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USDA G"ES’;//llc opinion on organic s:andards rule

WASHINGTON, May.® (Reuters) - In a bow to an impressive outpouring of public opinion, ti
U.S. Agriculture Department said Thursday chat it will not allow food products made from
genetically-modified crops or treated with irradiation to be labeled "organic.”

"If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards ve have fazled " U.5.
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman said in a prepared statement explaining the
-department's decision. Crops grown in biosolids, or sludge, will also not be allow to cazry
the organic label.

Since the agriculture department released its organic standards proposal 'in December it
has received a record 200,000 public comments - most of them opposed to including products of
biotechnology., the use of food irradiation and the application of biosolids in organic food
production.

Those pracrices are "safe and have important roles to play in agriculture, but they
neither fit current crganic practices nor meet consumer expectaticns about organica, ag the
comments made clear,” Glickman said. "USDA is committed to developing mational organic
standards that organic farmers and consumers will embrace."

USDA will wade through the 200,000 public comments before publishing a revised organic
standard proposal later thia year. Once again, that proposal - which Glickman said will
conitain fundamental changes from the first draft - will be subject to public comment.

"Thig additional cpportunity... will aseist us in crafting rigorous, credible national
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can aupport,”
Glickman said.

( (Doug Palmer, Washington newsroom + 1 202 898 8341 fax + 1 202 898 8383,
washington.commodsenergy . newsrocm@reuterd . com) )

REUTERS Rtr 09:43 05-08-98 Copyright (¢) 1998 Reutezrs
Raceived by NewgEDGE/LAN: 5/8/98 9:47 AM

-U.S. authorities set strict standards on organic foods .

' WASHINGTON (AP) Ia a major victory for America's corganic foods propoments, Agriculture
Secretary Dan Glickman today anncunced that naticnal organic standards will not permit
irradiation, genetic engineering or use of sewage sludge ap fartilizer.

The department received more than 200,000 commsnts from the public since December about
the proposed standards. The overvhelming majority cppeosed the three controversial items.
““They neither fit current organic practices nor meet curraent consumer expectatiocns about
organica, as the comments made .clear,'' Glickman said.

when the Agriculrure Department propoded the first-ever national standards for organic
foods, it took no official position on the so-called “"Big Three'' provisions. Instead,
Glickman wanted to hear from the public about them.

Pro-organic forces marshaled a fax, letter and e-mail campaign to ensure the measures were
not included in tha final rule.

The organic industry ie growing 20 percent a year ae many consumers look for alternatives
to conventional agriculcture, with its pesticides and factory liveastock farma. Many organic
farmers feared the initial USDA rule would dilute their strict standards by permitting more
conventicnal practicea to be labaled "““organic.''’

““Our task is to atimulate growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have
confidence in the products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this
growing indusacry,'' he said.

AP-NY-05-08-98 1041EDT Copyright (¢) 1998 The Asuoc:ated Prese
Received by NewsBEDGE/LAN: 5/8/98 10:45 AM
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THE SECRETARY Of AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, D.C.

2W0250-0100

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GE

'From: " Secretary Dan Glickman

Subject: National Organic Standards Regula§

Over the past few months, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) has received extensive
criticism in the national media regarding USDA’s proposed rule establishing a national organic
food standard, several examples of which I am attaching for your review. There is also a
widespread national grassroots campaign against the proposed rule which has generated over
130,000 comments to date, nearly all of which are negative. The public comment generated by
this rule has exceeded any that USDA has received on any rule for decades. There has also been
significant bipartisan congressional concern raised about this proposal.

With 44 different State and private standards in place, the organic industry wants to establish a
uniform national standard to ensure consistency as well as to promote iriternational trade in
organic food products. In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act (OFPA),
which requires the Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining
the use of the term organic on food products.

USDA began the process of drafting rules and held extensive consultations regarding the content
of the proposed national organic standard with the National Organic Standards Board, an
advisory committee comprised of representatives of organic producers, processors, and
consumers. On December 16, 1997, USDA pubhshed a proposcd regulation to establish a
national organic standard.

Much of the criticism is focused on the fact that the proposal does not explicitly prohibit the use
of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in organic production.
While these three issues have received the bulk of the attention, a number of other substantive
concerns with the proposal have been raised, such as the use of antibiotics in livestock. Another
fundamental issue to be resolved is whether the final rule should be a highly detailed,
prescriptive regulation, which the organic industry seems to support strongly, or whether it
should merely provide flexible performance standards along the lines of the proposed rule, which
the Office of Management and Budget has in general advocated.

In essence, the organic industry views the proposal as weakening or undermining existing
standards in a way that threatens the meaning of the organic label, thereby endangering the
viability of organic production and the profitability of their markets. Perhaps even more
significant, however, is that the organic community also views the proposal as a breach of trust
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by USDA and the Administration.

The comment period closes on April 30, 1998. In response to the requests of commenters,

USDA intends to develop a new proposed rule for public comment. The process of evaluating

the public comments and then redrafting and obtaining clearance of the entire regulation is likely
_ to take several months.

[ have publicly stated on many occasions that our organic standards will reflect changes based on
public comment and that USDA’s goal is to issue a final rule that organic growers and consumers
will embrace. However, I am convinced that USDA needs to send a clear, specific message to
the public and the organic community that we intend to make fundamenta] changes in the -
proposed rule, and I believe we need to send this message soon. To do otherwise risks further
erosion of public confidence in the responsiveness and good faith of the Administration’s efforts
during the lengthy process of developing a new proposal. '

I intend to issué the attached press release the week of May. 4, 1998, My office has submitted the
release for interagency clearance, and it is quite possible that there will be issues that may
require the careful attention of the Administration.

I will call you soon to discuss this issue, and I will keep you posted on our progress.

cc: Jack Lew
Sylvia Matthews
Larry Stein

Attachmnents
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Organic is as organic says

A Now that organic farming has mushroomed from a  lines in 1992,
v bippy-dippy diversion into a giant industry with In 1985, the NOSB proposed a set of definitions and
~ annual sales exceeding $4 billion, conventional food standards. But late last year—under pressure from
procegsors also want a slice of the market, They conventional food processors and agricultural inter.
J Should be welcome to it—but not at the cost of dilut- ests—the U S. Department of Agriculture proposed
- ing proposed Bovernment guidelines defining the term considerably locser regulations.
"X “Organic” and its legitimate use on foodstagy Consumers have until April 3 to comment on the
N _Organic food regulations were first proposed by the revised guidelines; they should urge the USDA to
\\ industry itself In 1386. Four years later, Congress. stick with the ious, more stringent, rules,
the Organic Foods Production Act, which in Thedimmcenernuyrwdvearcundtheuse
nuncmtedtheNaﬂonalomnicsmndnrdsBoard ofmﬂanyendneuedhormonsandotherorun-
“(NOSB) and assigned to it the task of drawing up isms, food irrag on, municipal sewer siudge for
. guidelines to govern the production, handling and fertilizer and synthetic antibiotics in farm animals,
Qmarkeﬁng of organic foods. The NOSB banned them; the USDA Pproposes to allow
N It's an important mission: As the market has grown, them, - ,
sohasthepmmhcuoususeof“nanm'“omnk” Consuma-samylsnotiheminpomthere.’l‘hm
Sand other New Ags mumbo-jumbo and advertising is, for example, no scientific ev'dence that irradinted
_{dmmlcks. Even the most discerning consumers are food is harmful ar unsafe. But is it “organic’?
\U baffled, a situation complicated by conflicting stan- What's at stake instesd is the integrity of a sat of
' dnrdsanddeﬂnitionsestablishedbydlﬂ'emum mu]ntbnsdnwnupbyexpu-tsandmuentaum
and local organizations. ) : oftheorunicfoodindumanerlenxthydiscmim
Meanwhile, the organic market is growing like It's most unusual, in fart, for an industry to impose
kudzu. For the past seven years it has posted sales such stringent standards upon itself
growth of 20 percent or greater, according to the U the term “organic” is to mean anything at the .
Organic Trade Association. Clear, nationally reccg- supermarket to the rapidly growing number of con-
nlzedstandardaareusenﬂnlrordomuﬂcmnsumm sumxmeUSDAshouldahldebythemd&
asweuutheexportmnrmnarﬁcuhﬂysinuthe uonsofabmrdofexpamthatmanermmmd
European Union adopted its own organic food guide- by the federal government
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“Therefore, these products and practices will not be included in our revised proposal and food
produced with these products and practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label.”

We will not include survey in preamble since it is irrelevant to the purposes of the milemaking
and infuses safety issues into a marketing rule. '



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 6, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: ELENA KAGAN
SALLY KATZEN
SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act, which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a government certification program and national
standard defining the use of the term “organic” for use on food products. The legislation was
strongly supported by the organic industry which sought to involve the federal government in
creating a unified organic standard, rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed
definitions.

In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a national organic
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard is solely a marketing description. The
Secretary has emphasized that the organic designation is not intended to convey information
about the safety, nutritional value, or environmental benefits of organic products and practices.
In some tension with this-approach, the Administration has long promoted food safety and there
is a serious question whether an organic label will be construed as an indication of the improved
safety of the product. '

Since the publication of the proposed rule, it has been the subject of extensive criticism.
USDA has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever ,
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. Finally, 47 members of the House and 31 Senators have signed
letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about the proposed rule. The primary -
complaint has been that the proposed rule does not explicitly prohibit the use of genetically
modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that could be labeled “organic.”
In the preambile to its proposal, USDA had requested comments on these products and practices .
because of their possible safety benefits and consistency with Administration policy.

Current Status :

Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this Friday, (attached), indicating that
~ USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids “will not be included in our revised proposal, and food produced with these
products and practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label.” Articles last week in USA



TODAY and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB (Don Arbuckle), NEC (Sally Katzen), and DPC (Elena Kagan)
have been concerned about USDA’s approach to this issue. OMB has argued that consumers
will likely view a product labeled as organic as safe, even though there is no evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. To the extent that consumers read an organic
label as demonstrating safety, they may be misled. OMB points out that organic material might
be even worse than non-organic food in terms of some microbiological hazards. Organic foods
fertilized with manure have been and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in
the Odwalla juice outbreak. By contrast, foods using the three disputed techniques (e.g.,
irradiation) may have actual safety benefits. OMB and NEC therefore have suggested that
USDA consider modifying the organic label to include a provision stating something along the
lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA
continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for
food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic.
The Food and Drug Administration has expressed general support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation ,

We recognize the need for USDA to clarify its position on organics, and recommend that
Secretary Glickman issue a statement indicating that biotechnology, irradiation, and sludge will
not be part of the revised proposal. We are still discussing with Secretary Glickman’s office the

_precise language of this statement, but think we can work out this issue. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon two additional measures
that could ameliorate some concerns over safety. These include (1) having USDA and FDA
conduct a survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers
purchase organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in
the preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.



] . .
SDA To Make Fundamental Changes in Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 - Sect i
-- etary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today tha
- - ’ t
?Iepaa;ur.imcnt of Agriculture (U SDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed niﬁonaih )
ganic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDAis cogxmitted to deve,'loping pational organic standards that organic farmers and
c_:onsumefs will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intead to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal

will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position oD
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposel asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology.
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in

organic food production.

“Biotechnology, inadiaﬁon, and biosolids are gafe and have important roles ¥ play in _
i psumer expectations

' ots made clear,” said Glickman- «Tperefore, these products and
and food produced with these products and

rganic standards must be rigorous and

. ts asserted that national © e b .
Similarly, many o.f ke o;?g::;rs exprssﬂd concern that consurners will lose faith in the organic

and consumers reject our national standards, we bave fa;};: Our m‘;k is to
jc agrl have confidence 18 e

stimulate the growth of orgamec agriculture, ensure that consumers Dave Jenc o

%:eax the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry, said

ishi i 1 evaluate the comments submitted in response
Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA \fnn eV - !
to the Dpecembcr 1997, proposal. This record will g\.nde the drafting of the revised pr0posa1,

which USDA will issue for pub

for public comment will assist us in crafting figorous: credible
¢ and consumers ¢ad

«This additional opportunity \ ;
handling that organic farmel

national standards for organic farming and
support,” declared Glickman.
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will contain fundamental changes from our initi o o ost importantly, the revised proposal

The ejarhc-:r draftf published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing
1abel%ng, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on ’
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology.,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production. '

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles t0 play in

‘agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations
about organics, as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and
roduced with these products and

practices will Dot be included in our revised proposal, and food P
practices will not be allowed 10 bear the or,

imi nts asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and
Similacly, T of e that consumers will lose faith in the organic

credible. Otherwise- commenters expressed concern

label.
, we have failed. Our task is to

“If organic f !
organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the

stimulate the growth of ' Jenc o
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry, said

Glickman.

Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the gomrnents sub_mitted in response
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,
which USDA will issue for public comment later this year-

| «This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous credible
anic farmers and consumers can

national standards for organic farming and handling that 018
support.” declared Glickman.
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arkating perspective.
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An extenalve n:k assessment procass, As well as a series of peer roviews, lad ta the
develapment of EPA's 40 CER Part 503 hinsalids rule. This ruls protects public
‘health and the environment when biasolids are used as fertillzer or disposed’ This
rule has greatly benefitted from the risk asscssment and poor review appraach
Exports from USDA and univarsitics saaistad EPA In 1he implemeniation of this,:
approach for the development of (he Part 503 rle.

ars documented risks to public health from pathogens in animal manures.

Inesses, and aven a small numbey of deaths have resulted froom the use of raw animal
urex (Enclozure J). o

. Promulguting the NOS rule ns proposed may cause cortain heaith problems. This
is becauss there appears to be no scientific baais to indicste that & minimum 60-day
weitirig period (betwaan the time of Innd appliestion of raw animal manures and
the time that cropa are harvested for human consumpiion) Iy adequm to pratect
public health. Specifically, time and possibly other treatment is necosuary to avoid
contamination of edibla crops with viable pathogens.

- As a comparisen, the Part 303 itandends goveining the usc of biosolids
require us long as & 38-month waiting period between the time of land
applying biosalida that hava baan treated 3o sigaifirantly reduce pathogen
levals and the tims of harvesting fond crops that huve their harvesied pans
below the land surface.

Thers are alse na time-temperature siandards given in the proposed NOS rule for
composting animal manures to nssure that the finsl composiet provuct no longer
eontains pathogens,

- Agnin as a comparison, the Part $03 standards governing the processing
and uso of biosollds require a minimum 3-day tine pering m 55°C for in
vesscl-configured somposting of hinsolids and u | S-day lime periad at
§5°C with ths eompeiting biosolids turned u mininwum af five times when.
tho compoating lu performed in a windrow conflguration

- Tn wddition, the Part 501 standards for composted hioaolids, whish have
met either of tha above ypecified ime=tempersinre requitcinems, require
that spacified texts ha cnnductad just prior 16 uxe of the compoest showing
tho absence of Salmnic/io sp. or that 8 standard for fecal coliform bactaria
has beon met, (i.e,, the density of Sc/monglle sp. must be luss than three.
mant probable numbur [MPN] por four grams ol 1ots) solids or the donsity
of fecal coliform muat be less than 1.000 MPN per grani of 101al solids
ibolh an & diy welght banls]).
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he praposed NOS rule also does not address potontinl problems from ceriain heavy
stals and toxic organic substances that may be presant in snimal munures and other
aterials that wauld be pemmirtsd for uac by the proposed rule. The proposed rule gives
o indication of the potential levsis of these subatances in the materials nor any assessment -
frisk that thase substances might poss to human heslth end the environmunt via foods
reduced or from other pathways. For example, olevated lavels of meials are knawn to

ceur in' same gnima) manures, (8.g.. they are daliderately placed in the diets of some
imala). ' '

he propussd NOS rule also does not sddress the {ssue of nutricnl menagement. In many
instances, 1hs applicatian of nutrients In animal manures is uncontrolied and over

pplization har rasulted in pellution of graund and surface waters with poiontial health and
nvironmental consequeness. .

or these reasons, the noad for managing the pathogens, pollutunts and nutrients in animal -
anures and other substances that would be permitted for fertilizing “organically grown”
ods should be evaluated by carellil risk xsscasnioni. Bath che Presidont’s Nood Safety

- Initistive and the Vice President’s Clean Water Action Blan I'or Rastoring and Protacting

mariea’'s Waters (in which USPDA and FPA are partnerg) sddieas these mansgoment
ues, "

any of the public have just noi yet reached a pocition where they fecl right about
apting tha uge of biosolids added to soils for praducing "organically grawn" foods

18 13 in spite of fact that years of extensive research and experience huve umefully
ocumented that the use of blosolids for the production af foarias s wholesnme and sale,
hc aafory of biosallde recycling has baon rapeatedly doauman|ed by yenars oF study nnd
perlence with biosollds recycled in accordance with the Purt 03 rulc and i3
redecassor rules and guidance. There are thras Federal palicy sintements. two of which’
ave USDA as a signatary, that support safety and officacy for using hinsalids for the.
roduction nf faads (Enclosures 2-4).

» Honce, EPA profers that biosalids awt cven be included in the NOWS, especiully if
thoe final NOS iz not risk-haxork

. Any daciaion to disallow the use of biasalids shauld noi he justified based upon the
essumption that using hiosolids Is detrimental 10 the quality of soils ar foods that.
may be grown, The principle of the safety of bicsolids recycling ia accordnnce with
upplicable rules has beon articulated in the proviously referenced EI’A, USDA, and
Food and Drug Adminiatratian (FDA) policy statementx as well ax in 3 Nationa)
Rescarch Council ryview of the Pant 503 rulo and Riak sxxosamant procass.

Tlunderetand that mombera of FPA, LISDA snd OMB staff wave dixcuixsed dratts of this

rule befare it was prapoesed as woll as drafty of these comments which | am sundiny ro you today

R e it e i e e e e ¢ e g



and polentially undertaken within USDA and EPA to gain the knowledge necessary for beginning
1o manage the encrmous amount of animsal manuras and fand prevessing by-praducis in s manner
that is including thelr use In the production of arganically grown food crops. 1 know that
USDA- cultura] Redenrch Service (ARS) end USDA Agricultural Markesting Service (AMS)
‘sciontigts have met to dlscuss how each of & number of your laborataries can work cooperalively
.t develop needed basic information and methads for assuring anfaly-produced fonds grown in-
eails ed with animaf manures. My office and USDA-ARS will be jointly sponsoring a
‘workshop to determine the state of knowledge about newly emerging pathogen {ssues associated
tha animal manures, biosclids, food processing by-producis, and other similar molarinls, We have
also been warking with ARS (0 develop a guidance document for the safe flald storage of by-
products like biosolids and to gome extent animal manures. '

: In the letter I sent to Richard Rominger priar to tha propesal of this rule, § indicated that
the risk astesament effort that led to the development of the Part 503 blosolids rule may ba usefu)
in develaping sultable guidanse for the safo management and use of anlmal manures Lo produce
‘foods. Members af aur s1afl’ would ba willing 1o work with exparta at {ISDA 1n halping ta.
conduct a rizk assezsmant and/or peer review that your office might perform on animal manurcs
a3 4 met to develop safs procedures for menagement of these animnl manures and foad

. processing by-products (Enclosure $).

. We would be happy ta moet with yau, members of the National Orggnic Standasrds Board,
and/members of your staff ta further clarify the points madc in this lsticr  Bleane fael tyea 10
conract me at 202-260-3700 or any of the [ulluwing niembers of my silF

- Dr. John Walker. the leader of aur Agency Riasslids Peagram hmpleinentation
Term, a1 202-260-7283,

. Dr. Alan B. Rubin, who was respansibls for tha development of (hu Pan S03
Biosolids Rule and Risk Assgssment, at 202.260-75§0,

- Jeff Lape In the Office of Wastewstor Management with fegard to permitting
stratggies for Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOS), ol 202-260-
6087, or

- Eric Strussler in our Office of Scionce and 1'achnology with regard 1o effluent
guidelines for CAFOs, at 202-280.7150.

Robort Percinasepa
Assistant Administraior

.Enclosuras
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By these discusaiona, we hava lesmed of a number of majar inltiatives that are being exsmined
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF - R
FROM: ELENA KAGAN Y 0
SALLY KATZEN

j
AN

SUBJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule_ e

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food/lsroducti(;.rrl(Act which required the
‘Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a‘national st ] dard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. The legislation was strongly supported by the organic
industry which sought to involve the federal government in‘creating a unified organic standard,
rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed definitions.

