area that it would
attract—or be great for the wine industry becabsg tould say that their wines were GMO-free
(Mendocino 5).

We tried to emphasize that the ban would be goothioCounty economically, it would be good
for businesses, in addition to being good for t@renment, and in addition to being good for
the health concerns (Mendocino 1).
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Another respondent alluded to the potentially danmagffects that GMOs might have on the
forests, which are also vital to the county’s eaogp

That was another issue that made my heart sicknwhealized they were going to apply this to
genetically engineered trees. And trees are lorgglliand we are so dependent on trees, and once
I understood the mechanisms for these genes—ioseatid alien gene insertion—it was clear

that these genes would not stay put in the organibat they were purposefully inserted into—
that they would move around and leave and go eleetio other species, and, of course, that's
what happened in lowa. You have the super weee iasd these genes are moving around and
to have that happened in tree species would—eslydtia kind of genes they were talking

about; low-lignin genes—and trees need lignin itkeortto stand up straight (Mendocino 7).

Clearly these motivations are closely linked tottieme locally embedded agricultural
production.
Locally Embedded Agriculture

The desire to preserve locally embedded agricuftumduction was a theme expressed by
65% of Mendocino County sources. Interview respatgleontended that the ordinance would
benefit local producers and consumers alike.

Why should biotech corporations control our locad supply? As just one example, farmers
using genetically modified seeds are forbidderateghose seeds for the following year, even
though they grew them. Instead, they must buy remud-sor risk arrest. It's outrageous (Els
Cooperrider, gtd. In. Mendocino Organic NetworkderRelease, 2003, para.4).

This was just going to be more of the same, buensora grand scale and the magnitude and
speed that the farmers in your region [lowa] aséwhere in the Midwest adopted the GMO
crops really made the issue clearly, in my mindrisis that needed to be dealt with. And the
easiest thing to do was to try and protect the hisorg, which was what Measure H was all
about (Mendocino 7).

You know, this ordinance almost sold itself, beeaitisvas such a great boost to local agriculture
(Mendocino 5).

Our county is free of GMOs, and we like it this wayd we want to keep it this way (Mendocino
4).

We agreed that we needed to do something to fdrastaGMO crops coming through our
county. Now our county is not a major ag countyegt the main crops are marijuana and
winegrapes and a few other things. So | guess tlvese my motivations (Mendocino 7).
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The GMO Free Mendocino campaign deliberately awbitte use of terms like ‘organic’ and
‘conventional’, so as not to polarize local prodigcd he popularity of organic farming within
the county was also cited as a motivation by inésvwespondents.

It was just something that grabbed the public’sgimation because it was protecting our local
agriculture—we have a whole lot of organic farmeese—and it was a way of—well, I think
mostly protecting local agriculture was seen ay se&gnificant (Mendocino 5).

The text of the ordinance contains the followingdfng, regarding the cross-pollination of non-

GMO crops:

The people of Mendocino County wish to protectdbenty’s agriculture, environment,
economy, and private property from genetic pollutiy genetically modified organisms
(Prohibition of the Propagation, Cultivation, antb@ing of Genetically Modified Organisms in
Mendocino County ordinance [2004]).

Sources indicated that local producers were mad/éd support the ordinance out of
concerns over the potential for cross-pollinatibmon-GMO crops became contaminated by
genetically engineered material, organic producetsd lose organic certification, and even
non-organic producers risk losing out on markets.

That Percy Schmeiser situation really spoke to wheapotential impact on non-GMO
agriculture, and how contamination would make éréasingly difficult for non-GMO farmers
and organic farmers to grow their crops and keemtfree of GMO contamination (Mendocino
7).

Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOSs) threaten dguagriculture and commerce in several
ways. First, Pollen and seed from GMOs travel giesinces, contaminating non-GMO crops.
Second, wind- and insect-borne GMO pollen can epadiinate with commercial and native
grapevines, threatening the economic viability famic and conventional wineries. Third,
GMO- polluted wine is unmarketable in Europe amghada Fourth, Mendocino County has 150
organic farmers and wineries; if organic crops bbee@ontaminated by GMOs, the organic
farmers and wineries will lose organic certificati@and their products will not be marketable as
organic. Over one-third of Mendocino County’s wiregges are organic and are an important
source of county revenue. Fifth, banning GMO cneplsmake Mendocino crops attractive in
markets where there is a demand for food thatgardc and pure (GMO Free Mendocino, 2004,
para. 1).

The ordinance received support from several loggdmic and biodynamic wineries.
We had the Frey people behind us, and other wiméedind us. The Freys and the Barra

industry—Barra wines, and others. Because theyeauatat be able to say that their wines were
grown in a GMO-free area and weren’t contaminakéendocino 2) .
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Well, I think that a lot of us were more knowledigleaabout what GMOs were and what the risks
were, and what the dangers were, in a lot of difiearenas. You know; certainly healthwise; but
also environmental issues of contamination, antgtid of apparent irreversibility of
contamination once it gets into the gene pool (Meirb 6).

One local organic wine producer explained that éiengh GMO winegrapes had not yet been
made commercially available, the measure wouldrerthie future security of Mendocino
County’s winegrape production.

We were responding to the realization that gerexigineering wasn'’t going to be just a fringe,
occasional experiment in agriculture; but we cadd the handwriting on the wall that it was
going to be spread as widely as possible by itpgents throughout U.S. agriculture and
specifically for me as an organic farmer, | inskan¢sonated with the idea of drift and the
potential for contamination and | had been follogvihe story of Percy Schmeiser and his canola
problems up in Canada. So | was already well-veirségiat. It wasn’t a perceived problem

within my own business’ wedge of agriculture beestiere were no genetically engineered
grapevines being introduced yet. So my motivatiad to do more with long-term consequences
and questions and concerns for both organic andecdional farmers over contamination
(Mendocino 2).

Another respondent described the perceived thheatchemical herbicides might pose to area
winegrape producers:

When Roundup Ready grains are fed to animalsdi ep in the animals and the meat; and so
you have this cation chelator that is sucking Wiphal critical metals that you need in your
enzymes to have a life, and it doesn’t go away seardy that quickly. Especially from the
farmlands, so a steady diet of Roundup Ready nmehvegetables and fruit, ends up in non-
organic wine and ends up in wine. It is an indsedldiabolical chemical to be married up to all
the negative impacts of the GMO'’s. It's like thsuld not be worse. And that is mostly what's
out there (Mendocino 7).

The next section explores the dominant themes enimgethe motivations of supporters of

Measure 15-119 in Jackson County.
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Jackson County Findings

Locally Embedded Agriculture

The desire to preserve locally embedded agricuftumduction was a theme expressed by
83% of Jackson County sources. This theme was orexttirepeatedly in the Findings section of
the text of the ordinance, and by a majority ofrses. Interview respondents explained that
GMOs were simply not compatible with Jackson Colsntinaditional agricultural practices.

So anyhow, we kind of got consensus that it waessary to move these things out because it
was not in the spirit of the Rogue Valley. | shibghy in the spirit of farming in the Rogue
Valley. And, we don’t want any of this. We live &an area that is known for its high-quality
foods, high-quality wines and cheeses, and stkéftlat. This is not what’'s up in Rogue Valley.
It was pretty clear that it would compromise theegnity; it would directly threaten the existence
of the economy of the Valley around the food andgcagural economy (Jackson 2).

We are really small farms in general; our farmi8 &cres, but in general, we are not a big ag
business on this land. It used to be a lot of di@imns. You know; we're not like the Willamette
Valley or something. We do a lot of seed productiere, which doesn’t take as much land to

make good money (Jackson 1).

The case of the Rogue Valley/Jackson County isitsa little different than the Midwest. So,
there is a lot of diversification and smaller platsl stuff like that. Who are growing on those
smaller plots? Those are the family farms acrossatea. So, when you have a multi-national
chemical company setting up shop and doing thejepts in your backyard literally on a ¥ of an
acre the size of a city tax lot, that just notflagor of the Rogue Valley, we should not have to,
you know; what is at stake here? The small fafailyns across the Rogue Valley, you know it's
just not soybeans and corn and canola and sugts. s Swiss chard; it's like organic and non-
GMO. GMO stuff is like for the big dogs, you knolike commaodities like you ship all across
the planet. That's where the GMO stuff is (Jack8pn

This is not considered responsible farming techesgand that's what people voted for (Jackson
1).

Some sources indicated concern over the spreagrbicide-resistant ‘superweeds’ that have
been linked to GMOs.
Genetically engineered crops are creating “supesa/aat resist common herbicides. Tough-to-

control superweeds damage crops, increase cowstd and require use of more expensive and
higher-risk herbicides (Jackson County Voters Pdetph014, p.15-8).
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As a rancher who operates a 440-acre ranch, mpdsssiand that of many others are directly put
at risk by “Superweeds” that develop herbicidestasice due to the high use of herbicides on
genetically engineered crops (Jackson County Vétarmsphlet, 2014, p.15-11).

By far, the most commonly cited motivation withimg theme was the desire to prevent
the cross- pollination of non-GMO crops. As menédiby one interview respondent, GMOs
were being grown on small lots scattered amongtmeGMO producers throughout the county.
This configuration makes it nearly impossible toidvyollen that can travel for miles.

The perceived problem was the high likelihood,ittevitability of likelihood, no; the

inevitability of contamination of family farms a@®the county. That's pretty much it, you know;
that these guys are producing seed crops so thdtllse an eminent threat to a farmer’s ability
to keep their farms safe from the threat of potdmtbntamination of pollen patented by these
chemical companies (Jackson 2).

They were responding to a problem that they peeckto be cross-pollination for organic seed
that they were growing and it was in close proxynot fields that were growing GMO sugar beet
seeds. They were afraid of contaminating theidsekie to cross-pollination (Jackson 3).

This sentiment was echoed by many of the argumetigor of the ordinance that appeared in
the Jackson County Voters’ Pamphlet, includingfadtewing published quotations:

Genetically engineered crops present a seriouatttoesouthern Oregon seed farmers because
pollen and seed from genetically engineered crapyespread by wind and other forces and
contaminate seed crops that are not geneticalljneaged. This makes the contaminated seed
crop unsellable since that seed becomes a patpraddct that the farmer cannot legally sell
(Jackson County Voters Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-5).

While conventional and organic agriculture haveegisted for decades, there is no realistic way
that genetically engineered crops can co-exist tsttlitional agriculture. Seed and pollen from
genetically engineered crops can contaminate agfigsrfield in one windy afternoon and destroy
a season of hard work (Jackson County Voters Pa#014, p.15-8).

Many of our farms have already had to plow unaher @estroy thousands of dollars worth of
seed crops because genetically engineered cropsphasted near our farms. The claim that
genetically engineered crops can “co-exist” witiditional crops may sound good, but it is a
political fiction that just isn’t true (Jackson Guwy Voters Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-6).

Sources emphasized that cross-pollination affdcteoa-GMO farmers, both conventional and
organic.

Measure 15-119 is not about organic vs. traditimoalventional; it's about ridding Jackson
County of genetically engineered growing systemis)grily grown here by Syngenta a Swiss
Chemical Corporation banned from their systemsaitZerland, in 65 other countries worldwide
and in some U.S. Counties (Faryl, 2014, para. 1).
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‘People say it's just a bunch of hippie organiofars, but it's not,” said Jared Watters, who
describes himself as conservative and grows maire {000 acres of alfalfa and other crops in
the Medford- White City area. ‘We're conventiorainiers’ (Associated Press, 2014, para. 7).

Another motivation for both conventional and orgagiiowers alike was the concern that
contamination could prevent them from saving tredldeom their crops to use the next season,
or that it might prevent seed producing farmer figetling their seeds.