In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a national organic
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard is a marketing description of
what is and is not organic. The Secretary has emphasized that the organic designation is
not intended to convey information about the safety, nutritional value, or environmental
benefits of organic products and practices. On the other hand, the Administration has long
promoted food safety and some agencies have strong concerns that an organic label will
inevitably be construed as an indication of the improved safety of the product.

Since the publication of the proposed rule, it has been the subject of extensive criticis
The primary complaint has been that it does not explicitly prohibit the use of geneti
modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food th e labeled “organic.”
In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requestgd, mments as to whether foods using any of
these techniques could be considered as organic ’In.re.spoﬁg , USDA says-itsas receivettalmost
200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever received for a USDA rulemaking.
The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in many newspapers including the
New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune, and the Los Angles Times. (
Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 47 members of the House and 30
Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, (attached),
indicating that USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new
proposed rule on organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that
biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in
our new proposal.” Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have
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indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.
0\‘\"§D

Representatives of OMB grid NEC have been concerned about USDA’s plan to issue a
statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers will likely
view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic fogd is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. To the extent that consumers read an

organic label as demongtrating safety, they may be misled. OMB points out that organic

—F-material might be even aorse in terms of some microbiological hazards/end-supposedty organic

foods have been and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla
juice outbreak. OMB/Motes the danger of contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as
genetically modified products and biosolids (sludge) in which the Administration is on record
supporting the safety of the practice. OMB suggested that USDA consider modifying the organic
label to include a provision stating some;ng along the lines of “organic food may be no more
or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA continue its comment review process and not
prematurely prohibit using the te/rmo/:gélzic for food using any of the three disputed techniques.
b .

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic.

1

/\ﬁ\z ,V} The Food and Drug Administration has expressed general support for USDA’s position.
¢ |

Recommendation

We recognize the need for USDA to clarify its position on organics, and recommend that
Secretary Glickman issue a statement indicating that biotechnology, irradiation, and sludge will
not be part of the revised proposal. We suggest USDA not include the phrase “taken off the
table,” however, which may imply they could never be considered. In its place we suggest the
phrase “we will be clear that the term ‘organic’ is not to encompass these
products and practices.” In addition, after discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and
USDA we have agreed upon two additional measures that could ameliorate some concerns over
safety. These include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a survey on consumer attitudes
towards organic food to determine whether consumefs purchase organic products on the basis of
unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the preamble of its new rule language
indicating that the National Organic Standard B})érd should report regularly to the Secretary on
possible uses of-néw tachnologies and whether/they might meet an organic standard.
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May 6, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: ELENA KAGAN
SALLY KATZEN
SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act,which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a government certification program and
national standard defining the use of the term “organic” for use on food products. The legislation
was strongly supported by the organic industry which sought to involve the federal government
in creating a unified organic standard, rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed
definitions.

989\\1 ln sm Wd:& wHa
In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulati%;o—e/stab 1$h a natlom organ .y
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard isla marketing descrlptlon,\of-——-

what is and is not organic: The Secretary has emphasized that the¢ organic designation is
not intended to convey information about the safety, nutritionsf value, or envnronmental
benefits of organic products and practlces EetventerRawt.-the-Admin ation has long
pINotead-100d Salen, anag sEies l'-\ L% ;;‘_\15:_5‘_‘5_1_-__-.-‘_5 g i 3
) . . . .
MRt be-construed—as—4§ g D ; provea-satety-¢ e-progue
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Since the publication of the proposed rule, it has been the subject of extensive criticism.

USDA has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever

received for a USDA rulemaking. he primary complaint has been that the proposed rule does Q(‘* '
not explicitly prohibit the use of genetgally modmed organisms, 1rrad1at10n and blosollc‘l;)/ fuv4
(sludge) in food that could be labeled “orpanic.’ c-preambletoitspropesal- HSHA e

requested comments as-to-whetherfoods usingan
uvé.'. MO HASLER_COTMRATCHIR-on-these-prodt
'b n ',:.:.‘~ ane th-Adminis M - be uak

vithin the definition-of orsanicwhi .,..-...-..w.._-“ The rule has also been the subject of
'unfavorable editorials in many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post,
the Chicago Tribune, and the Los Angles Times. (Sample#Organi h-From-the- USDA
Kitehen™y Finally, 47 members of the House and 30 Sengtors have 51gned letters to Secretary

Glickman expressing concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status '
Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this F ridayMattached),
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indicating that USDA will repropose.the rule and make fundamental changes in the new

proposed rule on organic standards.” Speci , the statement would 1ndlcate that
biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids arg<bein
our-new proposal.” Articles inthé last week in U A TODA

indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.
Re?m yu kaive s (D AVLU““& (h"i’b‘h‘“

Y and the Washmgton Post have
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3 > table£Theseagene ies arguel that consumers will likely
view a product labeled as organic as safe desprte—t-he—faet—t-haLere is nof evidence to Wean
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified, oug b
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. To the extent that consumers read an

organic label as demonstrating safea' thezl may be misled. OMB poings out that organic

material might be even worse} n terms o'iasome microbiological hazard g(gamc foods

fertilized with manure have been and may in the future be llnked to 11 hesses such as occurred

in the Odwalla j Juice outbreak oMB-n ¢
cas such i e ahne bae
@te/dthat

USDA consrder modifymg the orgamc label to include a provision stating sqgmething along the
lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA
continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for
food using any of the three disputed techniques. and RNE C

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic
The Food and Drug Administration has expressed general support for USDA’s posmon#<
Ykg%wnmwﬁq—usw—\a—&r&w .
Recommendation

We recognize the need for USDA to clarify its position on organics, and recommend that
Secretary Glickman i issue a statement indicating that biotechnology, 1rrad1at10n and sludge will

” In addition, after discussions with OMB, OSTP, NBE, FDA and
'USDA we haye agreed upon two additional measures that could ameliorate some concerns over
safety. Thesd include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a survey on consumer attitudes
towards orgapic food to determine whether consumers purchase organic products on the basis of
unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the preamble of its new rule language
indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should report regularly to the Secretary on
possible uges of new technologies and whether they might meet an organic standard.
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Washingtorn, May X, 1995 Sec

T
Depament of Agricultyre (USDA) wijj

OTganic standards pg a result of the 20g

the use of irradiation, ip food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipa] sludge) in

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe apg have important roles to play in
agriculture, but they neither fit CWITent organic practices nor meet current consumer €Xpectations
about organics, as the comments made clear,” saig Glickman- “Therefore, these products and

practices will not be included in our re
practices will not be allowed-to bear the

vised proposal, and food

organic Jabe] »

produced with these products and
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 6, 1998
MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: ELENA KAGAN
SALLY KATZEN

SUBIJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act, which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a government certification program and national
standard defining the use of the term “organic” for use on food products. The legislation was
strongly supported by the organic industry which sought to involve the federal government in
creating a unified organic standard, rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed
definitions.

In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a national organic
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard is solely a marketing description. The
Secretary has emphasized that the organic designation is not intended to convey information
about the safety, nutritional value, or environmental benefits of organic products and practices.
In some tension with this-approach, the Administration has long promoted food safety and there
is a serious question whether an organic label will be construed as an indication of the improved
safety of the product.

Since the publication of the proposed rule, it has been the subject of extensive criticism.
USDA has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. Finally, 47 members of the House and 31 Senators have signed
letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about the proposed rule. The primary -
complaint has been that the proposed rule does not explicitly prohibit the use of genetically
modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that could be labeled “organic.”
In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments on these products and practices
because of their possible safety benefits and consistency with Administration policy.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this Friday, (attached), indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids “will not be included in our revised proposal, and food produced with these
products and practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label.” Articles last week in USA



TODAY and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB (Don Arbuckle), NEC (Sally Katzen), and DPC (Elena Kagan)
have been concerned about USDA’s approach to this issue. OMB has argued that consumers
will likely view a product labeled as organic as safe, even though there is no evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. To the extent that consumers read an organic
label as demonstrating safety, they may be misled. OMB points out that organic material might
be even worse than non-organic food in terms of some microbiological hazards. Organic foods
fertilized with manure have been and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in
the Odwalla juice outbreak. By contrast, foods using the three disputed techniques (e.g.,
irradiation) may have actual safety benefits. OMB and NEC therefore have suggested that
USDA consider modifying the organic label to include a provision stating something along the
lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA
continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for
food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic.
The Food and Drug Administration has expressed general support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recognize the need for USDA to clarify its position on organics, and recommend that
Secretary Glickman issue a statement indicating that biotechnology, irradiation, and sludge will
not be part of the revised proposal. We are still discussing with Secretary Glickman’s office the
precise language of this statement, but think we can work out this issue. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon two additional measures
that could ameliorate some concerns over safety. These include (1) having USDA and FDA
conduct a survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers
purchase organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in
the preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
. report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.
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Washin,
gton. May X, 1998 -- Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the

Departm i i
partment of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions 1o its proposed national

organi
ganic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA Teceived on the initial proposal

cI(.)JSDA e1s cox‘rlxlmitted to cievc}oping national organic standards that organic farmers and

issnsumue " v? v;l embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA

. se proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly the revised sal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.” ’ propo

The efarhe:r clmft3 published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing processing
labeh_ng, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a po;iﬁon on ,
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comraent o these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary pumber of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology:

the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnologys ;rradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in

agricultute, but they neither £it current orgamc practices nor mmeet current consumer expectations

about organics, as the comrments made clear,” said Glickman- «
practices will not be included in oux revised proposal, and food produced with these products and
practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label”

asserted that national organic standards mast be rigorous and .
in the organic

gjmilarly, many of the comments : :
credible).' Otherwise- commenters expressed concern that consurners will lose faith

«[f orgapic farmers and consumers reject our national gtandards, we have failed- OuF task is t0
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have conﬁéenc.e in the o
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry, said

Glickman.

Before publisbing the revised proposal, Usha will evaluate the comrments sub_mitted in response
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised pmposal,

which USDA will issue for public comment later this year-

«This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous; credible
d consumers cab

national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers an
support.” declared Glickman. :



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 6, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: ELENA KAGAN
SALLY KATZEN
SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act, which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a government certification program and national
standard defining the use of the term “organic” for use on food products. The legislation was
strongly supported by the organic industry which sought to involve the federal government in
creating a unified organic standard, rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed
definitions.

In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a national organic
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard is solely a marketing description. The
Secretary has emphasized that the organic designation is not intended to convey information '
about the safety, nutritional value, or environmental benefits of organic products and practices.
In some tension with this-approach, the Administration has long promoted food safety and there
is a serious question whether an organic label will be construed as an indication of the improved
safety of the product.

Since the publication of the proposed rule, it has been the subject of extensive criticism.
USDA has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. Finally, 47 members of the House and 31 Senators have signed
letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about the proposed rule. The primary
complaint has been that the proposed rule does not explicitly prohibit the use of genetically
modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that could be labeled “organic.”
In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments on these products and practices
‘because of their possible safety benefits and consistency with Administration policy.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this Friday, (attached), indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids “will not be included in our revised proposal, and food produced with these
products and practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label.” Articles last week in USA



TODAY and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.

, Representatives of OMB (Don Arbuckle), NEC (Sally Katzen), and DPC (Elena Kagan)
have been concerned about USDA’s approach to this issue. OMB has argued that consumers
will likely view a product labeled as organic as safe, even though there is no evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. To the extent that consumers read an organic
label as demonstrating safety, they may be misled. OMB points out that organic material might
be even worse than non-organic food in terms of some microbiological hazards. Organic foods
fertilized with manure have been and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in
the Odwalla juice outbreak. By contrast, foods using the three disputed techniques (e.g.,
irradiation) may have actual safety benefits. OMB and NEC therefore have suggested that
USDA consider modifying the organic label to include a provision stating something along the
lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA
continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for
food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic.
The Food and Drug Administration has expressed general support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recognize the need for USDA to clarify its position on organics, and recommend that
Secretary Glickman issue a statement indicating that biotechnology, irradiation, and sludge will
not be part of the revised proposal. We are still discussing with Secretary Glickman’s office the
precise language of this statement, but think we can work out this issue. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon two additional measures
that could ameliorate some concerns over safety. These include (1) having USDA and FDA
conduct a survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers
purchase organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in
the preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.
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SDA To Make Fundamental Changes 18 Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washi
ashington. May X, 1998 - Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the

Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundame:

. ntal revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA Teceived on the initial propoosal.

“USDAis coTnmitted to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
f:onsumefs will embrace,” Glickman gaid. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position oD
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment o these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology:
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (mumicipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnology, jrradiation, and biosolids are gafe and have important roles 0 play in _
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current copsumer expectations

as the comments made clear,” said Glickman- «Therefore, these products and

about Organics, _
practices will not be included 1n OUL revised proposal, and food produced with these products and

practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label”

rted that pational organic standards muost be ri_gorous and
credible Otherwise: commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith 11 the organic

label.

«[f organic farmers and consumers reject out national standards, we bave failed. Our task is tO
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence :ln the S
products that bear the orgenic label, and develop export markets for this growing ustry, S

Glickman.

ishi i i the comments submitted 1D response
Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA \_mn eyaluate . !
to the Ifecember 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,

which USDA will issue for public comment later this year-

«This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous;::;;bcl;
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and cons

support.” declared Glickman.
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GLICKMAN EXTENDS COMMENT PERIOD, ENCOURAGES PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION IN ORGANIC STANDARDS RULEMAKING

WASHINGTON, Feb. 6, 1998—Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman today extended for
an additional 45 days the public comment period for USDA’s proposed regulation establishing
national organic standards. Glickman strongly encouraged the public to participate in the
rulemaking process and submit comments during this extended period. Glickiman also

committed the Department to provide the opportunity for additional participation after all
comments are reviewed.

“USDA takes the public’s role in rulemaking very seriously,” said Glickman. “We have
already received over 4,000 comments on the proposed rule, including many requests for an
extension of the comment period. Given the complexity and importance of the organic

 standard proposal, we are extending the comment period to provide an opportunity for even
preater public participation.”. '

In a notice to be published in the Federal Register on February 9, 1998, the comment
period will be extended for 45 days and will now close on April 30, 1998. “This extension 1s
part of USDA’s continuing effort to ensure an open process and is an example of how USDA is
responsive to public input into the rulemaking,” Glickman said.

Regarding some of the concerns that have been raised about the proposed rule,
~ Glickman added, “I want to emphasize that this is only a proposal. This is not the final rule and
should not be read to reflect how USDA will finally resolve the many difficult issues involved.”

“We want everyone to participate fully in this process and to give us their thoughts and
recormmendations for making improvements in the proposal,” Glickman said. “Our goal is to
develop a final rule that the organic co_mmunity and all the public can embrace.”

. Glickman also noted that the Department is not proposing to allow the use of

" genetically engineered organisms, irradiation, or bio-solids. Instead, the proposal simply asks
for comment on whether they should be included or not under the organic standards. '

-more-
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Revisiting the Rules on Organic Food

In mid-December, the Department of Agricul-
ture published its National Organic Program regu-
latlons, a set of proposed rules for production of
organic food that would be the basis for a national
organic certification program. The department also
invited public comment until April 30. Reaction has
been sharply critical, particularly from those most
directly affected, like organic Erowers, organic pro-
cessars and consumers who prefer orgarnic food.

For decades, organic growers have endured
virtual neglect by the Agriculture Department.
That pattern remains unchanged. The new rules
make it plain that the department listened harder to
the voice of agribusiness, which has always derided
organic agriculture, than it did to the people who
have proved its Incontestable worth.

If the rules enter law as they stand now, it will
be a major setback for the organic community.
Growers who try to distinguish their orgarnic prod-
ucts from products grown under a less stringent,

but nationally certified standard will be prevented
from using the word “‘organic” — a word whose
meaning has been defined by their pracrices. Con.

“Ssumers will find that *‘organic”” has come to mean

something quite different from what they thought.
The rules allow practices that no one calls organic,
including irradiation, the use of sewage sludge as
fertilizer and genetically engineered crops.

There is nothing wrong with a national organic
certification program. But with these rules, there is
plenty wrong. Over the last 50 years, the Agricul-
ture Department, in tandem with agribusiness, has
been nudging American farmers toward a set of
agricultural practices that are as uniform as the
plants in a field of soybeans. But a cardinal tenet of
organic farming is that diversity is as essential 1g
biological health as it is to cultural heaith. If the
organic rules are passed as they stand, organic
farming will certainly go on, but under a different
name and with renewed bitterness.
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This is not your

By Bllen G
Boston Glo

BOSTON

"everyday political event. How

often does a grass-roots move- .
ment ask the government o
regulate its own enterprise?
When was the last time small
operators rose up 1o -bitterly
complain that government
rules and regulations weren't
suict enough?

But this is the upside-down
nature of a food fight that has
erupted between the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and

the organic farming commu- .

niry.

Ever since December when
the USDA released the first-
-ever propasals for minimum
standards for organic foods, a
full-scale debate has been rag-
ing abour the meaning of the
“0" word. Now, an astonish-
ing 101,000 farmers and chefs,
and consumers and environ-
mentalists have developed an
appetite for protest. In the face
of an April 30 deadline for
comments, they have regis-
tered deep disapproval of the
agency's taste.

This story of “O” began, in
the best biblical tradition, with
an apple. In the alar scare of
1889-90, people became
alarmed about chemicals. Sud-
denly, a bumper crop of apples
appeared on the market bear-
ing the label “organic.”,

Organic’ farming, which
once exuded the aura of a hip-
pie enterprise with lethargic
and overpriced vegetables, was
just becoming a full-fledged al-
ternative. The apples of dubi-
ous "orga;nic" origin con-
vinced many in the disparate
community that they needed a
national standard.to prevent
fraud. and maintain consumer
confidence.

These farmers were always
wary of involving the USDA, an

- agency which, to put it gently,
has been a bastion of conven-

tlonal farming and a buddy of
agribusiness. But with the help
of Vermont's Sen. Patrick Lea-
hy, the Organic Foods Produc-
tion Act was passed in 1990 to
determine minimum stan-
dards. Farmers, consumers,
scientists and environmental-
ists spent four years working
out an agreement on the defi-
nition of organic.

Then the USDA stepped in. .

to fulfill their worst fears. In the
tradition of the “fox guarding
the henhouse,” the agency pro-
posed 10 lower these standards.

The USDA rules would, for
example, allow lertuce ferdl-
ized with sewage sludge, ge-
netcally engineered pigs and
irradiated radicchio to carry
the label “organic.” They
would allow a chicken that had
never seen the light of day, let
alone a [ree range, to carry an
"organic” tag.

These giant loopholes in the
“O" are big enough to drive a
truck through. “We'd have Ty-
son'’s Organic Chickens before
you could blink an eye,” says
Margaret Mellon of the Union
of Concerned Scientists. "It

L ———

would doom the word organic.”

If the Department of Agri-
culture is surprised by the
huge outrage, that in itself is
not surprising. The depart-
ment’s bias toward conven-
tonal farming is long and
deep. Organic farming is now a
$4 billion business growing by
20 percent a year. But its suc-

cess is taken as arebuke to the -

factory-farming, supermarket-
to-the-world agribusiness that
is now the rule.

It is widely believed that the
folks marketing sludge. pro-
moting genetic engineering or
irradiation got the USDA’s ear
because they want to piggy-
back onto the good name of
“organic” to mute controver-
sies here and abroad.

We can debate the safety of
genetic engineering tll the

cloned cows come home, but’

it fts no image of organic
farming. This food fight is not
just about safety of the prod-
uct. It's about the process of
farming.

As Kathleen Merrigan of the
National Organic Standards
Board puts it, "We want a label

ESaZa¥e

New York Tmes
Organic farmer George Ban. of Hubbadsinn. Masa,, in the barn with his Rhode Island Red chickens,

that connects people to how
their food is produced. We
want to give people a way to
be sure their food was pro-
duced by people who are walk-
ing lightly on the earth.”

Americans have a nostalgic
and primal relationship to the
farm. But now agriculture, like
so many other parts of the
economy. is going in two di-
rections. .

The larger trend is 1o con-
solidate farmland as if it were a
megabank. It's to industrialize
farming, and mass produce
identical products on a land
factory. The sturdy but smaller
ttend is toward diversity,
toward sustaining the land.

Today arganic farms are not
just food boutiques, rendy lit-
e supply centers for people
who are willing to pay more
for mesclun greens. They are
the labs, the models, the alter-
natives.

The USDA has done httle 1o
promote organic farms. Bur if
these proposals are put into
law, organic will have lost any
meaning. The “0O° in the
O-word will stand for Zero.
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CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

y EXECUTIVE OEFICES
e 2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE SACRAMENTO. CA 95833-3239 - PHONE (916) 5615520 * Fax (916) S61-S690

March 6, 1998

Eileen Stonomes

Deputy Administretor
USDA-ANS-TM-NOP
PO.Bm 96456 .
Ag Stop 0275, Room 4007-So.
Washington, D.C. 200906436

Dear Ms. Stsmes: RE: Docizt No, TND-9400-2

Aftex two yews of ingense nogotistioms, the California Fann Bureau Federation supportcd the California Qrganic
Foods Act of 1990, This stringest autority has created cohosiveness zad udifdrmity in 8 vesy Smpartant segmen
of the state’s agricultural indusry. Since the passage of e Faderal Organie Foods Production At of 1950, the
Califamiz orgazic industry has Sosely manittred and sided in the developmest of the Nations] Orgagic Frogram

mawmmnw)wm'mAmrmﬁhm
30 unigue poblicfprivate partiership to use the existing ocguic industry cxpertise. The NOSB i o be comumoied
for the docdication and energy % touk (o areate their extesive set of proposed program recomaxndations xd
geidolinos for the NOP. oo _

Gaven what hes baen vicwed a2 a successfil relationstap, it ok the orgais ixxdustry by murprise that maay NOSB
roooansodations were not inciuded in the prepased rulss. As well, s isdusiry B straggly opposed to a pumixy of
spexific recommmendations included in the proposed rales, despits o clear positios in the NOSB standards guide
~ 1kt inciusion of these poiaty would be "dsal breakers ™

Aftey listening 10 the ovacerns voiced by cur manbership, the Caffornia Farm Barean wrges USDA to withdraw

these proposed rules. We belicve the proposed rulles are ess restrictive than car canent stute program. Anything
T Qe Our cumrat stale SEndards could hve serfous repercessions in the consumers” coufidcoce that California™s

crganic industry has boen, working very hand to achieve. :
We urge USDA 10% % proposc any NOP tnt would be ks restzictive than Culifbrnia™s currat program. The
sococpsful growdh of our stale’s oQgenic industry is festimony © the value md infegrity that consamers agsociate

Tiack you fir he opportanisy to oxpress aar concerns. Pleass contact me if you would like t Gacass our concems
gbout 8 proposed rules fxrther.

Simcecaly, :
Bill Pact
Prosdag -
Socretary Am Veneran, CDFA
& Depruty Secretary Richard Romingsr, USDA
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EDITORIALS
Bowing to pressure

More comment sought on organic rules

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s proposed rules for organic foods so far
have drawn 6,000 public comments, many of them negative. In fact, the reac-
tion has been so heavy that the agency has extended the comment period until
the end of April. Story, 34

The proposal, which will set national standards for organics and establish a
regulatory framework, is in trouble, None of the organi¢ organjzations geems to
like it, They are deeply troubled by the fact that the USDA, and specifically the
Agricultural Marketing Service, wants to allow irradiation, genetically engi-
nee;ed Plants and products, and municipal sewage sludge to be used in organic
production. :

Many in the organic community feel betrayed by this. They believe these pro.
cesses and products are “foreign” to erganic principles and will turn off consum-
ers.

They may be right. While genetically engineared produce, and even irradia-
tion, have become a part of the “conventional® food industry, the organic indus.
try’s whole reason for being hag been baged on low technology, environmental
friendliness and an image of “purity” and simplicity. It doesn’t take much imag-
ination to understand consumers could be alienated if the “organie” produce has
b'eaefl EToWn with sewer residue, altered with "alien” genes and then zapped with
radiation, ) :

Some of these technologies will ba a part of conventional agriculture, But the
USDAI ought to look closely at its organie proposals and medify them in light of
Strong opposition. Why approve final regulations that are uripopular with those
being regulated?
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Ylonsanto

BY REEVIA HaLu
Raporter of Tem Watll STREYS Jnvadar.
J=@fonsanto Co., In 8 mave Nkaly to plenac
e Srumer groupe, i saking the U.G. De-
Emment of Agriculture e delay [or st
Ddt thres yeurs & declsion an wheiher
yRetically snginsared crops could quenly

rganic.
. n & Ietter © the department. the 3t
Soflis compa; yl no(:d‘: lhl?.t. both :h:\ usc ol
i Etstecnnology in agricullurs an: e pro-
PPndtion of oremnic lood ura sUN evoly-
It ndded that alter auch & delay, '8
her. more Informea decision can be
ke na tn whether and how b make
ihtn Improves Inrough . bintechnoloky
Yginle for urgnnie certifieation, "' .
any consymer mnd organic-farmarg
snlas contend thil OrgrniC means that
crop and the prowing conditions should
spe-maturally occurring. and thus gonall-
Tty allered GTups shouldn't be considered
nie.

anal Inc. and the American Seed Trade
aciation are submitting eomments (n
wwor of including wenctically gitersd prod-
s In the orgunic stundards.
=Mrenuse i1 |5 aa industry lander. Mon-
to's pesition could alow dame of the
antum othces have gathered in thair
empt (o the government to hroaden
p doliniton of organic. While Mon-
sanio’e laller still :upgﬂeﬂa the dea that
argnnic larming could be compatibla with
vigtechnnlogy, 1he diolech lcader waats 0
avoid o fight with consumel’ Erouns.
Monvanulo's suggestion could ofler the
:USDA some relief from having to mediate
T betwewm wrganic farming advocates and a
_ blotcchnulngy Industry that the USDA hus
~baraldea as an anfwer to many of ihe
» d’s agricultural praniems.
53~ "The UBDA comman! perlud om {l5 pro-
i}nud ruls for natianal standends for or:
x iC. production ends April 30, The blo-
51 nsmplo‘y question has prompled 3 aetu
Lol comments Itom concumers strong|
> oppusad w it .
I A USDA spokesmsn said the depar!-
Jment ovaluales oll commanis al the and af
i‘the comment puriad and declined o re-
napona spectiically lo Monssntae'a requost.
% -Monsanto soiq that uftey three years.
a¥s will be more dsla on what It callod
*positive impact'" of Ihe erops. The
L. nas bud ealy three s¢asons of com-
<¥nérria) planting of genaticany altered
Zxtqgn. bul already close to one-Nit of
fnsbunm grown_have bocen fgeneljcally
<€nfingod. The U.S currenUy doesn’l labet
whith foods contain genetically madified

crops.

. Tcln Cook. president of he Envirofe
muntal Working Group. suggestes (hal
gomae bjecach companjes wanted (g use the

-

snait; but vl, arEnnic markel as 2
- proving ground lortheiru-udvul oredibil-
ily. fven (hough ofganie standards deal
pply with productron. snd AGL hasit or
safoly, Me. Conk sges Ihe Diotech COMDAr

nlag’ cffarts As sn unfalr stinmpt o Capi-

thera. such as Plermer Hi-Bred (nter- -
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Asks USDA to Delay Decision
Whether Genetic Crops Are Organic

:%n on ths perczived salety ol' orgunic

’1 L}

Walter Fehr, dirscior of blotochnblogy
ut Jows State Universily. d thal wilh
such slrong censumer egpogition and sull-
miied dalg. (ke URSDA should (nire bla-
qepnalogy out of the Biscussion for mow.
‘"Now b9 the absnjutcly wrohg lime."' Me.
Fenrsald. Zven ( genetically aAliared crops
were approved for organie caguificarian
vz yeut, they would limve to be grown In
ooll iree of synthctic chomicals.

The USDA ulsc will ba considacying
whelher (o allow the organic cassitication
far feod that hax besn irradlaten or grawn
in soll fertlized by sludgs from sewnge-
troatment plants. Consmncrs hnve been
vucal an thal 1evue as well.

Housing Construction
Eased 2.8% in March
But Was Still Strong
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Hash From
The USDA
Kitchen

By Reep Karatu

table. It spent its life in a huge shed, one of

hundreds of thousands of birds stacked in

cages in windowless barns. It was fed grain

grown on land fertlized with sewage from a

nearhy town. Afier slaughter, it was rolled on a

~ conveyor belt past radicactive waste and “irradiat-
ed” 1o kill bacteria.

Now, you may or may not be bothered by these
procedures—all of which are part of American
agriculture and food manufacture. But would you
label the chicken “organic™

To the U.S. Department of Agriculture, it's an
open question. After seven years of study, the
department issued proposed rules recently to
define what can be labeled “organic™ among the
fruits, vegetables, meat, poultry and even pro-
cessed foods on supermarket shelves. Organic -
farmers, whose business is growing by 20 percent a
year, had been awaiting rules they hoped would
protect their industry. What they got were prelim-
nary rulings with loopholes large emough to
accommodate a factory farm, an irradiation plant
and a biotech lab.

If you're like me, recently referred to by my
fiancee as a junk-foodloving couch potato (I really
believe she meant it affectionately), you've proba-
bly given only occasional consideration to organic
food. Yet. like a growing number of my fellow
shoppers, [ sometimes worty about just what i in

N the plump ‘chicken breasts and eerily tasteless
tomatoes 1 toss inlo my shopping cart. With the
choices that consumers face growing ever more
complicated, the government's commitment to

E magine a chicken on its way to the kitchen

See ORGANIC. (7. Col. |

Reed Karaim is a freelance writer who has
ATen vaen RTTZ ARG 7h7 YVI a7 77" &R/7Z7/%n
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Vass., o nonprofil organiation dedicaled to
ataking sciot and technology responsive fo socral
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will bring¢ unyrecedented prospenty and freednm. Uicy
on alko Ueaten nur dvic valoes What Thomas
Jellerson cullosd "cherished liberty™ is nol determiniexd by
wur geres. Tt is delermined by cur etenal vigilance.
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Physically Challenged a1 Valtncia Community

You van avech Lhe Leone: o
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morinr@clarh.net

The Word ‘Organic’ Has Not Clarified Food Labeling

DRZANIC. Fmen CI

plainspaken. avaurate bbeling is aritial

That's why USDA's organic rules are so
teaubting. [gnoring Lhe recommendation of a
board of lanmers, enviraarentalists and ooe-
suwners, Lhe department 1eft open Lhe possibil-
‘ty that irradiation, sewage and even genetic
vnginecting could be used on products b-
heled organdie. In a final twist, the USDA
included provdsions that could block labels
with spevific chims =ich 25 “raised withoul
symthetic chermirads™ oy “pesticile free farm.*

it by a storm of criticism sinee the rule

was issued, Agriculture Secretary Dan

Glidoman has emphasized that the
rules will be nevised based on public response.
*Our InLenticn is lo develop a final rule thal
rieets Lhe expectation of organic brmers and
coasumers,” says Tom OBricn, assiocale
adminisirator of USDA's Agricubture Market-
ing Scrvice.

As they stand now, hawever, Lhe proposed
standards represent seething elser an Agr
culture Deprariment so entranced by camen-
linal agrinminess hat it could aush an
allermalive approach, making # difcult for
consumets 1o make Infermed choices.

The stary af organic farming is the story of
asmall, hamegrown industry that existed far
years below the radar of federal reyulators
and beyond Lhe ideclagies of the Farm Bell.

For more than 107 years, comeentivaal
agrivulrure was buift an a delernuned Gith in
the virlues of lachnudagy and chemistry: A
bigger cambine, a betler pestigde, a more
julicious mix of fertifier ad hybrid plant
soon) could bring forth an ever more bounte-
vus harvest. And il has led to supermacket

- shelves buiging with o comunopia of every

\drid rf fond a1 amaringly cheap prices. It has
led to focxls Ul are cleain attvative and
presenl no imsnediale health risk.

it also s led to prablems—sail eresion.
graumdwaker poflution and aap disease. And
while governmen! rescarchers belirve they
pose no danger, debales still cantinue abaw
chemimal residues on fruits and vegetables
and artificial growth hormones in meal.

[n the 1960s and 705, 2 small mumber of
furmers began to resist Lhe industrial model
“The apgroach they twmed to s bath 25 ald as
hurman cwlization and a product of today’s
heightened  entviran-
inenlal awareness. As
Frederik  Kirschen-
mann, an onganic
tarmer from Medina,
N.D., explains. "You
took at nature as be-
g Lie production

syslem and try lo fit
agricuttre into that™
In practice, Lhis

means doing without chemical fertilizers and
pesbcides Il means depending on crop
rotation and naturel substances t cootrof
discase and pesis For Bvestock, il means
avaiding artifcial growlh hormones or antibs-
olics arxl allowing animals acvess Lo apen air
and lind

L0 ll-\lolb-l‘ Ineem g
e R

‘The tarmers wha frd adapted Whe arganie -

methed were Goquently derded i rural
America a3 mueze-headed, psrudohippies.
Bul as henlth-consciouns J\mevicans becanse
increasingly suspicious af tood additives aml
chemically intensive farming practices, Lhe
of ganic business won a following,
"Naticaally, il's aboal a #4 billion a year
industry,” says Kalldeen Merdigan, of the
Hewy Wellwe [nstitule for Allernative Agri-

culture. That's only a small (art of Lhe total
feod business, bul it has been growing rapidly
cnough to make cashing in on Lhe trend a real
temgation. Vermont, for example, had 17
certifie] organic fanms in 1987 with a total of
138 acres in production. By 1997, the state
had 170 certified Grms with 13,900 acves in
production. Bul with no national standazd m
place, fake clairs smitiphicd over the same
iod. “Organic” Lhreatened to become as
hip and meaningfess 4 label as “healthy.”
Then, in the le 803, organic farmers
asked Congress o wrile 2 liw thal would
create a minlrmun nabona) standard. | was
an unusual event—a grasstools morenemt
secking oul gevariment regulation. Herri-

gan, then on Lhe staff of Sen. Patrick Leahy

(D-YL), remembers the drafling process as a
colaboration belween lawmakers, consusn-
13, emvirununentalists and organic farme s,
“It was really democracy al its best,” she said.

The bw areated a special board Lhal was (o
establish a Ho of axepted substances for
organic hnuinz-'Thelaw’s aulhors argue that
il did not gie the agriculture secretary
authority to add items o the list.

The Lawyers at USDA saw things different-
ly. Glicloran lgnored the board's recommen-
dations on several itams, allowing substances
that arganic frmers consider “synthetic®
(inchading two biaengineered products). He
nl:.urmdenmm«furmaulmmamnnls
treated with drugs o be sald as arganic.

The net rewull, s3y those who foBowed Lhe
process frem the beginning, has been to
waler down the standards s that convention
al agribusiness cauld slap an erganic label on
some preducts wilh only minimal changes in
the way it operates. “Our whole intent was to
help.” sasl Merrigan, “and if this is how il
ooanes put, we won't have helped the indus-

by, We mighl have destroped iL*

There-are those who sce Lhe Gngerprinis of
agribusiness fobbyists and imagine quiet
conspiracies o undo a small but growing
industry before il becormes a real threat In

truth, e USDA—indeed Lhe entize US..

governmenmi—has such a vested inleresl in
comvincing you and the rest of the world that
comvenbional brming i9 the besl possible
approach, Lhat it's hard 0 see how things
could have gone differently. Exparl sales
depend on . Consumer peace of amind
depents on iL. Organic frming is inevilably
see as an implicit ariticism of Ul agproach.

Whal's mare, each of e conbroversial

items that USDA alkowed inta the prganic

slandards has ils defenders The biokech
industry insisls Lhat genetically manipulated
produrls are as nahura) a3 any. The fcod-pro-
cesaing induslyy and the Focd and Drug
Adiministration support Ue use of irradiaticn.
(The g'tmmm:nl’s concern about foed safie
tv, In general, is warranied. Reant episodes
of Lainted meal and unpasteuriod apple juice
ke smany sick and some ded.)

The Emvironmental Prolection r\.gem:y
likes the ilen of sewage—lhey prefer the
term “biosolids™—being revycled  through
agricwltural use, Animal confinement and the
use af hormones are supparted by agribusi-
a3 aned producer groups

Bud there are upposing views Irradiation,
for example, does slightly dhange the color
and laste of meat and i vicwed 13 a (ood
safety treatmen! of lasl resort by the Cenler
for Science In the Public [nterest Envican-
mentay experis hwe raised concerus abeul
heasy metals Uit may be presen in sewage.
Others believe the implications of introdecing
genelically engineered species into nature
may Lake generations lo determine.

n

Organic farmzrs are nod progosing dhat
these practices be outhwed. Thay are oaly
addng that Uil industry be ablawed to
remain free of tern—al lcast ing nova,

he uxlerlving pation is a respect for
T Lhe complexity of mature, 3 belief Lkl
il's hard to awsess all e nisks thal
change can bring 10 an ecosysten. “Organic,”
said Kirscheronann, ‘has always operalist on
thtnldunsdamﬂnlnlusbcllerlnm safe than

r\ml. ireleed, science has broeght us wan:
derful things But the history af scienlific
progress is full of talse steps and hideous
resulls, from DDT possoning to Uxlidenide
babics. Consumers may embeace Lhe nation
of better brocooli Uuaugh chemistry, or tey
may decile (o take a3 waitand-see nttitede.
The guestion is nol whether e practices of
conventional agricuture ase good fer you or
whether Ihey are hunane foy ammals. The
msestion is whether we shoud have a divice.

We may buy white bread sold by Swect
heart and produce with an orgenic lsbel.
Sume of us may devide we ware enough aboul
how animals are raised or how much chemi-
aks seep inlo ground waler W pay more tor
food Lhal aveids thise practioss. Othezs may
say the herk with it, and shop aL a huge food
warchouse loaking for aothing Bl bagains

Dut the question remuins whether the
USDA will give us enough infurmation abaut
those alternativs s we cn make wicnned
choives, or whether it M'll subvert anythuig
Uial chaltenges Lhe status quo. In its prelimi-
nary mle on organy farming, USDA has
passed judgment on itsell. The produdt il bus
delivescd Lo American cunsumers is Lainted.
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fter more than live years of

deliberacions, the

Agclculture Depart-

ment has releaseq

its proposal on haw

o regulatc the label.

g oliorganic foods. Unfortynately,

i| the plan will make it harder. not

easier, for the cansumier to distin-

guish between organic and conven-
' tonally produced food.

The producers of arganic food
have come 2 long way. Twenty years
ago. organic foods meant gnarly ap-
ples and wormy turnips attractive
anly to live-oft-the:land hipples and
urban extremists. As an asplring
chet. I had littlc use for these forlorn
and wilted vegetables. I prided my-
sell on searching {or the finest look-
g produce. How it was grown, what
was Sprayed on it and whether it was
sale [o eat were of little consequence.
Withaut thinking much about it [
was of the “whar you can't see won't
hurt you" school of cooking. -

Since then, my commitment to qual-
ity vigredients hasn't changed, but my
definltion of quality has, With the help
of (armers’ markets and local farms,
consumers and chefs allke began over
the yesrs [o discover food of a differ-

New food rules
miss the mark.

ent arder than what had been aval-
avle through conventional markets.
Here were vegetables with an unlmag-
ined flavor and freshness,

Al the staft. quantities were small.
but in Ume ey became plentityl
enough 10:shifr the tasre and demands
of consumers. There (s no betler ex-
dmple ot s than the case of salad
greens. New York has gone from a
ary of enly wxxbecg and comaine w
ane where mesclun, a French mixture
of varied baby lettuces, i$ available in
virtually every cormer grocery.

Peter Hoffman s the owner and chef
of Savuy Restaurant and senesas a
board member of Chef's Collabora-
tive 2000. which promotes sustoin-
able ggriculrure.

- -~ .. —_— -

A3 the demand and
volume (or organic (ood
wncreazed, prices slowly
came down and it began
to compete w{th conven-
tional foods. Large cor-
paratigns like Dole saw
that organics were
more than just & niche
marckeL In {act, the or-
EBnic  business has
grown by 20 percent
each year since 1990,
Sales in 1996, the latest
figures available, were
2.5 billion.

With expansion ol the market
came confusion about terms. What
da “natural" “free-range,” “low-
spray™ and “"erganic”’ really mean?
Thirty.five different certifying pri-
vate arganizations currendy affer
definitions. )

To clear up the confusion, Congress
passed the Organic Foods Production
ACt in 1590 to standartize the terms
and practices for organlc farming.
Acinowledging the Agricufture De-
partment’s Jack of experience ana his-
torical hastility oward nonconven-
tional farmers, Congress estadlished
the National Organic Standards Board
la advite the department in develop-
Ing national regylations.