They didn't really realize the impact that it hatdtbe local family farmers being able to collect
their seed and use it for the next year because tieccontamination of cross-pollination
happens because the federal patent laws were gerlable to sell our seed and it is then, when
we grow it out the following year we are growing augenetically engineered plant. And that
was the breaking federal patent law, just thatelamd to top it off you know; the market just
really doesn’t want genetically engineered crops,amly locally, but internationally. That is
really losing a lot of money for local family farmsenot growing GE crops (Jackson 1).

Genetically engineered sugar beets are grownlligaight across the road from our farm. If
pollen from those beets contaminates a beet odadesd crop we are growing then we cannot
sell it (Jackson County Voters Pamphlet, 2014, 10%

Corporate Intrusion
Concern over perceived corporate intrusion was tivatong factor mentioned by 83% of
Jackson County sources. The campaign to opposeukdeas-119 was receiving large sums of
money from corporate agribusiness firms and trade@ations from outside of the county, and
oftentimes even outside of Oregon. Similar to thsecof Measure H in Mendocino County,
sources indicated that citizens of Jackson Cowedganded negatively to the corporate
interference from outside of the community.
Once we realized Syngenta was growing here, peeplly saw that because it was at a local
level. We are the farmers that people are buyieg fbod from. Obviously they are going to—
they know us—and they have a relationship withYisu know; they trust us, and they know we
are not making it up vs. huge out-of-state, morawing in, talking the opposite argument.
People really saw through that... There’s less thaaralful of farmers, individual farmers, that
actually grow genetically engineered crops versuxiheds that don't grow genetically
engineered crops in our valley... | think that wastiyrapparent by the money that came in 97%
of almost a million dollars came from outside tloeiaty (Jackson 1).
And the reality is that this is my food supply, anhi$ our farmers’ livelihoods and seeing all the

money coming in from Monsanto—it’s like they argitig to buy out our food supply (Jackson
2).
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They [Syngenta] are not altruistic, even thougly thigempt to tell the world of their good deeds
and good intentions. Their motive is financial @nely, along with other chemical companies,
have already gained a substantial monopoly on Araerand world seed sources, while using
trans-species engineering to make seeds that leeyyawn and control under patent rights (Faryl,
2014, para. 2).

We're at a fork in the road. We either have to dsomultinational corporations as the future of
agriculture or we have to show up in May and chddsasure 15-119 as the future of agriculture
in the region. They are non- compatible (Chris iagdd. In. Rosenfeld, 2014, para 10).

We're at risk too. | mean, Syngenta, they are diyghreatening to come and sue you know;
we’ll see. | guess that'’s just their MO [Modus cgradi] to go around bullying people (Jackson
1).

Sources expressed concerns over the tactics engplbgyagribusiness corporations within the
county. One interview respondent indicated thatgames like Syngenta were exploiting
farmers:

There are local people that have lived here forexer really don’'t have the mojo or the
expertise to get out and do anything with theidlanymore, they're retired, they are 60 or 70 or
80 years old and are like, ‘Oh yeah, sure, wedkkethe land to you.” They put $500 in their
pocket and Syngenta destroys their land (Jackson 2)

Several sources said that they were offended wafter, months of negotiating a plan for
coexistence with the Southern Oregon Seed Growssedation (SOSGA), Syngenta’s officials

abruptly terminated the process.

Towards the very end of the process, they senttamay from Texas who showed up and said,
‘This Seed Association does not work with Syngdntsiness model, and we will no longer be a
part of this process.” So they walked out of ecpes that brought nearly 50 farmers together in
Jackson County, Southern Oregon. They walked otitadfprocess citing that the Seed
Association would not work with their business modgo everything that we heard up in Salem
all the way, about co-existence, about calling apryneighbor farmer, calling up Monsanto,
calling up Syngenta, saying, ‘Hey, what are yondaver there? Are you growing GMO’s?
Hey, can we work this out? You want to plant eantg’ll plant late...’; all that stuff. Syngenta
walked out of that process... Like if there ever wam-existence plan that would ever work, it
was that. Here is where GMO'’s are planted onrtfap and then down the street 4 miles away is
an organic chart field. How hard is it? And theévey walked out of that process (Jackson 2).

Them [Syngenta] leaving was really shocking bec#lusg represented themselves as wanting to
be part of the community, to be good neighborsv@td-ry, gtd. In. Wilson, 2013, para. 24).

Unfortunately, multi-billion dollar corporationsdahpatent genetically engineered seed are not
being good neighbors in the Rogue Valley (Jacksoun@/ Voters Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-12).
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Other sources indicated that they were motivatestt@ precedent for other communities
by passing Measure 15-119 in Jackson County. Om@a&ign organizer explained the group
supported a similar effort in neighboring Josept@aginty;

Our family farmers coalition has generally beenwlek of a group of farmers from both
[Jackson and Josephine] Counties, and our mainvgmato get the measure passed in Jackson
County because we felt like that was how we wowdeha leg to stand on. But we were
obviously super supporters of any farmer who walitegket genetically engineered crops out of
the county to protect their farms (Jackson 1).

One interview respondent summed up their impressabthe campaign’s outcome with a single
sentence:

What we've done is essentially signed a death wattathese Chemical Companies (Jackson 2).

Choice/Rights
Approximately 78% of Jackson County sources inéiddhat they were motivated to
support the ordinance in order to preserve thecehand rights of local agricultural producers.

The very first [campaign] meeting, we said thesgsduave no right to do this. No right to
contaminate our farmers; they have no right to giteem out the back of the elementary schools,
using these chemicals and so forth (Jackson 2).

The driving force was more the economic and prgpaghts violation of genetically engineered
crops had on family farms (Jackson 1).

The notion of preserving producer choice and righisarily was primarily centered on the

issue of cross-pollination.

No farmer should have to worry that his crop pldraa his own private property will be
contaminated and destroyed due to wind drift ofgpobr seed from a genetically engineered
crop planted down the road. Every farmer shoulctihe freedom to plant, raise and sell a crop
that is not genetically engineered (Jackson CouWotgrs Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-9).

The reality that | have a farm, and when | havéoalike | do—a Syngenta sugar beet plot right
down the road from me—I know | lost my right todigle to save and collect my seed from any
fee for charge and because it is contaminated @klpollen and looking at those facts, my rights
have been taken away from me because the junkid&yngenta chemical company was not
allowed to grow in their own country is down theddrom me leasing land (Jackson 1).
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This motivation apparently crossed political boumneland received bi-partisan support in the

county. One campaign organizer explained:

One of the farmers that came on our campaign isalfigta current GMO grower and he had his
whole entire wheat crop lost last year becaus®woffagnination threats here in Oregon. So he lost
that crop, and then this measure came up, andahiea@ the impact on other farmers and taking
their rights away. He is a stout Republican anéebilg in property rights. He came on and
actually became one of our spokespeople farmethéocampaign (Jackson 1).

The same respondent suggested that by passingdinarmce, the county was sending a message
to Oregon lawmakers that citizens did not suppgwttassage of Oregon’s seed preemption

legislation, which they perceived as a violatiorfasfners’ rights.

I think it was that the people have really spolprfor what they want and to take the rights
away on the level was just unjust to not to allannfers to protect their crops on a local level
where they really can make a difference, whichraidpbly why he [Governor Kitzhaber] took it
away from them (Jackson 1).

Other sources indicated that supporters were ntetivi pass the ordinance to protect

themselves from the perceived threat of pateningément lawsuits.
In a narrow valley like ours, genetically engin@eceops put farmers at risk of being threatened
with federal patent lawsuits by multi-national corgtions like Monsanto and Syngenta. Across
the country, many innocent farmers have been thineatwith these lawsuits after genetically
engineered seed and pollen blew onto their farhis jlst isn’t right (Jackson County Voters
Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-8).
[Measure 15-119] protects private property fronspaess by genetically engineered pollen or seed
that can drift for miles in the wind, with no respéor property lines. This pollen drift can make
traditional crops unsellable and exposes farmetisraats of patent infringement lawsuits
(Jackson County Voters Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-6).

Another argument repeatedly expressed by the campaioppose the ordinance was
that farmers should have the right to choose tavgdooGMOs. One respondent indicated that
while supporters agreed that farmers should haweight to decide what kind of crops they
grew, the inability to effectively prevent crossatamination violated the rights of farmers who

preferred to produce non-GMO crops:

A lot of the argument was, ‘Hey we agree with ybattpeople should be able to do what they
want on their own property, but when it trespass#e somebody else’s property and ruins their
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crop, thatis unacceptable.” You know; if your G&llens stayed on your fields, then we
wouldn’t be in this conversation right now (Jack49n

Another interview respondent echoed this sentirmadtexplained that the ordinance would

affect only a very small minority of farmers in tbeunty that were producing GMOs:

It was very clear that this was just—by continuiagproduce this technology in our county—we
were inherently limiting all those who did not wahat technology. So, as far eliminating
farmers rights, that was readily rebutted withfée that we're not going to give preference to
the GMO farmers because they are going to contdenarad pollute every farmer down the
street, or we take GMO out of the picture and, whgyowing it, who is it going to impact?

Come to find out, two of the hundreds of farmeet thhave spoken to across the Valley that are
growing any GMO at all and so who is it going tggwet? Virtually no one (Jackson 2).

Local Economy

The desire to protect the local economy was a rattim expressed by 70% of Jackson County
sources. The following quotes emphasize the impodgaf the agricultural sector to the

County’s overall economy:

Our family farmers are a key part of our economg are counting on us. No one in Washington,
DC or Salem is going to protect us from the threhtgenetically engineered crops (Jackson
County Voters Pamphlet, 2014, p.15-6).

Genetically engineered crops pose a real riskeaduture of family farming in the Rogue Valley.
Measure 15- 119 is how Jackson County can protediaoms, our farmers and our local
economy. This measure should unify everyone incounty that values family farms and their
important role in our community (Jackson Countya&fetPamphlet, 2014, p.15-12).

The real practical economic side of how it impadtezlfarmers here locally and family farms
was really, | think, what everybody agreed onpalitisans, Republican, Democrat, Libertarian;
we had people involved in the campaign and regidter vote had never registered in their adult
life to vote (Jackson 1).

Other sources suggested that the ordinance wouldistqreserve the local economy but that it

would increase the value of local production.

This vote is going to make Jackson and Josephimetg@ne of the most valuable seed-growing
regions in the entire country, period (Chuck Bgtd. In. Dubois, 2014, para. 12).
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The next and final chapter of this thesis furthecdsses and summarizes the findings and
conclusions of the research, describes the impdieat and provides recommendations for future

and research.
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CHAPTER 6. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In the first place, a civic agriculture of this sneeds vital bodies and a patchwork of voices.

When our only voice is through the marketplaces & very poor voice at best. When we connect

principally as producers and consumers, we aifdigiilg off the land and not in it, off nature

and off each other. In the second place, inhabitaakes time — there is no “instant-comida” or

“instant soil,” like there is an “instant-cup-oftgm” We would do well to find it, honor it, study

it, and protect it where it has already begun tmgi-or therein lie the understandings that will

protect us all in return —farmers, eaters, urbahraral dwellers, the land, and its diverse

biological communities. There too, it seems to rasides the spirit and energy — as well as half

the purpose — of the project of civic agricultubelind, 2002, p.223).