The chillenge and complexity of
defining organic soon became appar-
ent Organlic food ls not juse 2boyt a
product; i is 2 philosophy in which
the process of production is as im-
portant as the fhal resule Qrganic
growers riglitly believe chat 3 farm
i5 3 diverse ecosystem. thac sail is a
living organism 0 be nurtured and
that farming practices need to be
concerned about the lang-term
health of warkers, consumers, (e
surrounding water Supply and (he

AT A TCN

animals living wathin the haditat
Transtorming that philosophy nta
regulations (ook extensive research.
countless rcgional hesarlngs and five
years of araft plans. The national
standards board made specific recom:
mendations. addressing production,

3-24-YH 4:il1y aa rage 1 of 2

parument

organic
15/M5 could be aliowed.

1ted,

» Municipal  sludge

processing,
and cerulicanan,

S0 whal happencd?
The Agnculture De-
almost o
rally  ignored e
boarad's advice. [nstead
It issued watered-down
guldelines, including the lollowtng-

® Livestack eould be fed 20 petcent
nonorganic leed. yet srll) be labeled

iabeling

® Cenelically engineered  organ-
s Irradinted foods ate not prohib-

& The rules about anmal confine
ment and the wse of antibiotics are lax.
coptununig
heavy metals and athier toxic wasles

could de used as orgdnic compast
In the mast astunishing mave. (NEe
11 proposed rules allow only e word

——rTT

i “organic’ to bc used on labels ang
‘ - focbid any olhar detasled informarion
about production. Farmers could not
ddvertisé thal their animals are ant.-

biotic-tree or'that their plants are hot

genetically engunecred.

This 15 not good news lor the small

lamerveim  farmers %Mo originally duilt the mar-
ket far organ (oods. Ia Iyme. manv

could De forced oul of the arganic

Dustness Dy large companies that cail
load organic when u really isn't.

The Agriculture Depariment’s naw
guidclines don't need Minvr tweakang
or revistan. They rieed (0 be sCrapped
and rewritten in accordance with the
orgunal recommendatwons Ly tie na

nondl 3tandayds board « An Approacn

hat coaxiders the heslth of all lnng

whings along the (o0 char, 2ad tells

consumers e (gl abuui  wnal

they're buywng
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EATING WELL

Marian Burroa

U.S. Proposal on Organic Food Gets a Grass-Roots Reviev

HE organtc food industry has or-

ganized an impressive prass-rools

campaign — emiploylng Web sites,

public .mcetngs, enclasures in
tetephane blils an even in(ermation printed
on the backs ol milk cartans — thal has
already convinced the Agriculture Depan-
ment that substanilal changes must be
made In Lhe propased Federal regutalions
fer organically grown food.

Since December, when the propesed rules
were announced, lhe éeparimenl has re.
ceived mace Lhan 13,80) comments, almast
all af (hem negative, Secretary of Agricui-
ture Dan Glickmam, aware thal Lhe propos-
als ¢o not sil well with Lhose wha buy and

sell organic lood, sald in en Interview lasl
week that the comment period was being
extended until April 10 10 give more people
an appertunity ta have a say.

I do ni Lhink the Department el Agricul-
turo will be pudblishing final rules il the
peaple who osked far them find them objec-
tionable,” he said, adding chal he had no-
Ilced great interest In the propased nuleg In
his travels around (e country.

“Demacracy will work," he sald, “ We wil]
listen la the comments and wil), [ am sure,
inake mocdificallons Lo the rule.”

There are a number of siicking polnts in
the prouposal, but what bfr. GUckman calls
"“the blg three'* — {rradiadon, biotechnatogy

and sludge — have been on the mnds of
mosl of those wha have commeated an the
rule. o the propasat, the Agriculture De-
panimenl asked whether {oods that had
been Iccadiated ar crealed by hicengineer-
lng could be (ncluded in o definltlon of
organic. It also asked whelher sludge, which

- Is reprocessed sewage, could be psed as

lertilizer an craps sold as organic,

There has been a resounding no 1o afl
three guestions [rom almost everyane wha
has taken the (rouble to comment

The flood ol comments hes been In re-
spansa w0 o well-orchestrated effort that Is

4he very anilthesis of the kind of labbying

done by wealthy Industries.

When insurance companies, (or instance,
want to Influcnce a Federa) Goveornment
decision, they aend Lheir lobbyists to talk
directly to vhe people wha arc making the
rules. And Just to be on the 3ale side, they
make palilical contributions La the apprapri-
ale pagtics. When a small emerging Lndus-
ley ke arganic processors and farmers
wan(s o send a message Lo the people who
mnke the rules, It has to depend on loss
expansive sieateples,

"“If we pul §100,000 Into ¢his campalgn, It
will be a lol,” said Katherine DiMatseo, the
executlve director of the Organic Trode
Association In Grecalleld, Mass, ''So, we sal
down and mapped out B campaign on haw to
elfect a change withaut a ol of money.”

The trade assaclation speni severanl days
In January discussing the issues with mem-
bers of what they cald (heir consumer net-
work list — inclnding pcoducers and cen-
sumer groups. 1 enlisied Lheir support (o
reach everyone interested in gelling owe the
message lhol the groposed organlc lood
regulations were unacceptabie,

Companites like Horizon Organic Dairy in
Boulder, Calo, and Whale Frods Alarkel,
the nalurel foads supermarketl chaln thm
owns stores like Bread and Circus in Massa-
ctiusetts and Fresh Fields 1o Washingion

and New Jersey, are helping to spreac
svord. Whole Foods has posted informz
about the proposed rules in s slores
provided forms so Lhat cisstomers can e;
subrmil Lhefr comments (o the Agrecul
Deparimeal The chain has also distrit
lliers advising ns customers Lo call |
senators and to tell them that they c
wan! sludge used or fzradiaced or biot
Ingredients in their organic food.

By last week, the attice of Senalar D2
Palrick Moyalhan, Demacrad of Y
said chat it dad recelved €75 letters, ph
number of calls trom consliuents, a!
them oppasing the rute as it 1S now Wit

The back panels of 1.5 mitltoa Horn
Orpanlc mulk cartons point aut whal
company considers 10 be (he shan
of Lhe proposed organic standards and
vise emnsumers on how to reglster o
plaints.

Also fueling citizen participation
publication of the rules by the Agricule
Department on  Lthe (nteroet (hitp
www.nms.usda gav/nap). )

Ms. DIMacten satd she hoped Ihcre we
be 30,000 comments by the tine lhe ¢
ment period expires, on Apsil 30.

And then the review pracess will begin
agam.
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[ter mare than [jve years of

deliberations. the

Agriculture Depart-

ment has released

its proposal on how

to regulate the 13bel-

ing of organic foods. Unfortunately,

|| the plan will makxe it harder. not

casier, (or the consumer o gistn-

puish between argamc and cenven-
" bonally produced lood,

The producers ol organic (ood
have come a long way. Twenty years
3go. orgamc foods meant gharly sp-
ples and wormy lurmips altracuve
anly 1o liveoff.the-land hipples and
urban extremisis, As an aspiring
chef, I had little use for these [orlomn
and wilted vegecables. I prided my-
cell on searching lor the l1nest look-
ing produce. How |{ was groam, what
was sprayed on it and'whelher it was
sale o cat wereaf [ittle consequence.
Without thinking much abaut jt. |
¥as of the "Wwhat you can't see wan't
hurt you™ schoal of cooking,

Since then, my commitment to qual-
ity ingredients hasn't changed, dul my
delgution of quality has, With the help
of farmers’ markers and local farms,
consumers and chels allke bcgan over
the vears (o Qiscover 7ood of a differ.

New food rules
miss the mark.

enl oroee than what had been aval-
abie (rough convenuona) markets.
Here were vegetpbles with as unlmag-
ined Navor and [reshness.

At the stan. quantiges were small.
Dut m ume they became plenr(ful
e2augh to Shift the raste and demands
of consumers, There is no Detter ex-
implc of ths than the case of salad
greens. New Yori has gone [rom a
ciry o only iceberg ahd romalhe to
one where mesclun, a French muture
of varied bady lettuces, is avaitadle in
virally every corner grocery.

Peter Hoffman 13 the owner and chef
of Suvuy Restauront and serves as a
Dogrd member of Chef's Collabarg.:
tve 2000, which promotes sustain-
able apriculture,

- - >~ - -_ -

Fram:

Ay the demand ana
volume [or organic [ood
increased, prices slowly
came down and it began
to compete with conven-
tional foods, Large car-
poratigns lixe Dole saw
that organics  ware
more than just a niche
market, [a fact, the or-
Ranic  business pas
grosm by 20 percent
each year sincc 1990
Sales tn 1996, the latest
ligures availgble, were
$3.5 billion.

With expansien of he market
came confusion abour terms. What
do “natural”” “free-range.” “low-
Spray” and “organic’” really mean?
Thircy-five different certifying pri-
vate arganizations currencly offer
definitions. ’

To clexr up the confusion, Cangress
passed the Organic Foods Production
ACC 10 1590 0 standargize the rerms
and practices for organic farming.
Adimowledging the Agriculture De-
partment's lack of experience and his-
torical hostity loward noncenven-
tlonal farmers. Congress established
the National Qrganlc Standards Board
to advise the depastment in develop-
Ing national regularions.

The challenge and complexiry of
definng organic saon became appar-
eat Organic food is Nt jusc about a
product: it is a philosaphy tn which
the process of production is as im-
portant as the final resulr. Organic
growers rightly belreve that a (arm
i» a diverse ecasystem. that soil is a
llMng organism to be nurtured and
that farming practices need (o be
concerned about che long-term
health of workers. consumery, the
surrounding water supply and the

., — e - — ——
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animals hving within the habitat
Transforming that philasophy into
regulations ook extensive research,
countlesx regional nearings and live
years of dralt plans. The natianal
standards baard made $pecific recom-
mendabions, addressing production.

———
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proccssing. labeling
and cerufication.
So wnat happeaed?

The Agncuiture Do
paniment almast (o
tally ignoreda e

board's advice. [pateaa
1T 1550ed watered-doam
gwdelines. incluaing the followng:

* Livesiock could be fed 20 pereen:
nonorganic (ewd, yef stll be labeled
arganic

@ Cenznically  engineered  organ.
1S5 could be aliowed.

¢ Lrradiated (00ds are not prohid-
{1eq,

= Te fules about animal confine
menl and the use of antbieaics are lax

® Mumicipal  sludge  concanung
heavy metals and other taxic wasias
could be used as brganic com posl

In the most astunishing move, ihe
propased rulas alinw oaly he vora
"organic’ o be uscd of. £dxls ana
fordbid any other aetatled wilarmarion
adout producticn, Farmers vovle not
advertise that thewr ammals are anty-
biotic-free or that therr plasts are nee
genetically engLneereq.

This 1§ not zood news jar the smail
(3rmers who oniginally built Uik mar
ket Jor organic fouds, In tmae. man-
could oc forced out of ne Ofgiti
buSiness by large campar:es (hat cai:
lood orgamic when il ceally 15n°t

The Agnculture Deparmmaat's new
guidelines don't need minur Mweaking
0f revision. They feed (0 ¢ SCragpex)
and rewrnten in accordaice ~ih ihe

¢ ongundl recormméncatichs ¥ Uie na
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Display 1997-1998 Bill History - INFORMATION
COMPLETE BILL HISTORY

BILL NUMBER : §.J.R. No. 42

AUTHOR : Thompson
TOPIC : Organic food.
TYPE OF BILﬂ : INA NUR MAJ NFI

BILL HISTORY
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04/30/98

NTA

1998

Apr. 30 Senate concurs in Assembly amendments. (Ayes 27. Noes 1.} To
enrollmenc.

Apr. 28 In Senate. To unfinished business. _

Apr. 27 Read, amended, and adopted. (Ayes 61, Noes 0. Page 6439.) To
Senate.

Apr. 23 From Consent Calendar to third reading.

Apr. 21 Read second time. Amended. To Consent Calendar.

Apr. 20 From committee: Be adopted as amended. To Consent Calendar.
(Ayes 9. Noes 0.)

Apr. 20 To Com. on RLS.

Apr. 16 In Assembly. Held at Desk.

Apr. 16 Withdrawn from committee. Unanimous consent granted to consider
without reference to file. Read and adopted. {Ayes 28. Noes 0.
Page 4164.) To Assembly.

Apr. 2 Introduced. To Com. on RLS.
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BILL NUMBER: SJR 42
) BILL TEXT

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 27, 19598
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 21, 1998

INTRODUCED BY Senator Thompson
(Principal cocauthor: Assembly Member Cardoza)

(gN]

I

(Ccauthors: Senators Alpert, Ayalé, Burton, Costa, Cills,

Johannessen, Johnston, Karnette, Kelley, Leslie., McPhexson,
Monteith, O‘Connell, Peace, Polanco, and Wright)

{Ceauther: Assembiy Member Brewa;?

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Brown, Alquist., Aronexz,
Baca, Bowen, Cardenas, Cedillo, Cunneen, Davis, Ducheny.
Escutia, Figueroca, Gallegos, Havice, Hertzberg, Honda,
Keeley, Knox., Lempert, Machado, Mazzoni, Migden, Ortiz,
Perata, Scott shelley, Strom-Martin, Sweeney. Thomsgcn,
Terlakson, Villaraigesa, Vincent, washington, ¥ayne,
Wildman, Woods, and Wrighkt)

APRIL 2, 1998

Senate Joint Resolution No. 42--Relative to organic food.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SJR 42, as amended, M. Thompson. Organic food.

This measure would urge President Clinton and the United States DepaIrtment

&
of Agriculture to redraft regulations proposed by the United States Deg
of Agriculture concerning organic food to reflect the reccmmendatlions C

National Organic Standards fcard and ensure compatibility with the Califoznia

Organic Focds Act of 1950.
Fiscal committee: no.
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BILL TEXT

WHEREAS, Congress passed the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7
U.s.C.A. Sec. 6501 and following) to establish national standards foxr organic
farming; and .

WHEREAS, Congress established the National Organic Standards Board to
advise the United States Department of Agriculture in developing regulations
to implement the Organic Focds Production Act of 1990; and

WHEREAS, The National Organic Standards Board made specific recommendaciens
concerning the production, processing, labeling, and certification of organic
foods, which were drawn largely from california‘'s successful organic
sctandards; and

WHEREAS, The Untted states Department of Agriculture proposed regulations
that differ significantly from those recommended by the National Organic
Standards Board; and

WHEREAS, The proposed regulations constitute a aignificant dilution of the
definition of "organic" as established under the California Organic Focds Act
of 1990 (Art. 7 (commencing with Section 110810}, Ch. S5, Pt. 5, Div. 104, H.&
8.C.}; and

WHEREAS, California, which produces safe, abundant, traditionally-grown
food supplies, in addition to organic food, has had a long tradizion of stricet
guidelines for organic production and a consistent standard of whas "organic”
means to the consumer; and

WHEREAS, Currently, when consumers buy a product that meets California’s
stringent organic standards, they kncw they are purchasing something of high
gquality; and

WHEREAS, The proposed federal regqulations substantially depart from
california’'s approach in that, for example, the final rules may permit the use
of municipal sewer sludge, irradiation, and bioengineering in organic
production, they may permit the use of pesticides and other material in
organic farming that have not peen allowed previously, and they permic
excesgive confinement of animals, and only 80 percent of the feed for animals
must be organic; and

WHEREAS, The proposed federal regulations are far weaker than those
estaplished in California and, if adopted, would threaten the integrity ci the
organic process in our state, undermine established practices of the organic
industry, and destroy consumer confidence in the organic label; and

WHEREAS, Organic farmers have successfully developed an economically viab:e
market under the strict California standards; now, therefore, be it :

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the State of Califormia, jointly,
That California urges President Clinton and the United States Department of
Agriculture to redraft the proposed regulations concerning organic food to
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reflect the recommendations of the Naticnal Organic Standaxrds Board and to
ensure compatibility with the California Organic Foods Act of 1530 (Article 7
(commencing with Section 110810) of Chapter 5 of Part 5 of Division 1C4 of the
Health and Safety Code): and be it further

Resolved. That the Secretary of the Senate transmit copies of this
resolution to the President of the United States and to the United States
Department of Agriculture. :

3



VEL= =YY MUN 4159 FM  RMCLI<CNFC

i

FAX NO. 7037515735

1l
A s

FAX TRANSMITTAL

MQ , 7 he s o ORGANIC TRADE ASSOCIATION

. . W, o :
QO\)"’L OD\{'%- S" VASHINGTON OFFICE /

205 SouTtH WHITING STREET
Suite 308
ALEXANDRIA, VA 22304

PHONE: 703 75 1| 5022

FAX: 703 751 5735

o i e drr )

FROM:
oare: Oeeoptirr) 1779

FAX NUMBEzRo:J -’7152 - 743/

PAGES (NC. THIS ONE): -’;L‘“

20 Federal St., Suite 3, Greenfield, MA 01301 ¢ P.O. Box 1078, Greenfield, MA 01302 ¢»
phone 413/774-7511 » fax 413/774-6432 « e mail ota@igc.apc.ory -



DEC- 6-99 MON 4:59 PM  RMCI<CNFC FAX NO. 7037515735 P. 2

‘ £ Oﬂ

C

»55

December 6, 1999

Mr. Tom Friedman
Domestic Policy Council
Eisenhower Building

- Washington, D.C.

Via FAX
Dear Mr. Friedman;

In following up on the voice mail I left you last Friday, I wanted to find out if it was possible
for Mark Retzloff, President of the Organic Trade Association (OTA), and Katherine DiMatteo, the
Executive Director, could meet with you on Thursday, December 9. OTA represents more than
1,000 farm organizations, handlers, processors, and retailers who produce and market organic food
products.

We would apprecjate the opportunity to meet with you and discuss the Association’s efforts
to strengthen organic sales around the country and internationally as well. As you know, USDA is
working on the completion of national organic standards which, hopefully, will be released in final
form next year. Realizing that your schedule is busy, we are flexible in finding a convenient time
flor you to meet. My phone number is 703 751 8022, Thanks!

Sincerely, .-
e e

PO. Box 1078 205 South Whiting Street
50 Miles Street fax 413/774-6432 * e mail ota@igc.apc.org * web www.ota.com Suite 308
Greenfield, MA 07302 USA Alexandria, VA 22304 USA

413/774-7511 &) Paper made (rom Organic Cotton 202/338-2900



THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, D.C.

20250-0100

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GENJ

From: Secretary Dan Glickman
Subject: National Organic Standards Regula§

Over the past few months, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) has received extensive
criticism in the national media regarding USDA’s proposed rule establishing a national organic
food standard, several examples of which I am attaching for your review. There is also a
widespread national grassroots campaign against the proposed rule which has generated over
130,000 comments to date, nearly all of which are negative. The public comment generated by
this rule has exceeded any that USDA has received on any rule for decades. There has also been
significant bipartisan congressional concern raised about this proposal.

With 44 different State and private standards in place, the organic industry wants to establish a
uniform national standard to ensure consistency as well as to promote international trade in
organic food products. In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act (OFPA),
which requires the Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining
the use of the term organic on food products.

USDA began the process of drafting rules and held extensive consultations regarding the content
of the proposed national organic standard with the National Organic Standards Board, an
advisory committee comprised of representatives of organic producers, processors, and
consumers. On December 16, 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a
national organic standard.

Much of the criticism is focused on the fact that the proposal does not explicitly prohibit the use
of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in organic production.
While these three issues have received the bulk of the attention, a number of other substantive
concerns with the proposal have been raised, such as the use of antibiotics in livestock. Another
fundamental issue to be resolved is whether the final rule should be a highly detailed,
prescriptive regulation, which the organic industry seems to support strongly, or whether it
should merely provide flexible performance standards along the lines of the proposed rule, which
the Office of Management and Budget has in general advocated.

In essence, the organic industry views the proposal as weakening or undermining existing
standards in a way that threatens the meaning of the organic label, thereby endangering the
viability of organic production and the profitability of their markets. Perhaps even more
significant, however, is that the organic community also views the proposal as a breach of trust



by USDA and the Administration.

The comment period closes on April 30, 1998. In response to the requests of commenters,
USDA intends to develop a new proposed rule for public comment. The process of evaluating
the public comments and then redrafting and obtaining clearance of the entire regulation is likely
to take several months. '

I have publicly stated on many occasions that our organic standards will reflect changes based on
public comment and that USDA’s goal is to issue a final rule that organic growers and consumers
will embrace. However, [ am convinced that USDA needs to send a clear, specific message to
the public and the organic community that we intend to make fundamental changes in the
proposed rule, and I believe we need to send this message soon. To do otherwise risks further
erosion of public confidence in the responsiveness and good faith of the Administration’s efforts
during the lengthy process of developing a new proposal.

I intend to issue the attached press release the week of May 4, 1998. My office has submitted the
release for interagency clearance, and it is quite possible that there will be issues that may

require the careful attention of the Administration.

I will call you soon to discuss this issue, and I will keep you posted on our progress.

cc: Jack Lew
Sylvia Matthews
Larry Stein

Attachments



DRAFT -- NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION -- DOES NOT REPRESENT USDA POLICY
USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in New Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 -- Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the [170,000] comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue new proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the new proposal will
contain fundamental changes from our initial dr;

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in
agnculture However, they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer
expectatlons about orgamcs as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these
three issues are-be roffthe-table-and will not be included in our new proposal.”

Similarl/y, many of the [170,000] comments asserted that national organic standards must be
rigorous and credible. Otherwise, consumers will lose faith in the organic label.

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.

Before publishing the new proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response to
the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the new proposal, which
USDA will issue later this year and which will also be available for public comment. “This
additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting a rigorous, credible national
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can support,”

declared Glickman. LA
Vs
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(2)  Organic Politics

HAT IS IT with celebrities and food
safety issues? First it was Meryl
' Streep testifying before Congress on
Alar, stoking an apple-safety panic and the

wave of weird “veggie libel” laws that have

caused such trouble for Oprah Winfrey. Now

the Agriculture Department reports that the
singers Willie Nelson, Neil Young and John
Mellencamp are among 115,000 people who
have written or faxed comments co i
about the proposed definition of “organic”
food in recently issued regulations. The rule,
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman told the
Associated Press, has drawn “more comments
... than on any rule in the history of the
Department of Agriculture in modern times.”
Country music stars may have little useful to
say about the fine points of what foods should
be permitted to be labeled “organic,” but their
presence does serve as index for an issue that
has achieved what marketers call “breakout.”
The organic labeling fight has drawn a star-
tling amount of attention, with denunciations
in many media of a rule that, in this draft at
least, would have allowed foods to be labeled
organic even if they were genetically engi-
neered or irradiated. The label also could be

*sure, sounds less organic

used for foods grown in “sludge,” which, to be
than “fertilizer "
thmﬁnih that’s basically what it is.

agriculture department is caught in its
customary bind between regulating the label-
ing of food products and representing the
interests of the agriculture industry, which
includes many large growers and packagers
thatengagveinthesepracﬁcesandwantapiece
of the “organic™ market. Its initial solution, to
deﬁnethewordboeebenoughsothattbebig
companies could use it too despite differences
between their method and the competing
ones, fell flat with an audience of Americans
who manifestly want to know exactly what
they are eating.

The point here is not whether genetic
engineering, irradiation or the use of “sludge”
isgoodorbadformnorwhetbertbe
boutique all-natural or free-range foods actual-
oot (i vy oo oy arriat tel bigher
¢ very low
by the use of chemicals and other less *natural®
metbods).'l‘heiasueatthisstageismerdy
wbetherpeoplearebeingtoldwbattheywant
toknowaboutthefoodtheybuyandat.So'
far, it looks as if they aren’t.
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Revisiting the Rules on Organic Food

In mid-December, the Department of Agricul-
ture published its National Organic Program regu-
lations, a set of proposed rules for production of
organic food that would be the basis for a national
organic certification program. The department also
invited public comment until April 30. Reaction has
been sharply critical, particularly from those most
directly affected, like organic growers, organic pro-
cessors and consumers who prefer organic food.

For decades, organic growers have endured
virtual neglect by the Agriculture Department.
That pattern remains unchanged. The new rules
make it plain that the department listened harder to
the voice of agribusiness, which has always derided
organic agriculture, than it did to the people who
have proved its incontestable worth.

If the rules enter law as they stand now, it will
be a major setback for the organic community.
Growers who try to distinguish their organic prod-
ucts from products grown under a less stringent,

but nationally certified standard will be prevented
from using the word organic'" — a word whose
meaning has been defined by their practices. Con-
sumers will find that “‘organic’* has come to mean
something quite different from what they thought.

. The rules allow practices that no one calls organic,

including irradiation, the use of sewage sludge as
fertilizer and genetically engineered crops.

There is nothing wrong with a national organic
certification program. But with these rules, there is
plenty wrong. Over the last 50 years, the Agricul-
ture Department, in tandem with agribusiness, has
been nudging American farmers toward a set of
agricultural practices that are as uniform as the
plants in a field of soybeans. But a cardinal tenet of
organic farming is that diversity is as essential to
biological health as it is to cultural health. If the
organic rules are passed as they stand, organic
farming will certainly go on, but under a different
name and with renewed bitterness.

Wy Tty Stiloeeis i3/ 2y #3C




Reading the Organic Rules Page 1 of |

Editorial " &he New Jork Sanes
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December 16, 1997
Reading the Organic Rules

standards for organic food production and processing. Organic food has become

big business in the last few years, but the definition of what "organic" means has
been erratic. Some states, like California, have strict certification procedures for organic
farmers. Others have none. The new National Organic Program will now provide a single
set of rules, following guidelines developed over seven years by the National Organic
Standards Board in consultation with organic farmers and the public.

Y esterday the Department of Agriculture announced a proposed set of Federal

Consumers commonly assume that the word "organic" describes a product -- a spear of
organic asparagus, for instance, or a peck of organic Winesap apples. But the word
actually describes a system of agriculture, a set of practices that is roughly outlined by the
U.S.D.A.'s new National Organic Program regulations. Organic agriculture excludes the
use of synthetic fertilizers and pesticides. More important, it strives for low
environmental impact and enlists the interdependence of natural biological systems --
using cover crops, for instance, to increase soil fertility. The supermarket is full of foods
whose labels tell the consumer almost nothing about the way they were produced. A food
labeled “"organic” under the National Organic Program rules will assure consumers that it
was produced under a stringent set of guidelines. The very purpose of the label is to
inform consumers about agricultural practice.

But the organic standard is only as good as the regulations that define it. In the National
Organic Program's proposed rule, there are some troubling signs of vacillation and,
perhaps, of industry or political pressure. The Agriculture Department, calling for further
public commentary, has put off a final decision on several practices that the National
Organic Standards Board had rejected after extensive public consultation. These include
irradiation, the use of sewage sludge as fertilizer and the use of genetically engineered
crops. Whatever the value of these technologies and practices may be, none are part of
accepted organic practice, and each offers a beachhead within the program for major
non-organic agricultural corporations.

Even the potential acceptance of these practices within the National Organic Program
threatens to vitiate what is otherwise a commendable proposal. That would be a shame,
for the Agriculture Department's new recognition of organic practices is indeed historic.

Home | Sections | Contents | Search | Forums | Help

Copyright 1997 The New York Times Company
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| EDITORIALS
Bowing to pressure

More comment sought on organic rules

The U.S. Department of Agriculture's proposed rules for organic foods so far
have drawn 6,000 public comments, many of them negative, In fact, the reac-
tion has been so heavy that the agency has extended the comment period until
the end of April. Story, 34

The proposal, which will set national standards for organics and establish a
regulatory framework, is in trouble. None of the organic organizations seems to {
like'it. They are deeply troubled by the fact that the USDA, and specifically the
Agricultura] Marketing Service, wants to allow irradiation, genetically engi-
neered plants and products, and municipal sewage sludge to be used in organic
production,

Many in the organic community feel betrayed by this, They believe these pro-
cesses and products are “foreign” to organic principles and will turn off consum-
ers.

They may be right. While genetically engineered produce, and even irradia.
tion, hava become a part of the “conventional” food Industry, the organic indus.
try’s whole reason for being has been based on low technology, environmental"
friendliness and an image of “purity” and simplicity, It doesn't take much imag.
ination to understand consumers could be alienated if the “organic® produce has
b'esin grown with sewer residue, altered with “alien” genes and then zapped with
radiation, ) -

Some of these technologies will be a part of conventional agriculture. But the
USDA ought to look closely at its organic proposals and modify them in light of
strong opposition. Why approve final regulations that are unpopular with those
being regutated?

. Trade [ess



Revise organic label proposals
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Published Monday, April 27, 1998
Revise organic label proposals

The organic food movement has roots in both philosophy and
science, and especially in the zone of belief where these agree.
Philosophy holds that food produced without synthetic additives is
preferable; science shows that many man-made fertilizers and
pesticides pose risks to human health and the environment.

But philosophy and food science can also diverge, and in the fight
over new national standards for what may be called organic, they
sometimes do.

The debate goes beyond food quality. The organic market has tripled
in size since 1990 and is now attracting the interest of large
corporations; new rules will shape the future of competition in the
industry. Producing an organic potato is no longer simple.

The national standards, being prepared by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, are intended to replace the current system in which

“organic foods are certified by any of 33 industry groups and 11 states

(not including Minnesota), each using different definitions. The
argument for a national approach is persuasive: Consumers are
entitled to a uniform, reliable assurance of what they're getting when
they buy "organic" food.

As a first step in preparing its rules, USDA took recommendations
from a national panel of industry representatives, scientists and
consumers. As a second step, it proposed major departures,
prompting a storm of protest.

Some in the industry are calling for USDA to start over, even
abandon the effort entirely. This would be a regrettable and wasteful
outcome. The rules are not wholly wrongheaded, but they do need
significant revision to ensure that in updating and broadening the
standards for organic food, USDA does no harm to essential
principles.

The foremost of those principles -- no synthetic additives -- is
threatened by potential redefinition of permissible agricultural
chemicals and residues, by a loosening of the rules for livestock feed
and by a more tolerant approach to pesticide "drift" from nearby
nonorganic farms. Similarly, USDA takes the wrong approach in
proposing to change the safety standard on certain farming practices
-- permitting them until shown to be harmful, rather than prohibiting
them until shown to be safe.

Of the four major areas in which USDA has reserved judgment, two
are especially troublesome. Fertilization with sewage sludge of
unknown chemical content is plainly offensive to the notion of
organically grown food; so is a liberalized rule for nonmedical use of
drugs in livestock.

9:37:57 AM
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But in the other two areas -- genetic engineering and irradiation --
organic purists are relying more on philosophy than science, and
their arguments are unconvincing. Irradiation has been shown to be a
safe and effective, if "unnatural," tool for preserving food. And
genetic manipulation of food is arguably an extension of such
centuries-old techniques as selective propagation, hybridization and
grafting.

Of course, some shoppers may prefer to avoid irradiated or
genetically engineered food, and USDA should not interfere with
that choice. Nothing in the new national standard should prevent
food producers from adhering to still stricter principles, and labeling
their products accordingly.

@ Copyright 1998 Star Tribune. All rights reserved.

9:37:58 AM
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BOSTON —TThis is not your
everyday political event. How
often does a grass-roots move-
ment ask the government to
regulate its own enterprise?
When was the last time small
operators rose up to bitterly
complain that government
rules and regulations weren't
strict enough?

But this is the upside-down
nature of a food fight that has
erupted|between the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and
the organic farming commu-
nity.

Ever since December when
the USDA released the first.
ever proposals for minimum
standards for organic foods, a
full-scale debate has been rag-
ing about the meaning of the
“O”" word. Now, an astonish-
ing 101,000 farmers and chefs,
and consumers and environ-
mentalists have developed an
appetite for protest. In the face
of an April 30 deadline for
comments, they have regis-
tered deep disapproval of the
agency’s'taste, '

This story of “O” began, in
the best biblical tradition, with
an apple. In the alar scare of
1989-90, people became
alarmed about chemicals. Sud-
denly, a bumper crop of agples
appeared on the market bear-
ing the label “organic.”.

Organic farming, which
once exuded the aura of a hip-
ple enterprise with lethargic
and overpriced vegetables, was
just becoming a hﬁl-ﬂed ed al-
ternative. The apples of dubi-
ous “organic” . origin con-
vinced many in the disparate
community that they needed a
national standard to prevent
fraud, and maintain consumer
confidence.

These farmers were always
wary of involving the USDA, an
agency which, to put it gently,
has been a bastion of conven-

sure, but organic

' 2 S
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tional farming and a buddy of
agribusiness. But with the help
of Vermont's Sen. Patrick Lea-
hy, the Organic Foods Produc-
tion Act was passed in 1930 to
determine minimum stan-
dards. Farmers, consumers,
scientists and environmental-
ists spent four years working
out an agreement on the defi-
nition of organic.

Then the USDA stepped in,
to fulfill their worst fears. In the
tradition of the “fox guarding
the henhouse,” the agency pro-
posed to lower these standards.

The USDA rules would, for
example, allow lettuce fertil-
ized with sewage sludge, ge-
netically engineered pigs and
Irradiated radicchio to carry
the label “organic.”" They
would allow a chicken that had
never seen the light of day, let
alone a free range, to carry an
“organic” tag.

These giant loopholes in the
“O" are big enough to drive a
truck through. “We'd have Ty-
son’s Organic Chickens before
you could blink an eye,” says
Margaret Mellon of the Union
of Concerned Scientists. “It

would doom the word organic.”

If the Department of Agri-
culture is surprised by the
huge outrage, that in itself is
not surgrising. The depart-
ment’s bias toward conven-
tional farming is long and
deep. Organic farming is now a
$4 billion business growing by
20 percent a year. But its suc-
cess is taken as a rebuke to the
factory-farming, supermarket-
to-the-world agribusiness that
is now the rule. _

It is widely believed that the
folks marketing: sludge, pro-
moting genetic engineering or
irradiation got the USDA's ear
because they want to piggy-
back ento the good name of
“organic” to mute controver-
sies here and abroad.

We can debate the safety of
genetic engineering till the
cloned cows come home, but
it fits no image of organic
farming. This food fight is not
just about safety of the prod-
uct. It's about the process of
farming,

As Kathleen Merrigan of the
National Organic Standards
Board puts it, “We want a label

that connects people to how
their food is produced. We
want to give people a way to
be sure their food was pro-
duced by people who are walk-
ing lightly on the earth.”

Americans have a nostalgic
and primal relationship to the
farm. But now agriculture, like
so many other parts of the
economy, is going in two di-
rections, .

The larger trend is to con-
solidate farmland as if it were a
megabank. It's to industrialize
farming, and mass produce
identical products on a land
factory. The sturdy but smaller
trend is toward diversity,
toward sustaining the land.

Today organic farms are not
just food boutiques, trendy lit-
tle supply centers for people
who are willing to pay more
for mesclun greens. They are
the labs, the models, the alter-
natjves. ‘

The USDA has done little to
promote organic farms. But if
these proposals are put into
law, organic will have lost any
meaning. The “O" in the
O-word will stand for Zero.

e
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Assembly No. 1838

BY: M. of A. Gromack, Parment, Pheffer. Christensen. Hochberg and Prentiss

CALLING upon lhe Secretary of the United States
Department of Agriculture to rework the proposed rules
for the Nationa! Organic Program to meet the neads and
interests of New York State consumers, organic larmers
and food businesses

WHEREAS, This Assembled Body calls upon the Secrelary of the United Slates
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to rework the proposed rules for the National Organic
Program to meet the needs and interests of New York Slate consumers, organic larmers
and food businesses: and

WHEREAS, Consumers choose organic foods because of their heightened concerns
about lood. the environment and health; the current proposed lederal organic food rules
would allow soil application of sewage sludge. irradiation. genalically modified organisms.
and other products and processes (hal are unacceplable to the majority of both consumers
and producers of organic food in the State of New York: and

WHEREAS, The USDA proposal would also impose significant fees on New York
organic cerlilying organizalions and small growers that could seriously damage this
expandin% segment of the New York agriculture and lood induslry; the standards put forth
in the USDA rules would not meet most international requirements and therefore limit export
opportunitias for organic food businesses. and

WHEREAS, The standards originally developed by the USDA National Organic
Standards Board. which was formed as part of the 1990 Organic Foods Production Act. are
largely acceptable 10 the organic community and the Secretary of the Uniled Stales
Depariment of Agricullure should consider using them for the final rules; and

WHEREAS, If the lederal standards are not changed !0 meet lhe New York organic
communirrs recommendations, this Assembled Body requests lhat the final federal rules
allow for the establishment of a state organic program that will be acceplable: and

WHEREAS, Organic food sales are the fastest growing segment of the food industry
and there is a need for standardization to allow consumers lo make informed choices:
however, organic food consumers, experienced growers and organizations representing
consumers and growers should have the most significant inpul into federal guidelines that
will determine the meaning of organic lor years o come: now. lherefore. be i

RESOLVED, That this Legistative Body pause in its deliberations lo urge the Secrelary
of the United States Depariment of Agricullure to rework the proposed rules for the National
Organic Program to meet the needs and interests of New York Slate consumers, organic
farmers and lood businesses: and be it further

RESOLVED, That a copy of this Resolulion. suitably engrcssed. be transmitied to the
Secretary of the United Statet Depariment of Agriculture

ADOPTED IN ASSEMBLY ON
April 1, 1998

By order of the Assembly,

é««;— . Pyiaoae

Francine M. Misasi, Clark
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HEARD ON THE BEAT / FARMING AND FOOD

A Growing Controversy
= Organic Food Folks Fight Federal Plan
By MARTHA GROVES, Times Staff Writer

Eﬁe verdict is in, and the state's farmers and
nvironmentalists have found the U.S. Department of

RELATED Agriculture guilty.

{ SEARC Guilty, that is, of proposing regulations for the nation's organic
CHIVES asy - food business that ignore the industry's practices, philosophy

ARTICLES and desires.

At a rally Thursday in Sacramento, leaders of the state's
organic farming and food community railed against the
proposed rules, demanding that the USDA go back to the
drawing board. Otherwise, they said, the federal government
risks undermining California's 8-year-old organic farming law,
one of the nation's strongest. '

"We don't want them to amend this proposal,” said Joan
Clayburgh, a spokeswoman for Californians for Pesticide
Reform, a San Francisco organization that espouses organic
farming methods. "We want them to throw it out.”

Organic activists in California aren't alone in their opposition.
The USDA has been swamped with more than 100,000 letters,
postcards and e-mails, most of them highly critical of the rules.
The agency appears to be getting the message. For several
weeks, U.S. Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman has been
reassuring grower groups that changes will be made.

The USDA published its proposal in December after seven
years of haggling and information-gathering. The outpouring of
opinion prompted the agency to extend the public-comment
period for the rules to April 30.

About 70,000 of the responses are form letters, including
16,000 from readers of Organic Gardening magazine and
34,000 from customers of Working Assets, a San Francisco
company that sells long-distance phone service and gives part
of its revenue to socially responsible groups.

The agency has also heard from leading organic food
companies, including Pavich Family Farms, growers of organic
grapes, raisins and nuts, based in Terra Bella; Horizon Organic

http://www_latimes.com/sbin/iawrapper?NS-search-set=/3 544c/aaaa005BR44¢1b5&NS-doc-offset/ABI8S-adv-:
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Dairy in Boulder, Colo.; and Cascadian Farm, a producer of
frozen desserts, vegetables and other items, based in
Sedro-Woolley, Wash.

And it has gotten an earful from the growing ranks of
customers of natural food chains such as Wild Oats and Whole
Foods Market(® QuoreconBERER) which have distributed
pamphlets to mobilize grass-roots support.

In particular, food processors and retailers are critical of what
they see as three key stumbling blocks: irradiation,
biotechnology and the use of sewage sludge as fertilizer. As the
proposal stands, those three processes would not be
outlawed--contrary to the vociferously stated wishes of the
industry. Activists have charged that the rules were designed to
accommodate agribusiness concerns, which see the $3.5-billion
organic food industry as a hot growth area.

Industry leaders say the agency could save itself time and
trouble by adopting the recommendations of the National
Organic Standards Board, a panel established by law in 1990 to
advise the USDA.. In preparing its proposal, the agency largely
ignored the board's suggestions.

In a letter to Glickman early this week, California Agriculture
Secretary Ann M. Veneman said the state Department of Food
and Agriculture would be submitting records from four public
hearings held on the issue throughout the state in January,
February and March. She urged the agency to "revise the rule
to ensure a strong organic program.”