The findings of this study demonstrate the compyesd the motivations that lead
citizens to pursue and enact local land use ordiemregulating genetically modified organisms.
The predominant themes that emerged from the qtigbtanalysis of primary and secondary
sources’ responses indicate that campaign supparteronly were motivated by a variety of
factors; but also that they were acting upon stisohgld values and beliefs concerning the
GMOs and corporate agribusiness, as well as theeabions between people, land, and food. In
each county, sources indicated that they were pilynmasponding to concerns over corporate
intrusion, a desire to preserve locally embeddetalgural production, and a need to protect
local economic interests. However, the order magleitof each of these emergent themes was
varied, as were the specific concerns or ‘sub-tl#eerecompassed by the broader thematic
categories. Additionally, sources indicated otlhentes that were of primary importance to
supporters in each individual county. In MendooB@munty, Corporate Intrusion was the
dominant theme, followed by Human Health, Local oy, and Preserving Locally
Embedded Agriculture. In Jackson County, Preserkogally Embedded Agriculture and

Corporate Intrusion were equally identified asdeninant themes, followed by Choice/Rights,

and Local Economy.
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In the previous chapter, each finding was categdrexccording to the theme that it
belongs to. The objective of this chapter is tdetate upon the major findings that were
common among both case study counties, discus$ehet not the findings support the
hypothesis, relate them to the larger theoretieadpectives of civic agriculture and alternative
agrifood movements, question and probe them fatgrainderstanding and interpretation, and
enumerate recommendations for future researchofeinn the previous chapter, these themes
are overlapping in many respects, and the indivitheames are not mutually exclusive. For
example, Corporate Intrusion encompasses issuggddb Local Economy and Preserving
Locally Embedded Agriculture, and in rural agrarcunties, local agriculture is a key

component of the local economy.

Hypothesis

At the outset of the qualitative analysis, | hymstized that rural, agrarian county-level
bans on the propagation of genetically modifiedaorgms are primarily driven by concerns
related to genetic drift and the cross-contamimatibgenetically engineered materials. More
specifically, | was anticipating that actors woblel responding to perceived environmental,
social, and economic threats to organic farmersadinels that produce non-genetically
engineered plants posed by cross-pollination. Wthikewas certainly a key motivating factor
within each county, it was ntite primary motivatioroverall. Concern over corporate intrusion
appears to be the primary motivating factor wheth lsase study counties are examined
collectively; albeit a desire to preserve localgledded agriculture closely followed this

motivation, and concern over the local economy arasther key factor. | would like to argue
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that these findings do, in fact, support my iniigpothesis because these themes are so closely
intertwined. Moreover, the constant thread thasrimough each theme is the perceived

economic threat to non-GMO farmers posed by crodigption.

Summary of Findings

Corporate Intrusion

The theories of civic agriculture and alternatigeif@od systems have emerged in
response to the dominant industrial agricultureageym, which has been widely criticized for
concentrating power in the hands of agribusinegsacations (Lyson, 2002; Hauter 2012;
Jackson, 2012; Shiva, 2004). Hassanein (2003) spgedke corporatization of the industrial
food system within the context of the alternatikariework of food democracy:

Certainly, an oligarchy ruled by a handful of nmuétiional corporations—the obvious tendency in
the agro-food system that dominates at present—uatesngender much hope for achieving
sustainability. Food democracy seeks to exposehalknge the antidemocratic forces of
control, and claims the rights and responsibiliGésitizens to participate in decision-making.
Food democracy ideally means that all members afgan-food system have equal and effective
opportunities for participation in shaping thattsys, as well as knowledge about the relevant
alternative ways of designing and operating théesygHassanein, 2003, p.83).

The findings of this study indicate that supporiarboth counties were motivated by a desire to
subvert the ‘anti-democratic forces’ of corporageifausiness, and reassert their local decision-
making authority by enacting ordinances that barthegropagation of genetically modified
crops within their respective communities. While4existing anti-corporate sentiment among
residents, particularly in Mendocino County, likéictored into this conception; the tactics that
were employed by the campaigns against the measwiresregarded by many sources as
unethical and unwelcome intrusions. The following®g from an interview informant in

Mendocino County captures this impression:
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There was no question that—and | think that evaWOdabeling that I've looked at since
Measure H—the public starts out being negative bf0OGood, on GMO crops, on GMO animals
and all of it. The public is generally negative fmod reasons, and the only way these things
have been beaten back is by false informationgdeatics, and confusion. And, that's what was
tried in our county; those were the tactics usealincounty against us (Mendocino 7).

Some sources indicated resentment over the petcalugses of corporate power on the

part of the biotechnology industry in general, atarly its legacy of litigating farmers for

patent infringement. Many sources found the cammpsjmending on the part of the external

corporate opposition appalling as evidenced bystagement from another Mendocino County

informant:

| mean; it was an unbelievable onslaught of outsitkrests coming into the county. It was a
conglomerate of biotech and Big Ag interests, alé agethe California Farm Bureau... They
spent over $800,000, which, when you figure therenly 82,000 people that live in the whole
county, it was pretty amazing—the level of spendhrag was going on.” But because we have
this pretty progressive voting population, and pegparted resenting—there was definitely a
mood of ‘Corporations can't push us around! theatne through as the campaign matured—that
people were reacting to that as much as to the isgen (Mendocino 2).

The biotechnology industry’s ability to manipulgteblic opinion and public policy through the

exercise of its overwhelming economic force is vdeitumented in the literature (Hauter, 2012;

Shiva, 2004; Egilman & Bohme, 2005; Capelleri et2000; Murphy, 2008 ). Dahlberg (2001)

explains:

The corporate sector not only has unprecedentdityabishape and present images through
advertising and the mass media, but also to shalpsy/and research priorities through campaign
contributions, the funding of policy think tanksidathrough the cooptation of the academic world
(Dahlberg, 2001, p.142).

Some sources described the corporate-funded oppotitthe measure as evidence of an

attempted ‘corporate takeover’ of the food supply.

And the reality is that this is my food supply, ang our farmers’ livelihoods and seeing all the
money coming in from Monsanto—it’s like they argitig to buy out our food supply (Jackson
2).

So yeah, we know why; they want to control the fesadply. They want to intentionally
contaminate. It was clear, even back then in 20G8,that was their intention. That was going to
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be their strategy; intentional contamination of ttee-GMO seed stock. So you couldn’t grow a
non-GMO food and they would win (Mendocino 7).

The following excerpt from Lyson (2002) serves ditimg transition between the theme of

Corporate Intrusion and that of Local Economy.

Civic agriculture refers to the emergence and gnavftcommunity-based agriculture and food-
production activities that not only meet consumamends for fresh, safe and locally produced
foods, but also create jobs, encourage entrepremiguand strengthen community identity. Civic
agriculture brings together production and consiuonpctivities within communities and offers
consumers real alternatives to the commoditiesuymred, processed and marketed by large
agribusiness firms (Lyson, 2002, p.195-196).

Local Economy

The literature concerning agrifood system altexeatiemphasizes the importance of

fostering linkages between local agricultural proghs and consumers as a means of local

economic development. Civic agriculture, in pat@acucan be used as a vehicle for mitigating

the frequently destructive impacts of the globaligineoliberal forces that drive the dominant

industrial paradigm (Lyson, 2005; DeLind, 2002)sby & Guptill (2004) explain:

Communities that nurture civic agriculture actedj as one part of a broader plan of diversified
economic development, can gain greater control thadr economic destinies. They can also
enhance the level of social capital among theidezgs, contribute to rising levels of civic
welfare and socioeconomic well-being, revitalizeatlandscapes, improve environmental
quality, and, ultimately, promote long-term susadiifity (Lyson & Guptill, 2004, p.383).

Lyson elaborates on the economic benefits of @gigculture in a later paper:

Civic agricultural enterprises have a much higbeal economic multiplier than farms or food
processors that are producing for the global masken Dollars spent for locally produced
agricultural and food products circulate severatertames through the local community than the
money spent for food products that are processegackaged by multinational corporations and
sold in national supermarket chains (Lyson, 20082)p

Agriculture plays a vital role in the local econ@®iof both case study counties. Sources

in each community indicated that they saw the @ae as a boon to the local economy. This

view is evidenced in the following quotes from imiew informants:

People got behind GMO Free Mendocino because itaasomically beneficial to the county. It
was socially beneficial; it protected the natuestfires of the county that everybody valued and
all we needed to do was to convince people thawtha the case (Mendocino 7).
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The real practical economic side of how it impadtezifarmers here locally and family farm to
really, I think, what everybody agreed on (Jackspn

More specifically, sources indicated that by limgithe risks of cross-pollination the
ordinances would promote the economic viabilityagficultural production in local and
international markets that increasingly demand Givi@-products. Some sources suggested that
the regulations might benefit the local economyaligwing the community to bill itself as a
GMO-free region; occupying a unique agriculturalh@, and perhaps even fostering
agritourism. All of these sentiments are concurreitt the conceptualization of civic agriculture
as a driver of economic development as summarigabeofollowing excerpt from Lyson
(2005):

Civic agriculture is the embedding of local agrtouhl and food production in the community.
Not only is civic agriculture a source of familycimme for the farmer and food processor, but
civic agricultural enterprises also contributefie health and vitality of communities in a variety
of social, economic, political, and cultural wayggon, 2005, p.92).

Locally Embedded Agriculture

Both civic agriculture and the larger collectionagfrifood system alternatives offer
sustainable place-based solutions to communitylenolsolving. These theories emphasize the
interconnectedness of the unique social, econanit.environmental processes that characterize
locally embedded agricultural production withinartgcular community. This holistic, systems-
oriented approach accommodates the participati@anddferse range of stakeholders within the
local food system. DeLind (2002) makes referendhitaspect with the following
interpretation of civic agriculture:

The term “civic agriculture” frames a collectionfobd and farming enterprises that addresses
the needs of local growers, consumers, rural ecasyrand communities of place (DeLind,
2002, p.217).
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In each community, supporters of the ordinancesesged pride of ownership in their
county’s agricultural production; indicating thhetlocal farming culture was something that
they valued and felt was worth protecting.

It was just something that grabbed the public’sgimation because it was protecting our local

agriculture—we have a whole lot of organic farmeese—and it was a way of—well, I think

mostly protecting local agriculture was seen ay se&gnificant (Mendocino 5).

So anyhow, we kind of got consensus that it wagsesry to move these things out because it

was not in the spirit of the Rogue Valley. | shibshy in the spirit of farming in the Rogue

Valley. And, we don’t want any of this. We live &an area that is known for its high-quality

foods, high-quality wines and cheeses, and stk#fthat. This is not what's up in Rogue Valley.

It was pretty clear that it would compromise thigrity; it would directly threaten the existence

of the economy of the Valley around the food angcagural economy (Jackson 2).

As previously noted, a common concern among ord@anpporters in both counties
was the potential threat of cross-pollination; biotterms of the effect that it could have upon
the values of locally produced commodities, and akscause it might prevent farmers from
saving their seeds for use the following seasomtier concern expressed by sources was the
potential negative environmental and human hediéts of the chemical herbicides that are
associated with the production of GMO crops. Somgces spoke of a desire to defend the
diversification of existing local agriculture agsirihe anticipated spread of the monocultures
that constitute the dominant industrial agricultyraradigm.

The small family farms across the Rogue Valley, knaw; it’s just not soybeans and corn and
canola and sugar beets. It's Swiss chard; it'sditganic and non-GMO. GMO stuff is like for
the big dogs, you know; like commaodities like yduipsall across the planet. That's where the
GMO stuff is (Jackson 2).

This was just going to be more of the same, buensora grand scale and the magnitude and
speed that the farmers in your region [lowa] asgwhere in the Midwest adopted the GMO
crops really made the issue clearly, in my mindrisis that needed to be dealt with. And the
easiest thing to do was to try and protect the hivor, which was what Measure H was all
about (Mendocino 7).

Civic agriculture can strengthen local ties amoognmunity members, by bringing

together a diverse range of stakeholders to collelgtengage in preserving and nurturing the
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local food system and the local economy. Lyson R2@@scribes the coalition-building nature of
civic agriculture:

What these civic agriculture efforts have in comnwthat they have the potential to nurture
local economic development, maintain diversity godlity in products, and provide forums
where civic farmers and food citizens can comettwgeto solidify bonds of community (Lyson,
2005 p.97).

This aspect of the literature is supported by ingsvs with key informants who had fond
memories of their campaign experiences, and skareddotes of new friendships and even new
business relationships that were formed duringtbeess.