Mail-Or
California

up a legal battle bween mail-opder "wine clubs” and states

over the regulation j

comment, the court | rulings that rejected Florida's
effort to sue in federal dgMft to stop what state officials call
“illegal interstate bootlg¥ing." -

At least one Southerff Calilgrnia wine retailer was hopeful that
the action would e it legN to ship wine to Florida
customers.
Not so. It simpl{ means that theNigh court is leaving the
matter up to fie states. Florida st has a law making it a felony
for wineriegfor retailers to ship win\directly to customers in
the state.
"We'll cghtinue to have to fight them,"Naid Ron Loutherback,
propriefor of three Wine Club retail shops'n California.

' Florida had sued Wine Club (which is a retailer, not a wine club
per se) and three other vendors over direct shipments, saying

they failed to pay various state taxes and fees. A federal judge

httn-//www latimes.com/sbin/iawrapper?NS-search-set=/3 544c/aaaa005BR44c]1 bS&NS-doc-off st BINS -adv-
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Organic is as organic says

d  Now that organic farming has mushroomed from a -
v hippy-dippy diversion into a giant industry with
«~ lannual sales exceeding $4 billion, conventional food
'processors also want a slice of the market. They
& should be welcome to it—but not at the cost of dilut-
o ing proposed government guidelines defining the term
““organic” and its legitimate use on foodstuffs.
» Organic food regulations were first proposed by the
kindustry.itself in 1986. Four years later, Congress.
passed the Organic Foods Production Act, which in
turn created the National Organic Standards Board
%(NOSB) and assigned to it the task of drawing up
S|guidelines to govern the production, handiing and
Q('nmrketlng of organic foods.
It's an important mission: As the market has grown,
so has the promiscuous use of “natural,” “organic”
“and other New Age mumbo-jumbo and advertising
kglmmlcks. Even the most discerning consumers are
\J baffled, a situation complicated by conflicting stan-
dards and definitions established by different states
‘and local organizations. )
~ Meanwhile, the organic market is growing like
kudzu. For the past seven years it has posted sales
growth of 20 percent or greater, according to the
Organic Trade Association. Clear, nationally recog-
nized standards are essential for domestic consumers
as well as the export market, particularly since the
European Union adopted its own organic food guide-

lines in 1992.

In 1995, the NOSB proposed a set of definitions and
standards. But late last year—under pressure from
conventional food processors and agricultural inter-
ests—the U.S. Department of Agriculture proposed
considerably looser regulations.

Consumers have until April 30 to comment on the
revised guidelines; they should urge the USDA to
stick with the previous, more stringent, rules.

The disagreements generally revalve around the use
of genetically engineered hormones and other organ.
isms, food irradiation, municipal sewer sludge for
fertilizer and synthetic antibiotics in farm animals.
Ehe NOSB banned them; the USDA proposes to allow

em, ° _

Consumer safety is not the main point here. There
is, for example, no scientific evidence that irradiated
food is harmful or unsafe. But is it “organic™

What's at stake instead is the integrity of a set of
regulations drawn up by experts and representatives
of the organic food industry after lengthy discussion.
It's most unusual, in fact, for an industry to impose
such stringent standards upon itseilf. :

If the term “organic” is to mean anything at the -
supermarket to the rapidly growing number of con-
sumers, the USDA should abide by the recommenda-
tions of a board of experts that was, after all, created
by the federal government. '
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Anited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

April 30, 1998

The Honorable Dan Glickman
Secretary of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Agriculture
14 St. & Independence Ave., SW
Washington, D.C. 20250

RE: Docket Number TMD-94-00-2
62 Fed. Reg. December 16, 1997

Dear Mr. Secretary:

We support the development of a strong National Organic Program and appreciate your
efforts to implement the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990. We are writing, however, to
express our concern that the Proposed Rules fail to conform with consumer expectations and,
if implemented, would cause serious economic harm to the organic industry. We urge you to
rewrite the Proposed Rules so that they reflect industry norms as represented by existing
private, state, and international standards.

We ask that you return to the recommendations of the National Organic Standards Board
(NOSB) as a model for your overhaul of the Proposed Rules. As you know, the NOSB was
established by Congress to provide public participation and industry expertise in the
development of standards and to determine the proposed National List of allowable synthetics
in organic production. Regrettably, the Proposed Rules ignore many of the NOSB '
recommendations and specifically disregard the authority Congress granted to the NOSB to
determine the narrow list of allowable synthetics. The result — a USDA proposal that is
almost universally condemned by those it seeks to help.

Consumers expect organic products to be produced in the most environmentally sound manner
possible. They also expect such products to be produced free of genetic engineering,
biosolids, and ionizing radiation. We expect USDA to uphold these marketing distinctions so
important to consumers, cultivated by organic farmers, and which profit American agriculture
in so many ways.
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Thank you for your atteption to our concems.

Sincerely,
%A ﬂé,
Senator Patrick Leahy r Jame or
Arcsen Coller o
Senator Dale BW Senator Susan Collins
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Senator Max Baucus Senator John Glcnn
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Senator Kent Conrad

: or Judd Gregg // _
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Senator Richfrd h Senator Edwarcykennedy
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Senator Richard Durbin Senator Arlen S er
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Tom and Lisa ---

Here's the final statement on organics. The Secretary intends to issue this at 9 am on Friday
morning. We do not intend to do any media availability, and essentially will defer all questions
on other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talking points are
néccssary. '

As we discussed, the statement does not include reference to the Board submitting reports on
new technologies, which we will include in the preamble, nor does it use the word prohibit,

which we are likely to do in the regulation.

We will do the consumer survey separate and apart from this regulation. And we will not ask for
comment on the privatization question.

Thanks for your help.

Eric



USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 — Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in Y
organic food production. - <

NG
“Bjotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in (\\, o
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current COnsumer expectations
about organics, as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and 0 V»/-
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal.” \ \2‘,;& MVUV‘) \\\\Qso_)‘f
A e v 1l %
Similarly, many of the comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and _/’.x\ \
credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith in the organic (\OV d&_vé'

label. e
%

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to X0
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the \t w(
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.- WL
5y
Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response V\,,?1
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,
which USDA will issue for public comment later this year.

“This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can
support,” declared Glickman.



DRAFT

May 5, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: ELENA KAGAN
SALLY KATZEN
SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. The legislation was strongly supported by the organic
industry which sought to involve the federal government in creating a unified organic standard,
rather than the myriad of private and state-endorsed definitions. In December 1997, USDA
published a proposed regulation to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the
proposed rule has been the subject of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA says it has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Safr/l-p}e “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 47

/
members of the House and 30 éena\ors have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.-—

Current Status

Secretary Glickman plans to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, (attached),
indicating that USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new
proposed rule on organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that
biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in
our new proposal.” Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have
indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have been concerned about USDA’s plan to issue a
statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers will
likely view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,



irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. OMB points out that organic material might be
even worse in terms of some microbiological hazards, and supposedly organic foods have been
and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla juice outbreak. OMB
notes the danger of contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as biosolids (sludge) in
which the Administration is on record supporting the safety of the product. These-agencies- Dwa
suggested that USDA consider modifying the organic label to include a provision stating
something along the lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food”
or that USDA continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term
organic for food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA felt strongly that the label should not be modified and that a statement announcing
a reproposal needs to be made promptly. USDA states that the organic label is not intended to
signify the overall safety of the food, only the methods by which the food was produced, and that
it will not advertise the label as having anything to do with safety. USDA notes that the disputed
techniques are clearly not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic.
The Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation )?/ Jm\P 7

We recognize the need j¢ for USDA to clarify’fts position on organics, and recommend
that Secretary Glickman issue a clear’statement "rﬁcating that biotechnology, irradiation, and
sludge will not be part of the revised p;?{. We suggest USDA not include the phrase “taken
off the table,” however, which may suggest they could never be considered. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon two additional
measures that could ameliorate some concerns over safety. These include (1) having USDA and
FDA conduct a survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether
consumers purchase organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having
USDA insert in the preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic
Standard Board should report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and
whether they might meet an organic standard.

-

—
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USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 — Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations
about organics, as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal.”

Similarly, many of the comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and
credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith in the organic
label.

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.-

Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,
which USDA will issue for public comment later this year.

“This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can
support,” declared Glickman.



“organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA continue its
comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for food using any
of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In order to better
understand how the labels will be used, OMB has suggested USDA and FDA conduct a survey
on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase organic
products on the basis of unproven safety claims. USDA has not objected to conducting such a
survey. USDA has also agreed to insert in the preamble of its new rule language indicating that
the National Organic Standard Board should report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of
new technologies and whether they might meet an organic standard. In addition, we recommend
that USDA raise for discussion in its next proposed rule the possibility that a private industry
body be responsible for formulating a nationwide organic standard.



INSTITUTE OF FOOD TECHNOLOGISTS

Guiding Principles
for Optimum Food Safety Oversight and Regulation
in the United States

Introduction

The Institute of Food Technologists (IFT) applauds the efforts of Congress and the Executive
‘Branch to improve food safety and recognizes the initiatives already taken throughout the food
system to reduce the chances of foodborne illness. As the society for food science and
technology, IFT represents 28,000 members who work throughout the food system, in industry,

academia and government. IFT, which was founded in 1939, bnngs the scientific perspective to
the public discussion of food issues.

IFT believes that the President's attention to food safety, the increased public concern about
foodborne illness, and the open acknowledgement among policy-makers of the cumbersome
nature of the present food safety system. provide fresh impetus for bold initiatives to improve the
oversight of food safety. As an active participant in the food sector, IFT has identified several
overarching principies that must form the basis for streamlined and updated oversight of the food
system. The principles for appropriate oversight of food safety are that:

] Food safety and public health must be the primary purposes for oversight and regulation
of the food system

] Secondary to safety and public health, oversight is appropriate o prevent fraud, promote
heaith, foster global competitiveness of American food and agricultural products, and to ensure
harmony among domestic and international food standards

L] Oversight for food safety must encompass all components of the food system from
production through distribution, imported and domestic foods, science and risk-based regulation -
for implementing policy, adequate provision for enforcement of regulations, food labeiing,

intramural research programs, education of regulatory personnel and the public, and
communication with the regulated community

| Oversight and regulation must be based foremost on sound science and risk assessment,
taking into consideration the costs and benefits of regulations

= Responsibility for oversight to assure food safety must be completely separate rom
marketing, promotional and industrial policies of all government agencies



IFT Guiding Principies'2

n Scientific expertise from academia, industry, professional societies and other state and
federal sources must be considered in the development of food policies and regulations

| Oversight policies must be developed in an open and transparent process that considers

the views of consumers, producers, processors, retailers and other interested parties in assuring
food safety and wholesomeness

" Regulatory agencies must work in cooperation with the regulated food industry to correc:
for non-compliance with established standards .

n Government regulatory agencies must maintain strong and focused intramural research

programs while drawing extensively on extramural research from academia, industry and other
government/private sources

] Policies and regulations must be crafted with sufficient flexibility to facilitate timely
responses to innovations in science and technology

» Oversight policies and regulations must be consistent across any and all agencies
responsible for food safety

. Oversight policies and regulations must facilitate and ensure harmony among
states and nations .

] Safety of foods and ingredients must be based on product characteristics not the process
by which the food was grown or produced; establishment of food processing and hygiene
controls must be based on objective criteria



1.2.2 Guiding Principles and
Objectives

This legislative review initiative is guided
by a number of principles as outlined
below. Legislation should:

a) Contribute to consumer
confidence relating to the safety of
the food supply and the health of
plants and animals;

b) Facilitate market access both
domestically and internationally
while protecting against product
misrepresentation and economic
fraud;

c) Be primarily based on and
acknowledge the critical role of
scientific evidence and risk
assessment;

d) Encourage a greater degree of
collaboration and consultation

The Acts administered and/or enforced by
CFiA include:

Eood:
Canada Agricultural Products Act

| Meat Inspection Act

Fish Inspection Act

Food and Drugs Act (all provisions related to
food)

Consumer Packaging and Labelling Act (as it
relates to food as defined in Section 2 of
the Food and Drugs Act)

ri n
Seeds Act
Feeds Act
Fertilizers Act

Animal and Plant Health:
Health of Animals Act
Plant Protection Act

her- Fr. k inistrative:
Canadian Food Inspection Agency Act

'Agriculture and Agri-Food Administrative

Monetary Penalties Act
Plant Breeders’ Rights Act.

between industry, federal departments and with other orders of government;

Recognize that primary responsibility for food safety and animal and plant health
remains with producers, processors and suppliers, backed up by effective control
and enforcement by government; and

Encourage a regulatory approach that covers the food production, processing,
and distribution chain.

The Task Force will prepare a plan for legislative renewal that will assist the Agency in
achieving:

a)

a more uniform, consistent and comprehensive approach to safety and quality
standards and related requirements, combined with the existence of efficient,
effective and adequate compliance and enforcement mechanisms; and

legislation that is current, coherent, rational and user friendly and allows for
responsive and flexible administration.

Exploring options for legislative change



SUBJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA says it has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen™). Finally, 47
members of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status .

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.”
Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is
preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. OMB points out that organic material might be
even worse in terms of some microbiological hazards, and supposedly organic foods have been



and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla juice outbreak. OMB
notes a possible contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as biosolids (sludge) in
which the Administration is on record supporting the safety of the product. These agencies have
alternately suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something
along the lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that
USDA continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic
for food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon a series of actions to
ameliorate some of OMB’s concerns. These include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a
survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase
organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the
preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.



SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA says it has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 47
members of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.”
Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is
preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to -
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. OMB points out that organic material might be
even worse in terms of some microbiological hazards, and supposedly organic foods have been



and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla juice outbreak. OMB
notes a possible contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as biosolids (sludge) in
which the Administration is on record supporting the safety of the product. These agencies have
alternately suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something
along the lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that
USDA continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic
for food using any of the three disputed techniques..

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon a series of actions to
ameliorate some of OMB’s concerns. These include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a
survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase
organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the
preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.



SUBJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA says it has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 47
members of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.”
Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is
preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. OMB points out that organic material might be
even worse in terms of some microbiological hazards, and supposedly organic foods have been



and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla juice outbreak. OMB
notes a possible contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as biosolids (sludge) in
which the Administration is on record supporting the safety of the product. These agencies have
alternately suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something
along the lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that
USDA continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic
for food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon a series of actions to
ameliorate some of OMB’s concerns. These include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a
survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase
organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the
preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.
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Tom and Lisa ---

Here’s the final statement on organics. The Secretary intends to issue this at 9 armn on Friday
morning. We do not intend to do any media availability, and essentially will defer all questions
on other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talking points are
necessary.

As we discussed, the statement does not include reference to the Board submitting reports on
new technologies, which we will include in the preamble, nor does it use the word prohibit,

which we are likely to do in the regulation.

We will do the consumer survey separate and apart from this regulation. And we will not ask for
comment on the privatization question.

Thanks for your help.

Eric
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May 5, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: BRUCE REED
ELENA KAGAN
SUBJECT: _ USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever received
for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in many
newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune, and the
Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen™). Finally, 47 members
of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about
the proposed rule.

Current Status o1/

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this-Friday; May 7th, indicating that
USDA will “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on organic standards.”
Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are
“being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.” Articles in the last
week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is preparing such a
statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is no/,{ evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. These agencies have alternately suggested that
the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something along the lines of
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Tom and Lisa ---

Here’s the final statement on organics. The Secretary intends to issue this at 9 am on Friday
morning. We do not intend to do any media availability, and essentially will defer all questions
on other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talking points are
necessary.

As we discussed, the statement does not include reference to the Board submitting reports on
new technologies, which we will include in the preamble, nor does it use the word prohibit,

which we are likely to do in the regulation.

We will do the consumer survey scparate and apart from this regulation. And we will not ask for
comment on the privatization question.

Thanks for your help.

Eric
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USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards
Washington. May X, 1998 — Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA recejved on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and

" consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA

issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play m
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations
about organics, as the comrments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal.”

Similarly, many of the comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and
credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith in the organic
label.

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.

Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,
which USDA will issue for public comment later this year.

“This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can
support,” declared Glickman.



SUBJECT: USDA'’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the usé of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, trradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA says it has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 47
members of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will repropose the rule and “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on
organic standards.” Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation,
and biosolids are “being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.”
Articles in the last week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is
preparing such a statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. OMB points out that organic material might be
even worse in terms of some microbiological hazards, and supposedly organic foods have been



and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla juice outbreak. OMB
notes a possible contradiction in Administration policy in areas such as biosolids (sludge) in
which the Administration is on record supporting the safety of the product. These agencies have
alternately suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something
along the lines of “organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that
USDA continue its comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic
for food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In addition, after
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon a series of actions to
ameliorate some of OMB’s concerns. These include (1) having USDA and FDA conduct a
survey on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase
organic products on the basis of unproven safety claims, and (2) having USDA insert in the
preamble of its new rule language indicating that the National Organic Standard Board should
report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of new technologies and whether they might
meet an organic standard.
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Tom and Lisa ---

Here’s the final statement on organics. The Secretary intends to issue this at 9 am on Friday
morning. We do not intend to do any media availability, and essentially will defer all questions
on other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talking points are
necessary.

As we discussed, the statement does not include reference to the Board submitting reports on
new technologies, which we will include in the preamble, nor does it use the word prohibit,
which we are likely to do in the regulation.

We will do the consumer survey scparate and apart from this regulation. And we will not ask for
comment on the privatization question.

Thanks for your help.

Eric
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USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in Revised Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 — Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Bjotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations
about organics, as the comrments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal.”

Similarly, many of the comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and
credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith in the organic
label. '

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.

Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response
to the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised proposal,
which USDA will issue for public comment later this year.

“This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can
support,” declared Glickman.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: BRUCE REED
ELENA KAGAN
SUBJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly
prohibit the use of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food that
could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments as
to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever received
for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in many
newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune, and the
Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen™). Finally, 47 members
of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing concern about
the proposed rule.

Current Status

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on organic standards.”
Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are
“being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.” Articles in the last
week in USA TODAY, and the Washington Post have indicated that USDA is preparing such a
statement.

Representatives of OMB and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA’s plan to
issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that consumers
will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is not evidence to
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified,
irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. These agencies have alternately suggested that
the organic label be modified to include a provision stating something along the lines of



“organic food may be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA continue its
comment review process and not prematurely prohibit using the term organic for food using any
of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the
food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA argues that the disputed
techniques are not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

Recommendation

We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In order to better
understand how the labels will be used, OMB has suggested USDA and FDA conduct a survey
on consumer attitudes towards organic food to determine whether consumers purchase organic
products on the basis of unproven safety claims. USDA has not objected to conducting such a
survey. USDA has also agreed to insert in the preamble of its new rule language indicating that
the National Organic Standard Board should report regularly to the Secretary on possible uses of
new technologies and whether they might meet an organic standard. In addition, we recommend
that USDA raise for discussion in its next proposed rule the possibility that a private industry
body be responsible for formulating a nationwide organic standard.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: BRUCE REED
ELENA KAGAN
| >
SUBJECT: USDA’s Proposed Organic Rule»ynda{e/ o

In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act which required the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining the use of the term
“organic” for use on food products. In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject
of extensive criticism.

%
The primary complaint concerning the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly

prohibit the use of the genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food

{é that could be labeled “organic.” In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments
as.to whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response,
USDA has received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, the most ever
received for a USDA rulemaking. The rule has also been the subject of unfavorable editorials in
many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Chicago Tribune,
and the Los Angles Times. ( Sample “Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen”). Finally, 48
members of the House and 30 Senators have signed letters to Secretary Glickman expressing
concern about the proposed rule.

Secretary Glickman proposes to issue a press release this Friday, May 7th, indicating that
USDA will “make fundamental changes in the new proposed rule on organic standards.”
Specifically, the statement would indicate that biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are
“being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.”

Representatives of OMB, OSTP and NEC have expressed disagreement with USDA S,- 4 S o A%
plan to issue a statement taking these techniques “off the table.” These agencies argue that”” laris
consumers will view a product labeled as organic as safe, despite the fact that there is-iot
evidence to demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or tht genetically
modified, irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. These agencies have alternately
suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision statingthat “organic food may
be no more or less safe than non-organic food” or that USDA continue its comment rev1ew
process and not prematurely prohibit food using any of the three disputed techniques.

USDA responds that the organic label is not intended to signify the overall safety of the



¢

food, only the methods by which the food was produced. USDA arguegft/hat the\se techniques are
not in keeping with the public’s expectation of what constitutes organic. The Food and Drug
Administration has expressed support for USDA’s position.