For all of these reasons, and surely many otheppaters of the measures were
empowered to protect the choice and rights of afjtical producers and consumers by pursuing
the local regulation of GMOs. The campaigns wageslipport of the ordinances united local
farmers and citizens in an effort to protect thedal food system from unwelcome outside
interference. Thus, the citizen-led efforts to bHaalocal propagation of GMOs in Mendocino
and Jackson Counties may be considered manifestatifccivic agriculture as conceived by the

literature. The next section of this chapter exgdathe implications of the research.

Research Implications
What do these findings mean for future work in #misa? How can they contribute to
citizen-led initiatives to regulate biotechnologyather communities around the country?
Because this research examines just two case stuidi® important at this juncture to be clear
about the constraints of the methodology. One cathraav confident conclusions about the
motivational factors of community members for abple in all circumstances from this study as
these factors are contextual and likely to varynfiglace to place. However, what can be done is

use the knowledge gained to determine communiiggnizations, and groups of people to
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whom it might be best transferable. To do so tasessary to briefly re-evaluate the context
within which the research was conducted.
Scope and Limitations

Both Mendocino and Jackson Counties are ruralriagraommunities that are rich in
natural resources. Both counties are located owést coast of the United States, and were
destinations for the back-to-the-land movement liegian in the late 1960s. While Mendocino
County’s reputation as a progressive, liberal comitgumay be traced back to this connection to
a particular counterculture characterized by thizement, Jackson County is generally
regarded as a much more politically conservatiaegl However, both counties exhibit a
strongly independent ethos in terms of propertiitagnd civic democracy. Both counties are
fairly removed from their respective state’s latgestropolitan centers, and timber and
agriculture have been historically important indiest in each place.

It is worth emphasizing that the locally embeddgdaaltural production of both
Mendocino and Jackson Counties stands in markelasdno the dominant industrialized model
that is exemplified by the mass production of mattaces in places like the Midwest’s
‘Cornbelt’ region. Both case study counties enjdyrant and unique systems of agriculture that
produce a number of diversified commodities. Bddtes maintain a number of small and
medium-sized agricultural operations, and bothgddtave a significant number of local organic
farmers. Perhaps most importantly, GMOs were ndelyigrown in either county at the time
that the ordinances were passed. Certainly the waioithe GMO-ban supporters would have
been made more difficult in a county located iry, s@ntral lowa, where genetically modified
corn and beans are the standard commodities, amalvdrage farm size is much larger. This

limits the transferability of the research somewhatone could make the argument that the local
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agricultural context was an important element todhccessful passage of the ordinance in each
county.

The social networks and cultural values inhererhéolocally embedded agriculture of
each place also deserve review. The findings ofd¢kearch reveal that both Mendocino and
Jackson County evince strong community bonds antéocgl producers and consumers.
Moreover, the level of pride and appreciation fardl agriculture indicated by both primary and
secondary sources was a key contextual factordn ease study county; citizens recognized the
unique nature of their community’s agricultural gation and regarded it as something that was
worth preserving. These connections and valueslgimay not be present in every farming
community. How might the motivational factors dtizens differ in communities where
monocultures, GMO commodity crops, and large faanesthe norm? How might the
motivations of citizens differ in a community withitostrong agricultural and social networks?
These questions deserve further research.

It is also important to consider the anti-GMO mmesnt more generally. Genetic
engineering is relatively new and still evolvingheology. As noted in Chapter 1, there is no
established consensus as to the safety of GMO foote long-term effects that GMO crops
might have on human and environmental health. Ta@mty of scientific literature supporting
both the perceived safety and the potential dangfds®technology is highly technical and may
be difficult for the average layperson to wade tigtn. Moreover, the polarizing nature of the
GMO debate evinced by the media is confusing amlkgps even off-putting. Citizens in both
Mendocino and Jackson County took a precautiortance by enacting local GMO bans; in
communities that are not be as familiar or evemtesested in genetic engineering this is simply

not likely to be a motivating issue. Furthermonggrein communities where a few citizens are
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motivated to pursue local regulations, there mayecenough of a groundswell of interest to
generate the momentum necessary to enact an océinaauticularly in the face of the kind of
outside corporate pressure that that was exertdtinase study counties. How much citizen
interest is necessary for an anti-GMO measure itotgaction? This is yet another question for
future research.

Finally, because | was not present in either efdbunties during the height of the
campaigns, | was unable to observe the eventshinst. Consequently, my data is largely
second-hand and relies heavily on the memorielseoinformants involved in the passage of the
ordinances; which in the case of Mendocino Courgguired sources to recall thoughts and
impressions surrounding an event that took placeertian a decade ago. Furthermore, the
primary data consists of interviews with a relaguJenited sample of just 13 informants. Thus, |
relied largely on secondary sources in the formuddlically available archival data to triangulate

the research.

Lessons from Mendocino and Jackson Counties

The implications of this research are broad in scdje discussion and conclusions
presented in this chapter provide insight intortiwivating factors that led citizens of rural
agrarian counties to pursue and enact local ordesregulating biotechnology. Although there
are clear constraints in generalizing the findifigen the analysis of just two case studies and
future research is necessary to understand thigoredhip between the motivating factors and the
successful outcomes of the campaigns more fuleyldbsons that can be learned from
examining the motivations of the supporters ofrtiteasures in both Mendocino and Jackson are

numerous. These lessons are presented as a §eBesramendations, which collectively serve
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as a ‘recipe’ for passing local GMO legislation eTlecommendations are centered on the
processes of identifying the strengths and defitinegvalues of locally embedded agriculture
production; framing the issues of GMOs and local@Mgulation; and generating citizen
support for an anti-GMO ordinance. | would likeetmphasize that these recommendations are
based on the results of this study and are notestigas for future research. The following list
elucidates some recommendations, which might efidéb activists, citizens groups, and
community leaders interested in pursuing similadlase controls:

1. Spend time collectively examining the locallyldded agricultural production of
your community. Identify the aspects that are ueiguspecial to the place. Identify
existing strengths, as well as areas of opportdaityuture diversification or
specialization. Which aspects of the local agrimgltcan the group agree are worth
preserving or protecting?

2. As a group, begin discussing the common valad<caltural traditions that are
connected to local agriculture in your communitpwHcan these values and traditions be
utilized to encourage citizens to reassert persanélcollective agency within the food
system and the wider sociopolitical arena?

3. Assess the existing local networks of agricaltproducers and consumers. ldentify
ways in which these connections might be strengtti@m built upon. How might they be
used to support or encourage a local GMO ordina&z@Mine the social bonds and
local institutions that connect producers and coress. Create opportunities for
stakeholders throughout the food system to engageriversations about local
agriculture. Seek out organizations with missiongadues that are compatible with the
group’s desire to safeguard local agriculture figgnetic engineering.

4. Educate yourself and your group about the edmdbgrocesses of cross-pollination
and the scientific research concerning GMOs. Eragmicommunity dialogues about
these issues aratk questions about how GMOs might affect local &wirand
environmental health, as well as locally embeddgaaltural production and the local
economy. Explore the relationship between GMOsthadlominant industrial
agriculture paradigm. Are these in accordance thighcommonly held values and
traditions of your community? At times, the issli€&sd1Os might seem overwhelming;
remember to be supportive and encouraging to ymupggmembers.

5. Utilize the ideas that emerge from these dialogadseginframing the issue of local
GMO regulation. Experiment with different approashend discuss which ones are most
compelling to participants. Explore different wafscontextualizing the issue with
personal anecdotes that are appealing to and esslbrstood by a wide range of
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citizens. Try to emphasize the positive elements tlve negative ones (e.g. “We like
that our farmers can choose to plant non-GMO crogisier than “We don’t want GMOs
to contaminate our farms”). The distinction is $ailitut may provide a greater sense of
efficacy.

6. Once you've honed your narrative, start gettingnttessage out by holding public
meetings and educational and social events to geneitizen support. Utilize the
personal relationships that participants have ¢adben the reach of your group. Maintain
a grassroots, decentralized structure and focygemon-to-person communication. Try

to keep it fun and be sure to periodically celebtagether over food. This encourages
people to connect more deeply, both with one am@hd with the local food system.

Recommendations for Future Research

This research leaves many questions unanswereglat@f which have been described
already. This study focused on the motivationsitifens that supported local GMO regulation;
researchers interested in studying motivating faataight consider a more neutral research
design, which considers the motivating factorshoke citizens who opposed such measures. As
previously mentioned, there is still no clear caorsses regarding the safety of genetically
modified food crops. Obviously further scientifesearch is needed to better understand the
potential benefits and risks of GMOs and the relateemical pesticides that are used in their
production, particularly over the long-term; howewich research is beyond the realm of the
planning field and the intended audience of thislgt

Governments and private industries have done a&atefé job of encouraging us to
believe that there is no need to regulate GMOs heyioe federal level. Are stricter regulations
necessary? And if so, whose responsibility is ke those regulations? Are GMOs really an
attempt by powerful corporations to achieve totahthion over the food supply? Again, some
of these questions likely extend beyond the scdpeocnl system planning literature, yet they

bear mentioning nonetheless.



119

Returning to the subject of biotechnology regulatb the local level, there are a number
of additional questions. What, if any, respondiigié do farmers growing GMOs in close
proximity to organic or non-GMO farmers have touee the likelihood of cross-contamination?
How effective have the local bans proven in kee@hgOs out of the community? How
effective have they been in terms of preventings#oollination? What effects have they had
upon local agricultural production and local econ@rilow have the bans affected local social
connections among citizens? Have the campaigneréabincreased trust for local government
among citizens? Did the campaign process strengthi@munity bonds? Did the process
improve representativeness? Have the coalitiorabksthied during the campaigns generated
more public involvement in subsequent policy decis? How might the local anti-GMO
movements be broadened to a regional or state’scale

Finally, it must be reiterated that the problemas the propagation of GMOs
themselves, but rather the system of law that al@MOs to be imposed upon communities
without their consent. By banning the propagatib@blOs, Mendocino and Jackson Counties
are calling attention to the ways in which the entrsystem of governance often denies
communities the legal authority to build sustaiediarm and food systems. These ordinances
reframe the issue through collective, non-violewil disobedience in the form of local
legislation that rejects the notion of corporatespahood. This notion recognizes corporations
as persons, and has been utilized to enact ste¢ggaption bills that override the rights of
communities to regulate locally important mattéks IGMOs, chemical pesticides, factory
farms, and fracking.

This presents a number of additional questionghEuresearch into the challenges

presented by state seed preemption bills, incluthagonstitutionality of these regulations is
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necessary. Further research into the constituiiyrafifederal legislation like the so-called
“Monsanto Protection Act” is also necessary. Staarporations be granted the same set of
constitutional rights as individual citizens? lethnswer is no, what is the best means of creating
the sort of structural changes that are necessagstore the authority of local jurisdictions to
self-govern? Why are some communities apparentiemuwtivated than others to pursue this
kind of change? How can these local movements pareded or built upon to encourage higher-
level structural change? Is there a potential égional movements that would include multiple
jurisdictions? What legal mechanisms might be abdél to communities located in states where
the citizen initiative and referendum processesabsent?

Conducting this research has been a great plebsueeise it has allowed me to connect
with a passionate group of farmers and citizens ralieed together and fought against the odds
to ‘take back the commons’ of their local agricudtu | enjoyed hearing informants’ tales of
citizen democracy in action, and | found their revee for the land, food, and people of their
communities inspiring. Their connection to placasvetronger than any conventional political
loyalties; stronger even than the powerful outsidgorate interests that spent more than a
million dollars in attempts to defeat both initiss. The results of the campaigns in each
community were a win for local democracy and therk of the broader sustainable food

movement.



121

BIBLIOGRAPHY

All About Feed. (2013, March 1). US: GMO cultivatibanned in Washington State county
[Web log post] Retrieved from http://www.allabowgtenet/Process-Management/Feed-
Safety/2013/3/US-GMO-cultivation-banned-in-WashorgState-county-1188114W/

Allen, Patricia. (2004) Together at the Table: Sunstbility and Sustenance in the American
Agrifood System. University Park, PA: PennsylvaBtate University Press.

Altieri, M. A. (2005). The myth of coexistence: wiransgenic crops are not compatible with
agroecologically based systems of production. Bullef Science, Technology & Society, 25(4),
361-371.

An Act to Ensure the Integrity of Organic Agricuitil Crops, Maine State Legislature, Sec. 1. 7
MRSA 81055 I, (2008).

Ancel, H. (2013)Jackson County community food assessment. Zxi8eved from
http://www.oregonfoodbank.org/~/media/Files/Commyukibod-
Systems/Jackson%20County%20Community%20Fo0d%20seses%20Finalpdf.pdf

Anderson, G. (2003, December 3). GMO initiativedseto ballotUkiah Daily Journal
Retrieved from http://www.organicconsumers.org/gkfarnia_initiative.cfm

Aris, A., & Leblanc, S. (2011). Maternal and feeéaposure to pesticides associated to
genetically modified foods in Eastern TownshipQuoiebec, Canad&eproductive Toxicology
31(4), 528-533.

Article VIII. Part Second., Municipal Home Rule, @titution of the State of Maine, (1871).

Ashland Daily Tidings. (2014, April 24). Scienceofessors offer different views on GMO
crops. Retrieved from
http://www.dailytidings.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articlel®/20140424/NEWS02/404240320

Associated Press. (2014, April 22). Southern Ordganers divided over GMO ban issue.
Washington Time$Retrieved from
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2014/apr/22fsetn-oregon-farmers-divided-over-
gmo-ban-issue/?page=all

Ayers, J. (2014, May 21). Major victory for orgamon-GMO farmers in Southern Oregon.
Reader Supported News. Retrieved from http://resagigrortednews.org/opinion2/271-
38/23803-focus-major-victory-for-organic-non-gmarfeers-in-southern-oregon



122

Barnard, J. (2014, January 28). Midwest beet grewentribute $50,000 to defeat Jackson
County GMO banThe Register-GuardRetrieved from
http://www.registerguard.com/rg/news/31065556-76htg-crops-seed-sugar-farmers.html.csp
Barker, D., Freese, B., & Kimbrell, G. (201®eed giants vs. US farmers: a report by the Center
for Food Safety & Save Our Seeds

Bagdonis, J., Hinrichs, C., et al. (2009). "The sgeace and framing of farm-to-school
initiatives: civic engagement, health and local@agture.” Agriculture and Human Values
26(1): 107-1109.

Barnard, J. (2014, 29 January) Outside seed monaydes GMO battleMedford Mail Tribune
Retrieved from
http://www.mailtribune.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articleP&/20140129/NEWS/401290315

Barrows, G., Sexton, S., & Zilberman, D. (2014)ri&gltural Biotechnology: The Promise and
Prospects of Genetically Modified Crofd$e Journal of Economic Perspectiy28(1), 99-119.

Benachour, N., & Seralini, G. E. (2008). Glyphodatenulations induce apoptosis and necrosis
in human umbilical, embryonic, and placental céllsemical Research in Toxicolog32(1), 97-
105.

Benbrook, C. (2009)l'he magnitude and impacts of the Biotech and Om&eed Price
Premium.The Organic Centre. Retrieved from http://www. ariga
center.org/reportfiles/Seeds_Final_11-30-09. pdf

Benbrook, C. M. (2012). Impacts of genetically ewgired crops on pesticide use in the US--the
first sixteen year€Environmental Sciences Eurqt(1), 1-13.

Berry, W. (1977)The unsettling of America: Culture & agriculturdew York: Avon Books.

Beus, C. E. and R. E. Dunlap (1990). "Conventimeasus Alternative Agriculture: The
Paradigmatic Roots of the DebatRUral Sociologyp5(4): 590-616.

Bongyu, M., Billingsley, G., Younis, M., & Nwagwi. (2009). Genetically Modified Foods
and Public Health Debate: Designing Programs toghlié Risk Public Administration &
Managementl13(3), 191-217.

Bourke, J. (2014, April 5). GMO ballot measure dsavig moneyKDRV NewsRetrieved from
http://www.kdrv.com/gmo-ballot-measure-draws-bignag/

Boyd, V. (2014, March 14). Oregon county ballot sw@a would ban GMO3.he Grower
Retireved from http://www.thegrower.com/news/Oregonuinty-ballot-measure-would-ban-
GMOs-251032321.html

Bratspies, R. M. (2013). Is Anyone Regulating? Teious State of GMO Governance in the
United Statesvermont Law Revievd7, 923-956.



123

Brummer, E. C., Barber, W. T., Collier, S. M., Cdx,S., Johnson, R., Murray, S. C., ... & Thro,
A. M. (2011). Plant breeding for harmony betweenadfure and the environmerfrontiers in
Ecology and the Environmer#(10), 561-568.

Bussell, C. J. (2009). As Montville, Maine Goes,&aes Wolcott, Vermont-A Primer on the
Local Regulation of Genetically Modified Cro&uffolk UL Rey 43, 727.
Cal. Const. art. Il, 8 7.

California Department of Food and Agriculture. (3DXalifornia Agricultural Statistics
Review, 2013-201Retrieved from http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/statistics/

Cal. Elections Code § 9100-9126

Cappelleri, J. C., Bushmakin, A. G., Gerber, R.l&idy, N. K., Sexton, C. C., Karlsson, J., &
Lowe, M. R. (2009). Evaluating the Power of Foo@l8an obese subjects and a general sample
of individuals: development and measurement praggethternational Journal of Obesity

33(8), 913-922.

Carr, P. J., & Kefalas, M. J. (200®Jollowing out the middle: The rural brain drain an¢hat it
means for AmericaBeacon Press.

Center for Disease Control (CDQnvestigation of human health Effects associated wi
potential exposure to genetically modified colnReport to the US Food and Drug
Administration. June 11, 2001. Retrieved from
www.cdc.gov/nceh/ehhe/cry9creport/pdfs/cry9crepdift.

Center for Food Safety. (2012lonsanto vs. US farmers 2012 Upddetrieved from
http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/reports/1780/rs@amto-vs-us-farmers-2012-update

Center for Food Safety. (2013eed giants vs. U.S. farmeRetrieved from
http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/seed-garitnal 04424 .pdf

Christensen, R. (2014, June 2). GMO fight in Soutl@regon shifts to courts, field3ortland
Tribune Retrieved from http://portlandtribune.com/sl/22284389-gmo-fight-in-southern-
oregons-shifts-to-courts-fields

City of Arcata General Plan. (2000). Retrieved from
http://www.cityofarcata.org/sites/default/fileséfd/document_center/Building%20-
%20Planning/General%20P1an%202020/GP%202020%?20%&20iRe%20Conservation%20El
ement.pdf

City of Arcata Genetically Engineered Organismsi@adce, in City of Arcata Municipal Code,
(2004).*Retrieved from http://www.codepublishingiatwa/arcata/

Clark, S., & Teachout, W. (20123low democracy: rediscovering community, bringiegision
making back homeChelsea Green Publishing.



124

Colasanti, K. J., Hamm, M. W., & Litjens, C. M. (). The City as an" Agricultural
Powerhouse"? Perspectives on Expanding Urban Agrieufrom Detroit, MichiganUrban
Geography33(3), 348-369.

Coleman-Jensen, A., Nord, M. Andrews, M., & Carlsén"Household food security in the
United States in 2010." ERR-125, U.S. Dept. of Agiture, Econ. Res. Serv. September 2011.

Compton, K.C. (2013). ARCATA: Activists Welcomigother Earth NewsOctober/November,
2013. Retrieved from http://www.arcatamainstreehtpress=arcata-activists-welcome

County of Jackson. (2006)ackson County comprehensive plRetrieved from
https://www.co.jackson.or.us/page.asp?navid=3725

County of Mendocino. (2004, March Blection summary report: Presidential primary eleat
Retrieved from http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/aedgbn_results/election_march_2_2004.htm

County of Mendocino. (20102010 County of Mendocino local economic repBtrieved
from http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/econdev/pdf/Mssido_Local _Economic_Report_10-22-
10.pdf

County of Mendocino. (2012Mendocino County 2012 crop repoRetrieved from
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/agriculture/pdf/20C2p_Report_Complete.pdf

County of Mendocino. (2014ajlistory of Mendocino CountyVeb page]. Retrieved from
http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/history.htm

County of Mendocino. (2014bMendocino County Board of Supervisf¥geb page]. Retrieved
from http://www.co.mendocino.ca.us/bos/

Cummins, R. (2014, March 13). GMOs: Ban them oeldabem? Organic Consumers
Association. Retrieved from http://www.organiccomgrs.org/articles/article_29448.cfm

Cyran, N., Gully, C., Handl, S., Hofstatter, G.,yée F., Skalicky, M., & Steinborn, R. (2008).
Biological effects of transgenic maize NK603xMON#&IDin long term reproduction studies in
mice.Unpublished report: Institute fur Ernahrung, Aisstr

Dahlberg, K. A. (2001). Democratizing society andd systems: Or how do we transform
modern structures of powerRgriculture and Human Valued8(2), 135-151.

Dalton, R., & Diego, S. (2002). Superweed studiefalas seed firms deny access to transgene.
Nature 419(6908), 655-655.

Darling, J. (2012, March 1). Organics under threligdford Mail Tribune Retrieved from
http://earthfix.opb.org/land/article/organics-undereat/



125

Darling, J. (2014, January 24). lowa farmer viSitaithern Oregon to discuss GMO-related
health concern®Ashland Daily TidingsRetrieved from
http://www.dailytidings.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articlefx/20140124/NEWS02/401240304/-
1/NEWSMAP

DelLind, L. B. (2002). Place, work, and civic agitawe: Common fields for cultivation.
Agriculture and Human Valugd9(3), 217-224.

Delind, L. B. (2006). Of bodies, place, and cultutRe-situating local foodlournal of
Agricultural and Environmental Ethic49(2), 121-146.

Dewey, L. (2014, March 12The Jackson County Board of Commissioners’ Redu&ating
[Meeting Minutes]. Retrieved from
https://www.co.jackson.or.us/Files/02_2014 03_1ZCBdinutes.pdf

Diaz, R. J., and R. Rosenberg. (2008). Spreadiad denes and consequences for marine
ecosystemsScience321(5891):926-929.

Dubois, S. (2014, May 21). Jackson County, Oregpproves GMO batWashington Times
Retrieved from http://www.washingtontimes.com/ne@4/4/may/21/oregon-voters-deciding-
13m-race-over-gmos/?page=all

Due, L. (2004, February 26). Opening Fire on GMAl&ernet.org Retrieved from
http://www.alternet.org/story/17992/opening_fire_gmos

Duggan P.S., Chambers P.A., Heritage J., MichadddsoJ. (2003). Fate of genetically modified
maize DNA in the oral cavity and rumen of sheepJ Blutr., 89(2): 159-166.

Economic Development Element, San Juan County Celmemsive Plan. (2007). Retrieved from
http://sanjuan.wsu.edu/agriculture/documents/EcacbevelopmentReport.06.pdf

Egilman, D. S., & Bohme, R. (2005). Over a barcekporate corruption of science and its
effects on workers and the environménternational Journal of Occupational and
Environmental Healtii1(4), 331-337.

Elias, Paul. (2004, August 3). Tiny Calif. counnis biotech from bordergd SA Today
Retrieved from http://usatoday30.usatoday.com/teshs/techpolicy/2004-08-03-calif-no-
bio_x.htm

Engeman, R. H. (20097 he Oregon Companion: An Historical Gazetteer efltiseful, the
Curious, and the Arcandimber Press.