! L
Recommendation 4
We recommend that Secretary Glickfman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology,
irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new rulemaking. In order to better
understand how the labels will be used, @MB has suggested USDA and FDA conduct a survey
on consumer attitudes towards organics’to determine whether consumers purchase orgamcs/on
the basis of unproven f?{safety claims. USDA has not objected to conducting such a survey.
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Congress of the Wnited Htates
House of Representatibes
Washington, BE 20515

April 27, 1998

Honorable Dan Glickman
Secretary of Algriculture
Department of Agriculture
14* and Inde ence - 213-A
Washingten DC 20250

Dear Secretarj Glickman: : o
ar

We are writing {0 express our concerns with the proposed standards for the National
Organic Program. The USDA’s proposed rule contradicts Congress’ intent for the Organic Food
Production Act (OFPA) of 1990 and runs counter to the demands of consumers and the organic
industcy. The OFPA was designed to create federal standards for organic production based an the
historica] practices of the industry and to provide protection for the consumers of organic food.
Unformnately, (the proposed rule fails on both of these counts.

The proposed rule ignares many of the recommendations of the NOSB and allows
production practices and materials which consumers of organic food overwhelmingly reject. It
ignores the input of organic growers and consumers and sets the national standards far below
any of the current state organic programs. Most stare organic programs do not allow irradiated
products, the use of sewage sludge, or genetically-engineered organisms. Attempting to
include any of these items in the national standards is totally unacceptable.

An easily recognized national label, backed by a set of standards based on consumer
preferences, could instill confidence and offer the protection consumers demand. However,
the proposed ?LE is not consistent with consumer expectations and demands. The current.
proposal is so inadequate that many in the industry want the proposed rule withdrawn. Rather
than starting over, we encourage you to work with the organic industry to revise the current
proposal and give far more consideration to consumers' preferences and customary practices in
the growing organic food market.

Sincerely,

Member of Corgress
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THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE
WASHINGTON, D.C.
20250-0100

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GENE SPERLING
From: Secretary Dan Glickman
Subject: National Organic Standards Regulation

Over the past few months, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) has received extensive
criticism in the national media regarding USDAs proposed rule establishing a national organic
food standard, several examples of which I am attaching for your review. Thereisalsoa
widespread national grassroots campaign against the proposed rule which has generated over
130,000 comments to date, nearly all of which are negative. The public comment generated by
this rule has exceeded any that USDA has received on any rule for decades. There has also been
significant bipartisan congressional concem raised about this proposal.

With 44 different State and private standards in place, the organic industry wants 1o establish a

uniform national standard to ensure consistency as well as to promote international trade in

organic food products. In 1990, Congress passed the Organic Food Production Act (OFPA), [/
which requires the Department of Agxiculture (USDA) to establish a national standard defining

the use of the term organic on food products.

USDA began the process of drafting rules and held extensive consultations regarding the content

of the proposed national organic standard with the National Organic Standards Board, an

advisory committee comprised of representatives of organic producers, processors, and /
consumers. On December 16, 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establish a

national organic standard.

Much of the criticism is focused on the fact that the proposal does not explicitly prohibit the use

of genetically modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in organic production.

While these three issues have received the bulk of the attention, a number of other substantive

concerns with the proposal have been raised, such as the use of antibiotics in livestock. Another )
fundamental issue to be resolved is whether the final rule should be a highly detailed, q/
prescriptive regulation, which the organic industry seems to support strongly, or whether it

should merely provide flexible performance standards along the lines of the proposed rule, which

the Office of Management and Budget has in general advocated.

In essence, the organic industry views the proposal as weakening or undermining existing
standards in a way that threatens the meaning of the organic label, thereby endangering the
viability of organic production and the profitability of their markets. Perhaps even more
significant, however, is that the organic community also views the proposal as a breach of trust
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by USDA and the Administration.

The comment period closes on April 30, 1998. In response to the requests of commenters,
USDA intends to develop a new proposed rule for public comment. The process of evaluating
the public comments and then redrafting and obtaining clearance of the entire regulation is likely
to take several months.

] have publicly stated on many occasions that our organic standards will reflect changes based on
public comment and that USDA’s goal is to issue a final rule that organic growers and consumers
will embrace: However, I am convinced that USDA needs to send a clear, specific message to
the public and the organic community. that we intend to make fundamental changes in the
proposed rule, and I believe we need to send this message soon. To do otherwise risks further
erosion of public confidence in the responsiveness and good faith of the Administration’s efforts
during the lengthy process of developing a new proposal.

1 intend to issue the attached press release the week of May 4, 1998. My office has submitted the
release for interagency clearance, and it is quite possible that there will be issues that may

require the careful attention of the Administration.

I will call you soon to discuss this issue, and I will keep you posted on our progress.

cc: Jack Lew
Sylvia Matthews
Larry Stein

Attachments
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DRAFT — NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION -- DOES NOT REPRESENT USDA POLICY
USDA To Make Fundamental Changes in New Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington. May X, 1998 -- Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the [170,000] comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue new proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the new proposal will
contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, processing,
labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a position on
certain controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in
organic food production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in

agriculture. However, they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer
expectations about organics, as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these

three issues are being taken off the table and will not be included in our new proposal.” —

Similarly, many of the [170,000] comments asserted that national organic standards must be
rigorous and credible. Otherwise, consumers will lose faith in the organic label.

“If organic farmers and consurmers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman.

Before publishing the new proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in response to
the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the new proposal, which
USDA will issue later this year and which will also be available for public comment. “This-
additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting a rigorous, credible national
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consurners can support,”
declared Glickman. '
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(»)  Organic Politics

HAT IS IT with celebrities and food
safety issues? First it was Meryl
Streep testifying before Congress on
Alar, stoking an apple-safety panic and the
wave of weird “veggie libel” laws that have

caused such trouble for Oprah Winfrey. Now

t.heA,gncultme Department reports that the
singers Willie Nelson, Neil Young and John
Mellencamp are among 115,000 people who
havewnttenorinxedmmmentsoomplamg
about the proposed definition of “organic”
food in recently issued regulations. The rule,
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman told the
Associated Press, has drawn *more comments
... than on any rule in the history of the
DepaMent of Agriculture in modern times.”

Country music stars may have little useful to
sayahouttheﬁnepmntsufwhatfoodsshould

has achieved what marketers call “breakout.”
The organic labeling fight hag drawn a star-
tling amount of attention, with denunciations
in many media of a rule that, in this draft at
least, would have allowed foods to be labeled
organic even if they were genetically engi-
neeredorinadiated.'l‘helabel'alsoomﬂdhe

- Aa.

used for foods grown in “sludge,” which, to be

" sure, sounds less orgamic than “fertilizer,”

thoughthat‘shasmallywhatxtt&

The agriculture department is caught in its
customary bind between regulating the label-
ing of food products and representing the
interests of the agriculture industry, which
includes many large growers and packagers
thatmgemthesemcesandwantaplece
of the “organic” market. Its initial solution, to
define the word Joosely enough so that the big
companies coald use it too despite differences
between their method and the competing
ones, fell flat with an audience of Americans
who manifestly want to know exactly what
theyareahng

The point here is not whether genetic
engineering, irradiation or the use of “sludge”
is good or bad for you, nor whether the
boutique all-natural or free-range foods actual-
ly are enough superior to warrant their higher
cost (the very cost the big companies keep low
by the use of chemicals and other less “natural”
methods). The isgsue at this stage is merely
whether people are being told what they want
to know about the food they buy and eat. So -
far, it looks as if they aren’t.
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Revisiting the Rules on Organic Food

In mid-December, the Department of Agricul-
ture published its National Organic Program regu-
lations, a set of proposed rules for production of
organic food that would be the basis for a national
organic certification program. The department also
invited public comment until April 30. Reaction has
been sharply critical, particularly from those most
directly affected, like Organic growers, organic pro-
cessors and consumers who prefer organic food.

For decades, organic growers have endured
virtual neglect by .the Agriculmure Department.
That pattern remains unchanged. The pew rules
make it plain that the department listened harder to
the voice of agribusiness, which has always derided
organic agriculture, than it did to the people who
have proved its incontestable worth.

If the rules enter law as they stand now, it will
be a major setback for the organic community.
Growers who try to distinguish their organic prod-
ucrs from products grown under a less stringent,

but nationally certified standard will be prevented
from using the word “organic” — a word whase
meaning has been defined by their practices. Con-
sumers will find that “‘organic'* has come to mean
something quite different from what they thought.
The rules allow practices that no one calls organic,
including irradiatlon, the use of sewage sludge as
fertilizer and genetically engineered crops.

There is nothing wrong with a national organic
certification program. But with these rules, there is
plenty wrong. Over the last 50 years, the Agricul-
ture Department, in tandem with agribusiness, has
been nudging American farmers toward a ser of
agricultural practices that are as uniform as the
plants in a field of soybeans. But a cardinal tenet of
organic farming is that diversity is as essential 1o
biological health as it is to cultural health. If the
organic rules are passed as they stand, organic
farming will certainly go on, but under a different
name and with renewed birrerness.

W Tines Stilovess i3/ ty #30
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Reading the Organic Rules Page 1 of 1

Editorial "t Neto Bogk Tomes

THE WER

e ] Sccvors | comens | searen ) rorwna ]

December 16, 1997

Reading the ‘Organic Rules

esterday the Department of Agriculture announced a proposed set of Federal
Y standards for organic food production and processing,. Organic food has become
big business in the last few years, but the definition of what "organic" means has
been erraric. Some states, like California, have strict certification procedures for organic
farmers. Others have none. The new National Organic Program will now provide a single
set of rules, following guidelines developed over seven years by the National Organic
Standards Board in consultation with organic farmers and the public.

Consumers commonly assume that the word "organic” describes a product -- a spear of
organic asparagus, for instance, or a peck of organic Winesap apples. But the word
actually describes a system of agriculure, a set of practices that is roughly outlined by the
U.S.D.A.'s new National Organic Program rcgulations. Organic agriculture excludes the
use of synthetic fertilizers and pesticides. More important, it strives for low
environmental impact and enlists the interdepcndence of natural biological systems --
using cover crops, for instance, to increase soil fertility. The supcrmarket is full of foods
whose labels tell the consumer almost nothing about the way they were produced. A food
labeled "organic” under the National Organic Program rules will assure consumers that it
was produced under a stringent set of guidelines. The very purpose of the labcl is 10
inform consumers about agricultural practice.

But the organic standard is only as good as the regulations that define it. In the National
Organic Program's proposed rule, there are some troubling signs of vacillation and,
perhaps, of industry or political pressure. The Agriculture Department, calling for further
public commenary, has put off a final decision on several practices that the National
Organic Standards Board had rejected after extensive public consultation. These include
irradiation, the use of sewagc sludge as fertilizer and the use of genetically cngineered
crops. Whatever the valuc of these technologies and practices may be, none are part of
accepted organic practice, and each offers beachhead within the program for major
non-organic agricultural corporarions. -

Even the potential acceptance of these practices within the National Organic Program
threatens to vitiate what is otherwise a commendable proposal. That would be a shame,
for the Agriculture Department's new recognition of organic practices is indeed historic.

Home | Sections | Contents | Scarch | Forums | Help

Copyright 1997 The New York Timcs Company
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Bowing to pressure

More comment sought on organic rules

The U.8. Department of Agriculture’s proposed rules for organic foods so far
have drawn 6,000 public comments, many of them negative. In fact, the reac-
tion has been so heavy that the agency has extended the comment period until
the end of April. Story, 34

The proposal, which will set national standards for organics and establish a
regwlatory framework, is in trouble. None of the organie organizations seems to
like it. They are deeply troubled by the fact that the USDA, and specifically the
Agricultural Marketing Service, wants to allow irradiation, genetically engi-
nee:l'ed plants and products, and municipal sewage sludge to be used in organie
production.

. Many in the organic community feel betrayed by this. They believe thess pro-
cesses and products are “foreign” to organic principles and will turn off consum-
ers.

They may be right. While genetically engineered produce, and even irradia-
tion, have becorne a part of the *conventional® food industry, the organic indus-
try’s whole reason for being has been based on low technology, enviranmenta]
friendliness and an image of “purity” and simplicity, It doesn’t taks much imag-
ination to understand consumers eould be alienated if the “organic” produca has
been grown with sewer residue, altered with “alien” genes and then zapped with
radiation, : ‘ .

Some of these technologies will be a part of conventional agriculture, But the
USDA ought to look closely at its organic propesals and medify them in light of
strong opposition. Why approve final regulations that are unpopilar with those
being regutated?

| Trade B‘Ss
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Revise organic label proposals

The organic food movement has roots in both philosophy and
science, and especially in the zone of belief where these agree.
Philosophy holds that food produced without synthetic additives is
preferable; science shows that many man-made fertilizers and
pesticides pose risks to human health and the environment.

But philosophy and food science can also diverge, and in the fight
over new national standards for what may be called organic, they
sometimes do.

The debate goes beyond food quality. The organic market has tripled
in size since 1990 and is now attracting the interest of large
corporations; new rules will shape the future of competition in the
industry. Producing an organic potato is no longer simple.

The national standards, being prepared by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, are intended to replace the current system in which
organic foods are certified by any of 33 industry groups and 11 states
(not including Minnesota), each using different definitions. The
argument for a national approach is persuasive: Consumers are
entitled to a uniform, reliable assurance of what they're getting when
they buy "organic” food.

As a first step in preparing its rules, USDA took recommendations
from a national panel of industry representatives, scientists and
consumers. As a second step, it proposed major departures,
prompting a storm of protest.

Some in the industry are calling for USDA to start over, even
abandon the effort entirely. This would be a regrettable and wasteful
outcome. The rules are not wholly wrongheaded, but they do need
significant revision to ensure that in updating and broadening the
standards for organic food, USDA does no harm to essential
principles.

The foremost of those principles -- no synthetic additives -- is
threatened by potential redefinition of permissible agricultural.
chemicals and residues, by a loosening of the rules for livestock feed
and by a more tolerant approach to pesticide "drift" from nearby
nonorganic farms. Similarly, USDA takes the wrong approach in
proposing to change the safety standard on certain farming practices
- permitting them until shown to be harmful, rather than prohibiting
them until shown to be safe.

Of the four major areas in which USDA has reserved judgment, two
are especially troublesome. Fertilization with sewage sludge of
unknown chemical content is plainly offensive to the notion of
organically grown food; so is a liberalized rule for nonmedical use of
drugs in livestock.

9:37:57 AM
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But in the other two areas — genetic engineering and irradiation -
organic purists are relying more on philosophy than science, and
their arguments are unconvincing. Irradiation has been shown to bea
safe and effective, if "unnatural," tool for preserving food. And
genetic manipulation of food is arguably an extension of such
centuries-old techniques as selective propagation, hybridization and
grafting.

Of course, some shoppers may prefer to avoid irradiated or
genetically engineered food, and USDA should not interfere with
that choice. Nothing in the new national standard should prevent

food producers from adhering to still stricter principles, and labeling
their products accordingly.

® Copyright 1988 Star Tribune. All rights reserved.

9:37:58 AM
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Proposed rules
would have made
word meaningless

memat S 4%

BOSTON —This is not your
everyday political event. How
often does a grass-roots move-
ment ask the government to
regulate its own. enterprise?
When was the last time small
operators rose up to bitterly
complain that government
rules and regulations weren't
strict enough?

But this is the upside-down
nature of a food fight that has

erupted between the U.S. De-

partment of Agriculeure and
the organic fanming commu-
nity.

Ever since December when

. the USDA released the first-
ever proposals for minimum
standards for organic foods, a
full-scale debate has been rag-
Ing abour the meaning of the
“0O” word. Now, an astonish-
ing 101,000 farmers and chefs.
and consumers and environ-
mentalists have developed an
agpeﬁte for protest. [n the face
of an April 30 deadline for
comments, they have regis-
tered deep disapproval of the
agency'’s taste.

This story of “O" began, in
the best biblical tradition, with
an apple. In the alar scare of
1989-90, people became
alarmed about chemicals. Sud-
denly, abumper crop of apples
appeared on the market beay-
ing the label “organic_”,

Organic ' farming, which
once exuded the aura of a hip-
pie enterprise with lethargic
and overpriced vegetables, was
just becoming a full-fledged al-
termative. The apples of dubi-
ous “organic” origin con-
vinced many in the disparate
community that they needed a
national standard to prevent
fraud, and maintain conswmer
confidence.

These farmers were always
wary of involving the USDA, an

- agency which, to put it genty,
has been a bastion of conven-

e sy —————

sure, but

rganic

New York Times

OranlefumuMnimdﬂmamﬂmmhmmmmmnwchﬁgm

tonal farming and a buddy of
agribusiness. But with the help
of Vermont's Sen. Patrick Lea-
hy. the Organic Foods Produc-
tion Act was passed in 1990 1o
determine minimum stan-
dards. Farmers. consumers,
scientisrs and environmental-
Ists spent four years working
out an agreement on the defi-
nition of organic.

Then the USDA stepped in, .

to fulfill their worst fears. In the
tradition of the “fox guarding
the henhouse,” the agency pro-
posed to lower these standards.

The USDA rules would, for
example, allow lettuce ferril-
ized with sewage sludge, ge-
netically engineered pigs and
irradiated radicchio 10 carry
the label “organic.” They
would allow a chicken that had
never seen the light of day, let
alone a free range, to carry an
“organic” tag.

These giant loopholes in the
“Q" are big enough to drive a
truck through. “We'd have Ty-
son's Organic Chickens before
you could blink an eye," says
Margaret Mellon of the Union
of Concerned Scientists. "It

would doom the word organic.”

If the Department of Agri-
culture is surprised by the
huge outrage, that in itself is
not surprising. The depart-

- ment's bias toward conven-

tional farming is long and
deep. Organic farming is now a
$4 billion business growing by
20 percent a year. But its suc-

cess is taken as a rebuke to the

factory-farming, supermarket-
to-the-world agribusiness that
is now the rule. ]

Itis widely believed that the
folks marketing sludge, pro-
moting genetic engineering or
irradiation got the USDA's ear
because they want to piggy-
back onto the good name of
“organic” to mute controver-
sles here and abroad.

We can debate the safety of
genetic engineering tll the
cloned cows come home, but
it fits no image of organic
farming. This food fight is not
just about safety of the prod-
uct. It's about the process of
farming,

As Kathleen Merrigan of the
Natonal Organic Standards

Board puts it, “We want a label

=

that connects people to how
their food is produced. We
want to give people a way o
be sure their food was pro-
duced by people who are walk-
ing lightly on the earth "

Americans have 2 nostalgic
and primal relationship to the
farm But now agriculture, like
so many other parts of the
economy, is going in two di-
rections.

The larger trend is to con-
solidare farmland as if it were a
megabank. It's to industrialize
farming, and mass produce
identical products on a land
factory. The sturdy but smaller
trend is toward diversity,
toward sustaining the land.