Eriksson, M., Hardell, L., Carlberg, M., & Akerma, (2008). Pesticide exposure as risk factor
for non-Hodgkin lymphoma including histopatholodisabgroup analysidnternational

Journal of Cancefl23(7), 1657-1663.



126

Fares N.H., & El-Sayed A.K.(1998). Fine structurdhnges in the ileum of mice fed on delta-
endotoxin-treated potatoes and transgenic potai@sl oxinss(6): 219-233.

Faryl, C. (2014, May 2). Support Measure 15-1R8gue Valley Messengdretrieved from
http://www.roguevalleymessenger.com/community/ofs@gport-measure-15-
119#.U6ItpPIdWSp

Ferris, Sarah. (2014, May 2Rural Oregon county votes to ban GMOs, despite iiibm
opposition efforfWeb log post]. Retrieved from
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/govbeat/wp/20%5£1/rural-oregon-county-votes-to-
ban-gmos-despite-1-million-opposition-effort/

Fesenko, E., & Edwards, R. (2014). Plant syntHabtogy: a new platform for industrial
biotechnologyJournal of Experimental Botar§b(8): 1927-1937.

Finamore, A., Roselli, M., Britti, S., Monastra,,@mbra, R., Turrini, A., & Mengheri, E.
(2008). Intestinal and peripheral immune respoadd®N810 maize ingestion in weaning and
old mice.Journal of Agricultural and Food ChemistB$(23): 11533-11539.

Foley, J. A., Ramankutty, N., Brauman, K. A., CdgsE. S., Gerber, J. S., Johnston, M., ... &
Zaks, D. P. (2011). Solutions for a cultivated pftaNature478(7369): 337-342.

Garcia, K. (2004, February 16). Planting seed®bélion.The San Francisco Chronicl87.

Gasnier, C., Dumont, C., Benachour, N., Clairhagnon, M. C., & Séralini, G. E. (2009).
Glyphosate-based herbicides are toxic and endodraneptors in human cell lines.
Toxicology262(3): 184-191.

Gassmann, A. J. (2012). Field-evolved resistand tnaize by western corn rootworm:
predictions from the laboratory and effects infike&l. Journal of Invertebrate
Pathology110(3): 287-293.

The Genetically Modified Food Ordinanaa Jackson County Oregon County Clerk Files
database (2012).* Retrieved from http://www.co.gmk or.us/Files/JACK%2015-
1%20Full%200rdinance.pdf

Genetically Modified Organisms Ordinance, in Podmena Municipal Codg(2005).* Retrieved
from http://qcode.us/codes/pointarena/

Geniella, M. (2003, December 31). Ruling lets laanggi of Mendocino County ballot measure
stand for March 2 Electiotsanta Rosa Press DemocrRetrieved from
http://www.organicconsumers.org/ge/mendocino01036%.

Geniella, M. (2004, March 3). Mendocino County vetkan biotech crops, anima&anta Rosa
Press DemocratRetrieved from http://www.commondreams.org/heaiD4/0303-02.htm



127

Geniella, M. (2006, November 11). Mendocino Coufitgme of organic wineSanta Rosa
Press DemocratRetrieved from http://www.freywine.com/press/geem-organic.htmil

Gillam, C. (2014, May 20). Rural Oregon county wobt® GMO crop ban amid U.S. labeling
uproar.Reuters Retrieved from http://www.reuters.com/article/2015/20/usa-oregon-gmos-
idUSL1IN00619220140520

Gillam, C., and Baertlein, L. (2014, April 16). \reont steps closer to passing GMO food-
labeling law,Reuters Retrieved from http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/16/us-usa-gmo-
lawmaking-idUSBREA3F1KP20140416

Giusti, G., Harper, J., & Lemaux, P. (200Bpcus on genetically engineered crops and foods - a
case study from Mendocino County’s public debdtgublished manuscript,University of
California Division of Agriculture and Natural Rasges Statewide Biotechnology Workgroup.
Retrieved from http://ucbiotech.org/newsite_testteces/workshop 2005/handouts/giusti.pdf

GMO Free Marin. (2004). GMO Free Marin EndorsemeRetrieved from
http://www.gmofreemarin.com/pages/endorsers.html

GMO Free Mendocing2003).Biotech lobbying group challenges GMO-free Mendodiallot
measure languagiress release]. Retrieved from
http://www.cropchoice.com/leadstry1642.html?recige2

GMO Free Mendocino. (2004Ballot statement in favor of Measure Retrieved from
http://www.gmofreemendo.org/moreh.html#favor

GMO Free Mendocino. (2004)Vhat are GMO’s? — Frequently asked Questions abMm#sure
H [Web page]. Retrieved from http://gmofreemenddlakgsfaq.html

Goldberger, J. R. (2011). Conventionalization,cemgagement, and the sustainability of
organic agricultureJournal of Rural Studie®7(3): 288-296.

Gordon, L. J., Peterson, G. D., & Bennett, E. M\0@). Agricultural modifications of
hydrological flows create ecological surpriségends in Ecology & EvolutioA3(4): 211-219.
Gottlieb, R. (2002)Environmentalism unbound: Exploring new pathwayshange MIT
Press.

Gravois, J. (2010). The closing of the marijuamefier. Washington Monthly
November/December. Retrieved from
http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2010/1@tdvois.html

Groening, T. (2006, March 27). Montville bans gesadly altered seed®angor Daily News.
Retrieved from http://archive.bangordailynews.cadd/03/27/montville-bans-genetically-
altered-seeds/

Gurian-Sherman, D. (200%Failure to yield: evaluating the performance of ggaally
engineered cropReport published by the Union of Concerned Ssent



128

Gurian-Sherman, D., & Gurwick, N. (200%o sure fix: Prospects for reducing nitrogen
fertilizer pollution through genetic engineerindCS Publications.

Hackett, B., & Schwartz, S. (1980). Energy constoweaand rural alternative lifestyleSocial
Problems28(2):165-178.

Hardin, G. (1968). The tragedy of the commdsencel62(3859): 1243-1248.

Hassanein, N. (2003). Practicing food democracgragmatic politics of transformation.
Journal of Rural Studie$9: 77-86.

Hauter, W. (2012)Foodopoly: The battle over the future of food aaifing in AmericaNew
York: The New Press.

Heath, C. (2004). Report from Marin County on thufe of food and democracy in the 21st
century.Lillipoh, Special Issue: America.

Hedges, M. (2004, March 8). Measure H clone meagoarepreadJkiah Daily Journalp. 1.

Heinberg, R. (2011). What will we eat as the oilswut? Food and DemocracyPoland:
Alliance of Associations Polish Green Network. 3L-4

Heinemann, J. A. (2009Hope not hype: The future of agriculture guidedhoy International
Assessment of Agricultural Knowledge, Science,Tawthnology for Development
http://www.twnside. org.sg

Hendrickson, M., & Heffernan, W. (2002). Openingesgps through relocalization: Locating
potential resistance in the weaknesses of the pfobd systemSociologia Ruralig42)4:347-
369.

Hines F.A. (1993)Memorandum to Linda Kahl on the Flavr Savrtomatatf®logy Review
PR-152; FDA Number FMF-000526): Pathology Branawvaluation of rats with stomach
lesions from three four-week oral (gavage) toxistiydies (IRDC Study Nos.677-002, 677—-004,
and 677-005) and an Expert Panel's repd/& Department of Health & Human Services. 16
June 1993. Retrieved from http:// www.biointegotg/FDAdocs/17/viewl.html

Hinrichs, C. C., & Barham, E. (2007). Concvlusiéntull plate challenges and opportunities in
remaking the food system, Remaking the North American food system: Stratdgres
sustainability Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press: 345-362.

Ho, M. W. (2010). Farmers suicides and Bt cottaghtrnare unfolding in IndigScience in
Society45: 32-39.



129

Horner, V. (2004, n.d.). Arcata California votesoin GE crops and seeds within city limits.
Capital PressRetrieved from http://www.nwrage.org/content/aacealifornia-votes-ban-ge-
crops-and-seeds-within-city-limits

Horrigan, L., Lawrence, R. S., & Walker, P. (2002hw sustainable agriculture can address the
environmental and human health harms of indusagalculture Environmental Health
Perspectived10(5): 445-456.

Hubbard, K. (2009)0Out of hand: Farmers face the consequences of aatiolated seed
industry.Washington, DC: National Family Farm Coalition.

IAASTD. (2009).International Assessment of Agricultural Knowledgeience and Technology
for DevelopmentWashington, DC: Island Press.

Jackson County Elections Department. (2004licial election results - summary report
Retrieved from http://www.co.jackson.or.us/Page?asg1D=4051

Jackson County Voters Pamphlg014). Retrieved from
http://www.co.jackson.or.us/files/JACKSON%20MAY %209620Final%20VP.pdf

Jackson, L. L. (2008). Who “designs” the agricudtuandscape?.andscape Journa7(1): 23-
40.

Jacobs, P. (2004, March 1). Debate rages overdhiai®psSan Jose Mercury NewRetrieved
from http://www.organicconsumers.org/ge/mendociateb.cfm

James, C. (2013%lobal status of commercialized biotech/GM cro@3l2 ISAAA Brief No. 46
Ithaca, NY: ISAAA.

Johnson, Doug. (2008, April 1IMontville ban threatens state’s economic developmkzm
[Web log post]. Retrieved from http://mainebioblaiggspot.com/2008_04_01_archive.html

Kayser, O., & Warzecha, H. (Eds.). (201Rharmaceutical biotechnology: drug discovery and
clinical applications.New Jersey:John Wiley & Sons.

Kilig, A., & Akay, M. T. (2008). A three generatiatudy with genetically modified Bt corn in
rats: Biochemical and histopathological investigatFood and Chemical Toxicolgg
46(3):1164-1170.

Kirschenmann, F. (2003). The current state of afuce: does it have a futuréhe Essential
Agrarian Reader: The Future of Culture, Communitg éhe Landed. Norma Wirzba.
Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 101-20.

Kotrba, P., Mackova, M., & Macek, T. (2011). Traes Approaches to Improve
Phytoremediation of Heavy Metal Polluted SoilsBiomanagement of Metal-Contaminated
Soils(pp. 409-438). Heidelberg: Springer Netherlands.



130

Kremen, C., lles, A., & Bacon, C. (2012). DiversdiFarming Systems: An Agroecological,
Systems-based Alternative to Modern Industrial &gjture.Ecology & Society7(4): 44-54.

Lal, R. (2004). Soil carbon sequestration impactgllobal climate change and food security.
Science304(5677):1623-1627.

Lau, E., & Lee, M. (2004, March 5). Biotech ban nspyout othersSacramento BedRetrieved
from http://www.sacbee.com/static/live/news/progdoiotech/archive/030504.html

League of Women Voters of California Education Fu@2@04).Measure B prohibiting growing
genetically modified organisms County of Mgdmchive of past election]. Retrieved from
http://www.smartvoter.org/2004/11/02/ca/mrn/meas/B/

Lee, M. (2004, January 3). Mendocino new biotedtidfeeld. Sacramento BedRetrieved from
http://www.sacbee.com/static/live/news/projectséit/archive/010304.html

Lee, M. (2004, February 21). Mendocino messageounty ballot measure to ban genetically
engineered crops draws national interest -- andraigey -- from both sideSacramento Bee.
Retrieved from http://www.gmwatch.eu/latest-ligfih3-2004/429-mendocino-draws-big-
money-croplife-america-lays-down-its-barrage

Lotter, D. (2004, August 17). Conversations wittk$ain the first US county to ban GM crops.
Rodale Institute. Retrieved from http://www.newfaong/features/0804/mendocino/

Lovell, S. T. (2010). Multifunctional urban agritute for sustainable land use planning in the
United StatesSustainability2(8): 2499-2522.

Lynch, D. H., MacRae, R., & Martin, R. C. (2011hd&carbon and global warming potential
impacts of organic farming: Does it have a sigaifitrole in an energy constrained world?.
Sustainability3(2): 322-362.

Lyson, T. A. (2002). Advanced agricultural bioteologies and sustainable agricultufeends
in Biotechnology20(5): 193-196.

Lyson, T.A. (2004)Civic agriculture: Reconnecting farm, food, and coomity Medford, MA:
Tufts University Press.

Lyson, T.A. (2005). Civic agriculture and communypblem solvingCulture and Agriculture
27 (2): 92-98.

Lyson, T. A. (2007). Civic agriculture and the NoAmerican food system, iRemaking the
North American food system: Strategies for sustalitg. Nebraska: University of Nebraska
Press: 19-32.

Lyson, T.A. & Guptill, A. (2004). Commaodity agriduke, civic agriculture and the future of
U.S. farming.Rural Sociology9: 370-385.



131

Maine Right to Farm Enabling Statyt#aine State Legislature. ME. REV. STAT. ANN. i,
§ 2805 (2007), (repealed 2008).

Malatesta, M., Boraldi, F., Annovi, G., Baldelli,,BBattistelli, S., Biggiogera, M., & Quaglino,
D. (2008). A long-term study on female mice fedeogenetically modified soybean: effects on
liver ageingHistochemistry and Cell Biology30(5): 967-977.

Malone, A. (2008, November 12). The GM genocideoddands of Indian farmers are
committing suicide after using genetically modifi@@ps.The Daily Mail.Retrieved from
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1082559/TG&d-genocide-Thousands-Indian-farmers-
committing-suicide-using-genetically-modified-crdptsn|

Marin County Farm Bureau. (2012)arin County crop informatiofiWeb page]. Retreived

from
http://www.cfbf.com/CFBF/CountyFarmBureaus/CFBF/@olrarmBureaus/County _Farm_Bur
eau_Details.aspx?id=1000021

Marks, A. R., K. Harley, A. Bradman, K. Kogut, D. Barr,C. Johnson, N. Calderon, &
Eskenazi, B. (2010). Organophosphate pesticidesekpand attention in young Mexican-
American children: the CHAMACOS Studignvironmental Health Perspectivé$8(12):1768.

Mattera, P. (2004)JSDA inc: How agribusiness has hijacked regulatoojicy at the US
Department of AgricultureGood Jobs First. Retrieved from:
http://www.nffc.net/Issues/Corporate%20Control/USB20INC.pdf

Mayeno A.N., Gleich GJ. (1994) Eosinophilia-myalgiadrome and tryptophan production: A
cautionary taleTrends Biotechology12(9): 346-352.

R McLendon. (2013, April 4\What is the 'Monsanto Protection ActfWeb log entry].
Retrieved from http://www.mnn.com/earth-mattersifpzsd/blogs/what-is-the-monsanto-
protection-act#

Meadows, R. (2004). California voters assess alM@Gnitiatives.California Agriculture
58(4):182-183.

Mendocino Organic Network. (2003ylendocino County California seeks to become GM®@-fre
zone[Press release]. Retrieved from
http://www.organicconsumers.org/ge/mendocino_gnee.ffm

Mistler, S. (2014, January 10). LePage signs bilabel genetically modified foo&ortland
Press HeraldRetrieved from
http://www.pressherald.com/news/LePage_signs_M&MO labeling_bill_.html

Montgomery, D. R. 2007. Soil erosion and agricatsustainabilityProceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United Stdtésnerical04(33): 13268-13272.



132

Moriarty, L. (2014, April 1). Ag industry rallie®tdefeat Jackson County anti-GMO measure.
Jefferson Public Radidretrieved from http://www.opb.org/news/articlefagustry-rallies-to-
defeat-jackson-county-anti-gmo-measure/

Moriarty, L. (2014, May 21). GMO Bans Win Big inckson, Josephine Countidefferson
Public Radio Retrieved from http://ijpr.org/post/gmo-bans-viiig-jackson-josephine-counties

Murphy, S. (2008). Globalization and corporate @ntation in the food and agriculture sector.
Developmenbl1(4): 527-533.

Myhr, A. ., & Traavik, T. (2002). The precautioygsrinciple: scientific uncertainty and omitted
research in the context of GMO use and reledmarnal of Agricultural and Environmental
Ethics15(1): 73-86.

Nestle, M. (2003). The ironic politics of obesigcience299(5608): 781-781.

Netherwood, T., Martin-Orae, S. M., O'Donnell, A, Gockling, S., Graham, J., Mathers, J. C.,
& Gilbert, H. J. (2004). Assessing the survivatrainsgenic plant DNA in the human
gastrointestinal tracNature Biotechnolog®22(2): 204-209.

Nichols ,J. (2014, May 21). Beating Monsanto inHoed Fight: Oregon Counties Vote to Ban
GMO Crops.The Nation Retrieved from http://news360.com/article/23997&8

Nordlee, J. A., Taylor, S. L., Townsend, J. A., Tas, L. A., & Bush, R. K. (1996).
Identification of a Brazil-nut allergen in transgesoybeansdNew England Journal of Medicine
334(11): 688-692.

Ordinance Prohibiting Growing Genetically Modifi€@tganisms in San Juan Counfan Juan
County Code, Chapter 8.26. (2012).

Oregon Department of Agriculture. (2012D11-2012 Oregon agriculture & fisheries statistics
Retrieved from http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/docs/pdiys/agripedia_stats.pdf

Oregon Department of Agriculture. (2018)egon agriculture: Facts and figureRetrieved

from

http://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by State/Or8dulications/facts_and_figures/facts_and__
figures.pdf

The Oregonian-Portland. (2014, May 26). GMO mea$ugs not going gently. Retrieved from
http://www.statesmanjournal.com/story/opinion/edéts/2014/06/02/gmo-measure-foes-going-
gently/9832297/

Oregon Secretary of State. (2014aMO free Jackson County PAC transactioRstrieved

from
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/orestar/cneSeafadmeSearchButtonName=search&cneSearchFil
erCommitteeld=16213



133

Oregon Secretary of State. (2014Bhod neighbor farmers PAC transactiofetrieved from
https://secure.sos.state.or.us/orestar/cneSeafadmeSearchButtonName=search&cneSearchFil
erCommitteeld=16578

Organic Consumers Association. (2005, May Zaly of Point Arena passes ordinance
restricting the growing of genetically modified argsms (GMOs|Web article] Retrieved from
http://organicconsumers.org/biod/ptarena052605.cfm

Organic Consumers Association. (2013, March 38te/local efforts to control GMQ®/eb
page]. Retrieved from http://www.organicconsumergarticles/article_27247.cfm

Organic Consumers Association/Bio Democracy. (200dhity County Board of Supervisors
Vote to Ban Genetically Engineered Crops, Aninflatess release]. Retrieved from
http://www.organicconsumers.org/ge/trinity-countync

Organic Consumers Association. (200&)urth California county (Santa Cruz) bans GMOs
[Web article]. Retrieved from http://www.organicaumers.org/articles/article_858.cfm

Organic and Non-GMO Report (2018)egal GM sugar beet plantings spur GMO-free
initiative in OregonWeb article]. Retrieved from
http://www.nongmoreport.com/articles/november2Qlgfalgmsugarbeetsoregon.php

Our Family Farms Coalition. (2014&Jome PageRetrieved from
http://www.ourfamilyfarmscoalition.org/

Our Family Farms Coalition. (2014l3et the Facts, Don't Buy the Political BuRetrieved
from http://www.ourfamilyfarmscoalition.org/don_tuyp the political _bull

Our Family Farms Coalition. (2014&vents Retrieved from
http://www.ourfamilyfarmscoalition.org/calendar

Paarlberg, D., & Paarlberg, P. (2000he Agricultural Revolution of the 20th Centufymes,
IA: lowa State University Press.

Paarlberg, R. (2009). The ethics of modern agticelSociety46(1): 4-8.

Paarlberg, R. (2010). GMO foods and crops: AfricaAsice.New Biotechnologf27(5): 609-613.
Pechlaner, G. (2012). GMO-free America? Mendocioar@@y and the Impact of Local Level
Resistance to the Agricultural Biotechnology Pagadilinternational Journal of Sociology of

Agriculture & Food19(3): 445-464.

Pennington, A.(2013, January 23). The San JuanS@-free. Is Washington nex€rosscut
Retrieved from http://crosscut.com/2013/01/23/agtize/112502/gmo-free-san-juans/



134

Perkowski, M. (2014, May 21MHours after GMO ban passes, opponents warn of lawsu
Capital Press. Retrieved from http://earthfix.optpbora-and-fauna/article/hours-after-gmo-
ban-passes-opponents-warn-of-lawsu/

Pleasants, J. M., & Oberhauser, K. S. (2012). Md&d/loss in agricultural fields because of
herbicide use: effect on the monarch butterfly paton. Insect Conservation and Diversity
6(2): 135-144.

Pogash, C. (2004, March 2). California county debaise of gene-altered footlew York
Times Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/2004/03(@2talifornia-county-debates-use-of-
gene-altered-foods.html

Point Arena Community Action PlaR010). Retrieved from http://qcode.us/codes/amena/

Pollack, A. (2009, February 19). Crop scientistglsiatechnology seed companies are thwarting
researchNew York TimesRetrieved from
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/20/business/20croplh_r=0

Pollan, M. (2006)The omnivore's dilemma: a natural history of fougats New York:
Penguin.

Potrykus, I. (2012). “Golden Rice”, a GMO-produect public good, and the consequences of
GE-regulationJournal of Plant Biochemistry and Biotechnoldtfy(1): 68-75.

Powell, K. A. T. (2004)Voters in Seven California Counties Consider Bagr@aenetically
Engineered Agriculture A White Pap&etrieved from
http://www.uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/Galinia%20Counties_ GE_Ag_USPIRG.pdf

Prescott V.E., Campbell P.M., Moore A., et al. @D ransgenic expression of bean alpha-
amylase inhibitor in peas results in altered stmecind immunogenicityl. Agric Food Chem
53(23):9023-9030.

Prohibition of Growing of Genetically Modified Orgsms in Marin County ordinangce
California Code of Ordinances, Chapter 6.92. [2004]

Prohibition of the Propagation, Cultivation, and @&ving of Genetically Modified Organisins
Mendocino County Code of Ordinances [2004].

Protect Oregon Farmers. (2014ayupportersRetrieved from
http://protectoregonfarmers.com/supporters/

Protect Oregon Farmers. (2014llyth vs. factRetrieved from
http://protectoregonfarmers.com/myth-vs-fact/



135

Quaye, W., Yawson, R. M., Ayeh, E. S., & Yawsor(2D12). Climate change and food security:
The role of biotechnologyAfrican Journal of Food, Agriculture, Nutrition aridevelopment
12(5): 6354-6364.

Regan, Trish (2009, January 2B)arijuana inc., inside America's pot indusirielevised
documentary]. Mendocino County, California, USA: BO| Incorporated.

Remsen, N. (2014, June 13). Trade groups sue VIT@WMO labeling lawBurlington Free
Press.Retrieved from http://www.burlingtonfreepress.cstary/news/politics/2014/06/12/gma-
sues-vt-gmo-law/10389209/

Reuters. (2014, April 7Monsanto and co. pouring money into defeating cporgasure to ban
GMOs Retireved from http://rt.com/usa/monsanto-couray-gmo-997/

Rizzi, A., Raddadi, N., Sorlini, C., Nordgrd, L.jélsen, K. M., & Daffonchio, D. (2012). The

stability and degradation of dietary DNA in the gamtestinal tract of mammals: implications
for horizontal gene transfer and the biosafety bf@. Critical Reviews in Food Science and
Nutrition 52(2): 142-161.

Rosenfeld, S. (2014, April 23). Why rural Oregomisational flashpoint in the corporate GMO
food wars Alternet.org Retrieved from http://www.alternet.org/food/whyral-oregon-national-
flashpoint-corporate-gmo-food-wars

Rosset, P. M. (2006F.00d is different: why we must get the WTO ouatgoiculture London:
Zed Books.

San Juan Islands Agricultural Network. (201San Juan Islands Agricultufgveb page].
Retrieved from http://islandgrown.net/san-juan+sls-agriculture/

Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau. (2083nta Cruz County crop informatipweb page].
Retrieved from
http://www.cfbf.com/CFBF/CountyFarmBureaus/CFBF/@olrarmBureaus/County _Farm_Bur
eau_Details.aspx?id=1000044

Sarich, C. (2014, June 8). Two counties ban GMQgam fights biotech and still winslatural
Society/News Repottttp://www.nationofchange.org/two-counties-banegroregon-fights-
biotech-and-still-wins-1402241583

Schmidt, C. (2005). Genetically modified foods:duimg uncertaintyEnvironmental Health
Perspectived13(8): A526—A533.

Schmitz, T. G., Schmitz, A., & Moss, C. B. (200bhe economic impact of StarLink corn.
Agribusines1(3): 391-407.

Séralini G.E., Cellier D., Spiroux de Vendomoi$2D07).New analysis of a rat feeding study
with a genetically modified maize reveals signsig@batorenal toxicityArchives of
Environmental Contamination and Toxicolog®(4): 596—602.



136

Séralini, G. E., Mesnage, R., Clair, E., Gressd&Yendbmois, J. S., & Cellier, D. (2011).
Genetically modified crops safety assessmentseptésnits and possible improvements.
Environmental Sciences Euro@8(1): 1-10.

Sexton, S., & Zilberman, D. (2011ow agricultural biotechnology boosts food supphga
accommodates biofuels (No. w16699ational Bureau of Economic Research.

Shiva, V. (2004). Earth Democracy: Creating livepnomies, living democracies, living
cultures.South Asian Popular Culturg(1): 5-18.

Shiva, V. (2012, February 2reate food democracy, occupy our food supegb article].
Retrieved from: http://www.commondreams.org/viewl/l2@2/27-11

Shiva, V., Barker, D., & Lockhart, C. (201The GMO Emperor Has No Clothédorence,
Italy and New Delhi, India: Navdanya International.

Slutsker L., Hoesly F.C., Miller L., Williams L.PWatson J.C., & Fleming, D.W. (1990).
Eosinophilia-myalgia syndrome associated with eyp®$o tryptophan from a single
manufacturerJAMA 264(2): 213-217.

Somers, T. (2004, May 2). For Mendicino Countyunaits the only way to grovéan Diego
Union Tribune Retrieved from
http://classes.biology.ucsd.edu/bild7.SP14/readuhgenTrib_Mendicino_County.pdf

Spence, R. (2013, October 6). In southern Oregen,ttop-shelf Shakespeare and a hot spring
mikvah.JTA Retrieved fromhttp://www.jta.org/2013/10/06/lifeligion/in-southern-oregon-
town-top-shelf-shakespeare-and-a-hot-spring-mikvah

State of OregorDefinitions of Nuisance or Trespag3r. Rev. Stat. 30.9321993 ¢.792 833 ¢.703
82 (1995)

State of Oregorinitiative and Referendun®r. Rev. Stat. 250.005 to 250.043
State of Oregorf\atural Rights Inherent in Peopl®r. Const. art. |, 8 I.

Stiles, G. (2014, May 3). Census finds agricultuletlines across the counifedford Mail
Tribune Retrieved from
http://www.mailtribune.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articlePA/20140503/NEWS/405030309/-
1/COMMO02

Stricker, D. (2014, January 12). Timber bills alavi# not solve county funding woedledford
Mail Tribune.Retrieved from
http://www.mailtribune.com/apps/pbcs.dil/articlePA/20140112/OPINION/401120308/-
1/NEWSMAP



137

Taiz, L. (2013). Agriculture, plant physiology, ahdman population growth: past, present, and
future. Theoretical and Experimental Plant PhysioldZfy(3):167-181.

Tegtmeier, E. M., & Duffy, M. D. (2004). Externabsts of agricultural production in the United
StatesInternational Journal of Agricultural Sustainabyi®(1): 1-20.

Thalen, M. (2012, November 7). San Juan County bangrowing of GMOs [Web atrticle].
Examiner.comRetrieved from http://www.examiner.com/articleigaan-county-bans-the-
growing-of-gmos

Tilman, D., Cassman,K.G., Matson,P.A., Naylor&Rolasky, S. (2002). Agricultural
sustainability and intensive production practidéature418(6898):671-677.

Town of Montville Genetically Modified Organismsd®rance Montville, Maine Town
Ordinances. (2008).

Trabalza-Marinucci, M., Brandi, G., Rondini, C., &lni, L., Giammarini, C., Costarelli, S., ...
& Magnani, M. (2008). A three-year longitudinal dyuon the effects of a diet containing
genetically modified Bt176 maize on the healthustatnd performance of sheépestock
Sciencel13(2): 178-190.

Trinity County Genetically Engineered Organisms iQathce[Ord. No. 1284, § 1, 8-3-04], in
Trinity County, California, Code of Ordinances. (2). Retrieved from
http://ucbiotech.org/resources/legislation/TRINI Pt

Trinity County Farm Bureau. (2012)rinity County Crop InformatiofWeb page]. Retrieved
from
http://www.cfbf.com/CFBF/CountyFarmBureaus/CFBF/@oirarmBureaus/County_Farm_Bur
eau_Details.aspx?id=1000053

Tudisco R., Lombardi P., Bovera F., et al. (20@®netically modified soya bean in rabbit
feeding: Detection of DNA fragments and evaluattbmetabolic effects by enzymatic analysis.
Animal Scienc82: 193-199.

Turkel, T. (2008, April 16). In Montville, growingebellion over seed®ortland Press Herald.
Retrieved from http://www.pressherald.com/archivariontville-growing-a-rebellion-over-
seeds_2008-04-12.html?searchterm=montville+main+GMO

U.S. Census Bureau. (201Q)ity and State Demographic ProfildRetrieved from
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservis@pgges/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk

U.S. Census Bureau. (2018)Year American Community Survey Estimg{2812). Retrieved
from http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tablesmsijsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk

U.S. Census of Agriculture. (20128)endocino County, California agriculture profile
Retrieved from



138

http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/@nlResources/County_Profiles/California/
cp06045.pdf

U.S. Census of Agriculture. (2012ackson County, Oregon agriculture profiRetrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012@nlResources/County_Profiles/Oregon/cp
41029.pdf

U.S. Census of Agriculture. (2012dackson County, Oregon full repoRetrieved from
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/Rgport/Volume_1, Chapter_2 County L
evel/Oregon/st41l_2 042_043.pdf

U.S. Census of Agriculture. (2014)S Agricultural Census news report 201¥eb page].
Retrieved from http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Newsw@014/05_02_2014.php

U.S. Congress: House Committee on Government OQpesatHuman Resources and
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee. (198R)A’s regulation of the dietary supplement
L-tryptophan: Hearing before the Human Resources latergovernmental Relations
Subcommittee of the Committee on Government OpagatiHouse of Representatives, One
Hundred Second Congress, first session, July 1%1.19

U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessmeethnology, public Ppolicy, and the changing
structure of American agriculture. OTA-F-28&ashington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1986.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2013). Dow Agro8uies LLCEnvironmental impact
statement for determination of nonregulated stafuserbicide resistant corn and soybeans
(Docket ID: APHIS-2013-0042Retrieved from
http://www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;D=APHI®¥3-0042

U.S. Department of Agriculture. (200Adoption of bioengineered crops by J. Fernandez-
Cornejo & W. McBride(Agricultural Economic Report No. AER-810). Retréelfrom
http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/aer-agricldtteconomic-
report/aer810.aspx#.Usy2MfRDtqU

U.S. Food and Drug Administration. (20@iptechnology consultation note to the file BNF No
00077. Office of Food Additive Safety, Center food Safety and Applied NutritioRetrieved
from http://www.fda.gov/Food/Biotechnology/Subm@ss/ucm155759.htm

U.S. General Accounting Office. (200International trade: Concerns over biotechnology
challenge U.S. agricultural exports, report to tlaaking minority member, Committee on
Finance, U.S. Senaté5A0-01-727. Retrieved from http://www.gao.gowets/240/231777.pdf

Vogel, M. (2004, October 22). Arcata fine-tunes-&W¥O ordinanceEureka Times-Standard
Retrieved from http://www.gmwatch.org/index.php/séavchive/2004/4816-california-
measures-may-sway-nation-28102004



139

Walden, A. (2004, September 12). The future ofdr&lawaii Free PressRetrieved from
http://www.hawaiifreepress.com/DesktopModules/Dmgjeéo20-
%20NewsArticles/Print.aspx?tabid=56&tabmoduleid=3a4iécleld=570&moduleld=380&Portal
ID=0

Walker, P., Rhubart-Berg, P., McKenzie, S., KelliKg, & Lawrence, R. S. (2005). Public
health implications of meat production and consuompfublic Health Nutrition8(04): 348-
356.

Walsh-Dilley, M. (2009). Localizing control: Mendioo County and the ban on GMOs.
Agriculture and Human Valuezs(1-2): 95-105.

Weber, C. L., & Matthews, H. S. (2008). Food-miesl the relative climate impacts of food
choices in the United Statdsnvironmental Science & Technolog®(10): 3508-3513.

Welch, R., & Graham, R. (1999) A new paradigm farhagriculture: productive, sustainable
and nutritious foodsystems to meet human ndéed&l Crops Research0:1-10.

Wheeler, S. (2012, October 10). GMO activist toaspi@ Medford.Ashland Daily Tidings
Retrieved from
http://www.dailytidings.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articlel®/20121010/NEWS02/210100308

Wheeler, S. (2014, February 28). Battleground: SackCounty ballot measure to ban GMO
crops attracts attentioMedford Mail Tribune Retrieved from
http://www.mailtribune.com/apps/pbcs.dll/articleP&/20140228/NEWS/402280324

Wilson, K.A.C. (2013, July 15). Tensions betweeckdan County growers, GMO company
peaked days before beet destructiime OregonianRetrieved from
http://www.oregonlive.com/pacific-northwest-
news/index.ssf/2013/07/tensions_between_jacksomtddml

World Health Organization. (n.dffood, Genetically modifiedRetrieved from
http://www.who.int/topics/food_genetically _modifieah/

Yes on Measure H. (2008iotech industry spends $300,000 to stop Califoouanty from
banning GMO4gPress release]. Retrieved from
http://www.organicconsumers.org/ge/mendocino.cfm

Yum, H. Y., Lee, S. Y., Lee, K. E., Sohn, M. H.K&m, K. E. (2005). Genetically modified and
wild soybeans: an immunologic comparis@iiergy and Asthma Proceeding6(3): 210-216.

Zheng, Y. (2013, October 2). GMO bill clears Ore@enate (2013 special sessidf)e
Oregonian Retrieved from
http://www.oregonlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2018/gmo_bill_clears_senate_2013_sp.html



140

Zheng, Y. (2014, May 15). GMO measure in Oregoakgon County draws big money, raises
guestions about local contrdlhe OregonianRetrieved from
http://www.oregonlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2018/mo_measure_in_oregons_jackson.html



	2014
	Taking back the commons: Motivating factors for the local control of GMOs
	Lydia Rae Levinson
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - 303674_supp_CB9EAE7A-1508-11E4-809B-71432E1BA5B1.docx