Today organic farms are not
just food boutiques, trendy lit-
tle supply centers for people
who are willing to pay more
for mesclun greens. They are
the labs, the models, the alter-

The USDA has done little ta
promote organic farms. But if
these proposals are put into
law, organic will have lost any
meaning. The "0” in the
O-word will stand for Zero.
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State of New Yorlk

Assembly No, 1828

BY: M, of A. Graomack. Parment. Phaffer, Ghrisiensen. Hochberg and Prentiss

CALLING upon Iha Secretary of the Uniled Slates
Depariment of Agricuiture 1o rework tha proposed rules
for the Narional Orqanic Pragram o meet the needs and
interesis of New York Slale consumers. organic farmers
and food businesses

WHEREAS. This Assembled Body calls upon the Secretary of the Unlted Slales
Depariment af Agricullure (USDA) lo rework the proposed rules lor the National Organic
Program o meael tha needs and interests of New York Slale consumars, organic larmers
andg lood businesses; and

WHEREAS, Consumers choose organic foods because of their haightened concerns
about food. the environment and heafth: the current proposed federal organic food rules
would allow 30ll application of sewage sludge. irradialion. genelically modilied organisms,
ang omer products and processes lhat are unacceq}ablo to the majority of both consumers
and producers af arganic food in Ihg Slata of New York: and

WHEREAS. The USDA praposal would also imposa signilicant fees on New York
organic cerlitying organizations and small growers {hat could seriously damaga this
cxpanding segment of the New York agriculture and lood induslry; the slandards put farth
in the USDA rules would nol meel most internalional requirements and therelore limit export
oppartnities lor organic lood businesses: and

WHEREAS, The slandards originally developed by the USDA Natonal Qrganic
Slandards Board. which was (ormed as part of the 1990 OISanlc Foods Production Act, are
largely acceptable (0 the organic communlty and lhe Secreildry of the United Siales
Depanament of Agriculture should conslder using them for he final rules: and

WHEREAS. It lhe lederal slandards are nX changed to meel the New York organic
community's recommendalions, his Assembled Body requests (hat \he linal lederal rulas
allow tor the establishment of a stale arganlc program Lhat will be acceprable: and

WHEREAS, Organic food sales are lhe lastest growing segment of Ihe lood industy
and thers is a need (or standardization to allow cansumers lo make informed cholces:
however, organic lood consumers, experienced growers and organizadons representing
consumers and growars should have the most significant inpul inlo federal guidelines that
will delermine the meaning ol organlc lor years la come; now. lherelore. be it

RESOQLVED, That this Legislatve Body pause in ils daliberalions 0 urge the Sacratary
of the United Slales Depariment of Agricullure lo rework the proposed rules lor ine Nationat
Organic Program 10 meel the needs and interests of New York Slale consumers. organic
farmers and [ood businessea; and be il lurther

RESOLVED, Thal a copy of this Resolution. suilably engrcssed. be lransmilted lo the
Secretary of tha United States Deparument of Agricullure

ADQPTED IN ASSEMBLY ON

By arder of lhe Assembly,
April 1. 1998

Francine M. Misasi. Clerx '
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Friday, April 17, 1998

HEARD ON THE BEAT / FARMING AND FOOD
A Growing Controversy
n Organic Food Folks Fight Federal Plan
By MARTHA GROVES, Times Siaff Writer
e verdict is in, and the state's farmers and
nvironmentalists have found the U.S. Department of
RELATED Agriculture guilty.
Guilty, that is, of proposing regulations for the nation's organic
?)E BS—EAR—EQEC ﬂ?ﬁ FOR PAST food business that ignore the industry’s practices, philosophy
ARTICLES and desires.
At a rally Thursday in Sacramento, leaders of the state's
organic farming and food community railed against the
proposed rules, demanding that the USDA go back to the
drawing board. Otherwise, they said, the federal government
risks undermining California's 8-year-old organic farming law,
one of the nation's strongest. '
"We don't want them to amend this proposal,” said Joan
Clayburgh, a spokeswoman for Californians for Pesticide
Reform, a San Francisco organization that espouses organic
farming methods. "We want them to throw it out."
Organic activists in California aren't alone in their opposition.
The USDA has been swamped with more than 100,000 letters,
postcards and e-mails, most of them highly critical of the rules.
The agency appears to be getting the message. For several
weeks, U.S. Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman has been
reassuring grower groups that changes will be made.
The USDA published its proposal in December after seven
years of haggling and information-gathering. The outpouring of
opinion prompted the agency to extend the public-comment
period for the rules to April 30.
About 70,000 of the responses are form letters, including
16,000 from readers of Organic Gardening magazine and
34,000 from customers of Working Assets, a San Francisco
company that sells long-distance phone service and gives part
of its revenue to socially responsible groups.
The agency has also heard from leading organic food
companies, including Pavich Family Farms, growers of organic
grapes, raisins and nuts, based in Terra Bella, Horizon Organic

http://www latimes.com/sbin/iawrapper?NS-search-set=/3 544c/aaaa005BR44c1b5&NS-doc-offsetIMARS-adv-s
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Dairy in Boulder, Colo.; and Cascadian Farm, a producer of
frozen desserts, vegetables and other items, based in
Sedro-Woolley, Wash.

And it has gotten an earful from the growing ranks of
customers of natural food chains such as Wild Oats and Whole
Foods Market(6Quoe<oxSHEER) which have distributed
pamphlets to mobilize grass-roots support.

In particular, food processors and retailers are critical of what
they see as three key stumbling blocks: irradiation,
biotechnology and the use of sewage sludge as fertilizer. As the
proposal stands, those three processes would not be
outlawed--contrary to the vociferously stated wishes of the
industry. Activists have charged that the rules were designed to
accommodate agribusiness concemns, which see the $3.5-billion
organic food industry as a hot growth area.

Industry leaders say the agency could save itself time and
trouble by adopting the recormmendations of the National
Organic Standards Board, a panel established by law in 1990 to
advise the USDA. In preparing its proposal, the agency largely
ignored the board'’s suggestions.

In a letter to Glickman early this week, California Agriculture
Secretary Ann M. Veneman said the state Department of Food
and Agriculture would be submitting records from four public
hearings held on the issue throughout the state in January,
February and March. She urged the agency to "revise the rule
to ensure a strong organic program.”

Mail-Ordd W(h)ine

up 2 legal battle bgween maﬂ-o er "wine clubs" and states
over the regulation
comment, the court ! rulings that rejected Florida's
effort to sue in federal to stop what state officials call
“illegal interstate bootlg@¥ng."

At least one Southegyf Califgrnia wine retailer was hopeful that
the action would e it legA to ship wine to Florida

customers.

the state.

"We'll

proprigfor of three Wine Club retail shops't California.

Florida had sued Wine Club (which is a retailer, not a wine club
" per se) and three other vendors over direct shipments, saying

they failed to pay various state taxes and fees. A federal judge

http://www latimes.com/sbin/iawrapper?NS-search-set=/3 544claaaaOOSBR440le&NS—doc-oﬁ'swﬁzﬂ&ES-adv-g
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‘Organic’

Integrity

New food standards should respect consumers’ notions

Last December, the U.S. Department of

Agriculture proposed the country’s first-

ever organic food standards and then set
them aside for a period of public comment. That
period. which ends Thursday, would be better
characterized ag a time of public thrashing. The
department rec€ived a record 125.000 letters
denouncing its proposal 10 include under the
~organic’ category some foods fertilized with
sewage sludge. zapped with radiation or genet-
ically engineered o resist pests.

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman, re-
portedly chastened by the protest, is now
revising the standards. The practices in dispute
do have their dangers: [rradiation kills bacteria
but also alters the taste of some foods and pro-
duces radioactive waste that must be disposed
of: sewage sludge often contains heavy-metal
toxins like cadmium and lead; genetically
altered plant seeds. while holding promise as a
possible alternative to pesticides. could be mis-
used in ways that would create “'super-bugs.”

Bul the bottom line is that these practices
simply go agajnst what most Ametricans expect
of organic food and what the USDA’s own
advisory board. an appointed panel of organic
farmers. scientists, environmentalists and con-
sumer representatives. recormmended last year.

Ther~ are a’so some provisions worth fight-
ing for in the USDA proposal. One would

require regulatory oversight of organic produc-
ers. Some organic farmers voluntarily submit to
certification, but since they hire the certifiers
themselves, there is an obvious conflict of
interest. Th&zropoued federal l?w would
improve on this, requiring organic farmers to
pay a $50 yearly fee that would fund federal
inspectors and an accreditation system for the
private certifiers.

The definition of what's organic is no longer of
interesat just to a few vegetarians and foodie
purists. The organic market is booming, with $4
billion in revenues nationwide last year, up from
$173 million in 1980. Those figures will no doubt
increase with the escalation of controversy over
the safety of pesticides used on non-organic

8.

cm’L;st week, the Natural Resources Defense
Council issyed a report contending that nine out
of 10 younger American children are exposed o
dangerous levels of organophosphate jnsecti-
cide residues in their foods. Agriculture indus-
try leaders challenge the report, claiming the
levels actually-are far too low to be wxic. But
the debate has been ratcheted up a notch.

One thing is certain: If the label “organic” ia to
be trusted by consumers, meaningful standards
must apply. The USDA should insist on regular
inspections and use ordinary common sense in
defining organic practices.
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New food standards should respect consumers’ notions
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ever organic food standards and then set
them aside for a period of public comment. That
period. which ends Thursday, would be better
characterized ag a time of public thrashing. The
department rece€ived a record 125.000 letters
denouncing its proposal 10 include under the
“orgamnic” category some foods [ertilized with
sewage sludge. zapped with radiation or genet-
ically engineered to resist pests.

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman, re-
portedlv chastened by the protest, is now
revising the standards. The practices in dispute
do have their dangers: [rradiation kills bacteria
but also alters the taste of some foods and pro-
duces radioactive waste that must be disposed
of. sewage sludge often contains heavy-metal
toxins like cadmium and lead; genetically
altered plant seeds. while holding promise as a
possible alternative to pesticides. could be mis-
used in ways that would create “'super-bugs.”

But the bottom line is that these practices
simply go agajnst what most Americans expect
of otganic food and what the USDA's own
advisory board. an appointed panel of organic
farmers. scienusts, environmentalista and con-
sumer representatives. recommended last year.

Ther~ are a’so some provigions worth fight-
ing for 1n the USDA proposal. One would

Lasr. December, the U.S. Department of

require regulatory oversight of organic produc-
ers. Some organic farmers voluntarily submit to
certification, but since they hire the certifiera
themselves, there is an obvious conflict of
interest. The proposed federal law would
improve on this, requiring organic farmers to
pay a $50 yearly fee that would fund federal
inspectors and an accreditation system for the
private certifiers.

The definition of what's organic is no longer of
interest just 10 a few vegetarians and foodie
purists. The organic market is booming, with $4
billion in revenues nationwide last year, up from
$173 million in 1980. Those figures will no doubt
increase with the escalation of controversy over
the safety of pesticides used on non-organic

Last week, the Natural Resources Defense
Council issued a report contending that nine out
of 10 younger American children are expased to
dangerous levels of organophosphate insecd-
cide residues in their foods. Agriculture indus-
try leaders challenge the report, claiming the
levels actually are far too low to be taxic. But
the debate has been ratcheted up a notch.

One thing is certain: If the label “organic™ ia to
be trusted by consumers, meaningful standards
must apply. The USDA should insist on regular
inspections and use ordinary commeon sense in
defining organic practices.



"~ A Bad Idea on Highways

HE HIGHWAY bill now in conference is

going to call for a mighty spending

increase over the next six years. That
much is clear. Not clear—and the principal
issue before the conference—is whether the
increase will merely be authorized or to some
extent guaranteed. The highway lobby wants a
‘guarantee. It would do damage to other federal
programs or budget discipline or both to let it
have its way. .

House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee Chairman Bud Shuster is the leading
figure in the dispute. As he has many times
before; he seeks not just an increase but a
carve-out for transportation spending. The pro-
posal has taken different forms from year to
year, but they boil down to the same thing.
Highway spending would come off the top,

subject only to gasoline tax collections and the.

balances in the highway trust fund. As a practical
matter, though never in so many words, it would
be exempt from the budget constraints affecting
other programs. In theoty, if total spending had
to be reduced to meet budget targets, the
highway program could be cut like any other.
But the budget rules would be written in such a
way as to make that unlikely to occur.

‘The latest variation on the theme is to make

highway spending a separate appropriations

category. Currently there is a single cap on
almost all domestic appropriations. The annu-
al cap is tight; that’s how the president and
Congress balanced the budget last year while
granting a tax cut and protecting such func-
tions as Social Security and defense. The
transportation programs have to compete with
education, parks, the veterans’ apparatus, law
enforcement and all the rest for a shrinking
dollar. Giving them their own generous cap
together with their own source of revenue
walls them off from these competing claims.
The House highway bill included a some-
what different provision making highways a
separate empire. The Senate bill has none.
What happens in conference may depend in
part on the administration. The president has
rightly said that transportation, while impor-
tant, ought not be allowed to crowd out other
programs, but he has been careful thus far not
to threaten a veto of the popular highway bill.
This is-an issue on which a veto is justified.
Mr. Clinton jeopardizes large parts of his own

agenda—not just spending but the ability to

control it—if he lets this one pass.,

The Fletcher Nomination

RESIDENT CLINTON nominated Wil-

liam A. Fletcher to the U.S. Court of

Appeals for the 9th Circuit three long
years ago. Mr. Fletcher, a well-reputed profes-
sor of law, still has not seen a vote. Tomorrow
he will have a hearing before the Senate
Judiciary Committee. He should be confirmed
swiftly.

No serious question has been raised about
Mr. Fletcher’s qualifications. Sen. John Ash-
croft (R-Mo.) has offered the denunciation of
him as a judicial activist, but the bigger
problems have been political considerations
that have nothing to do with Mr. Fletcher’s
likely performance on the bench. There is, to
start, the small matter of his mother—Judge
Betty Binns Fletcher—a noted judicial liberal
who already sits on the 9th Circuit. Senate
Republicans raised a century-old anti-nepo-
tism law that they claim precludes the mother
and son from sitting on the court together—al-
though other family pairs have done so before
without raising problems under the law.

Mr. Fletcher is an old friend of Mr. Clinton,
a-fact that has done him no favors. His

nomination also got caught up in a battle by
Sen. Slade Gorton (R-Wash.) to get more of a
say in federal judicial nominations in his home
state, where Judge Betty Fletcher sits.

The concessions that may make Mr. Fletch-
er's nomination finally go through are not a
model of how the nominations process should
work; they amount, in fact, to a considerable
capitulation. Betty Fletcher agreed in 1996 to
take senior status when her son gets confirmed.
Her seat on the court, the White House has
since agreed, will go to a conservative Washing-
ton state Supreme Court justice named Barbara
Durham—a favorite of Sen. Gorton. There is
now, in other words, no longer any reason to
keep Mr. Fletcher in limbo. The rate of judicial
confirmations has picked up in recent months,
to the credit of Judiciary Committee Chairman
Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), who supports Mr.
Fletcher’s nomination. As of the beginning of
this week, 20 judges had been confirmed this
year. Some nominees, however, are still lan-
guishing far too long without getting a vote. Mr.
Fletcher is the most extreme case, one the
Senate should correct. '

The muﬁl)ingtou'mogt

Tuespay, ApriL 28,1998



rgar

HAT IS IT with celebrities and food
‘safety issues? First it was Meryl
Streep testifying before Congress on
Alar, stoking an apple-safety panic and the
wave of weird “veggie libel” laws that have
caused such trouble for Oprah Winfrey. Now
the Agriculture Department reports that the
singers Willie Nelson, Neil Young and John
Mellencamp are among 115,000 people who
have written or faxed comments complaining
about the proposed definition of “organic”
food in recently issued regulations. The rule,
.- Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman told the
Associated Press, has drawn “more comments
... than on any rule in the history of the
Department of Agriculture in modern times.”
Country music stars may have little useful to
say about the fine points of what foods should
be permitted to be labeled “organic,” but their
presence does serve as index for an issue that
has achieved what marketers call “breakout.”
The organic labeling fight has drawn a star-
tling amount of attention, with denunciations
in many media of a rule that, in this draft at
least, would have allowed foods to be labeled
. organic even if they were genetically engi-
neered or irradiated. The label also could be

e ——

c Politics

used for foods grown in “sludge,” which, to be
sure, sounds less organic than “fertilizer,”
though that’s basically what it is.

The agriculture department is caught in its
customary bind between regulating the label-
ing of food products and representing the
interests of the agriculture industry, which

‘includes many large growers and packagers

that engage in these practices and want a piece
of the “organic” market. Its initial solution, to
define the word loosely enough so that the big
companies could use it too despite differences
between their method and the competing
ones, fell flat with an audience of Americans
who manifestly want to know exactly what
they are eating.

The point here is not whether genetic
engineering, irradiation or the use of “sludge”
is good or bad for you, nor whether the
boutique all-natural or free-range foods actual-
ly are enough superior to warrant their higher
cost (the very cost the big companies keep low
by the use of chemicals and other less “natural”
methods). The issue at'this stage is merely
whether people are being told what they want
to know about the food they buy and eat. So
far, it looks as if they aren't.

Thank You, Warren Helm

ARREN HELM won’t be able to read

~ this, but perhaps his family and

friends will. It is important for them

to know that the act of selflessness that cost

Warren his life also won the appreciation of

more than the homeless man who lives today
because of him.

Warren Helm's life came to an end on 14th
Street NW early one morning last month when
he stopped to help a stranger—a homeless
man at a bus stop—who was being beaten by
eight thugs for no apparent reason. Mr. Helm
easily could have passed up the trouble. After
all, he was riding in a car with three friends
when they came upon the attack in progress.
He was, however, a theology student at
Virginia Union University in Richmond who

 believed, as he reportedly said to his fellow

passengers at the time, “We can’t just let this’

happen.” So he and his friends got out of the
car and yelled for the attackers to stop. The
“attackers instead turned on Mr. Helm and his
outnumbered friends, chasing them back to
the car. Warren Helm didn’t reach the car in

time. The gang pursued him through the
streets; motorists in passing cars ignored his
pleas for help as he banged on their windows.
One law enforcement force told staff writer
Avis Thomas-Lester, “They just left him alone
to face that mob.”

With the help of gang members in another
car, Mr. Helm was cornered in the 1800 block
of 14th Street. And there the execution began:
He was punched, kicked and stabbed repeated-
ly until a car with three people stopped and
diverted the attackers’ attention. By the time
police cars arrived on the scene and transport-
ed his battered body to Howard University
hospital, where life-saving efforts were made,
it was too late. o

Warren Helm’s mother, Sheila Graves, hu-
man. resources director for the D.C. public
schools, said if her only son had to die, it was
fitting that he died trying to help someone. “It
was” she said “part of his nature to help
people.” At this moment, a grateful city owes a
heartfelt “thank you” to Warren Helm.

@héﬁiﬁslﬁngtoumﬁt
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NATIONAL OR ANIJSTANDARDS BOARD
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October 5, 1998

Thomas L. Freedman

Special Assistant to the President

and Senior Director for Policy Planning
Office of Policy Development
Domestic Policy Council

Room 213

Old Executive Office Building

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20502

Dear Tom:

On behalf of my fellow board members, Carolyn Brickey and Kathleen Merrigan, 1 am
writing to express our appreciation for the time you spent with us discussing our concerns
about national organic standards.

As chairman of the National Organic Standards Board (NOSB), I am doing everything I can
to provide the advice and assistance of the NOSB that USDA needs to craft a new rule that
reflects the high standards the organic industry wants and the consumer expects.

We would be happy to provide you and your staff with any additional information that
would prove helpful to you. We welcome your assistance in assuring that the process is as
fair and as swift as possible.

As we discussed, the most significant issues include protecting the role of the NOSB to
approve any synthetic substances to the list of compounds, which may be used in organic
production. Because of the controversy surrounding the possible addition of substances that
may demean the integrity of organic products, Congress provided this trust to the NOSB.

Another concern is that appropriate tough standards be adopted for livestock products that
are labeled "organic.” The content of feed, use of antibiotics, and the access of animals to
outdoor surroundings are important issues to be resolved.

Accreditation and certification of inspectors and systems and the enforcement of the
National Standard is also a top priority that must be addressed. Finally, the level of fees for
certifiers remains critical. If fees are too high, the program will not be viable.



The last time around USDA and the Administration simply missed the mark. Part of the
problem was that the context and culture of the organic industry’s support for national
standards were not well understood by all of the entities involved in development of the rule.
This is an industry that asked to be regulated, but only if the standards were high enough to
protect the integrity and content of organic products. The Proposed Rule set the sights too
low and 280,000 comments indicate the public judged it a failure.

Some good news - Dr. Enrique Figueroa, along with Eric Olsen, have followed up and
pressed for policy papers that we can discuss at the October 27-29 NOSB meeting in
Washington. We have received approval of such a process for Keith Jones, National Organic
Program Director, to develop these papers and present them to the NOSB for discussion
and comment. We are very appreciative of their help.

I am optimistic that working together we can maximize our resources the second time
around. As I said in the meeting, it is essential that we erase the suspicion of government
that was triggered by the Proposed Rule. Thank you again.

Sincerely,

120 hevt— IPdhodine

Robert B. Anderson
Chairman
National Organic Standards Board

cc: Kathleen Merrigan, Vice Chair
Carolyn Brickey, Board Member

Dr. Ennque Figueroa
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service

Eric Olsen
Counsel to the Secretary for Domestic Policy

Keith Jones
Director, National Organic Program
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\ngr your information

Q For appropriate action

0O Please respond with your comments by

Q

If you have any questions, please call me (6-2572). Thank you for your consideration.
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Release No. 0205.9%8

Andy Solomon (202) 720-4623
andy.soloron@usda.gov

Brad Marman (202) 720-8998
|_brad. marman@usda._gov

USDA TO MAKE FUNDAMENTAL CHANGES IN REVISED PROPOSED RULE ON
ORGANIC STANDARDS '

WASHINGTON, May 8, 1998—Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman announced today
that the U.S. Department of Agriculture will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and
consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requested that USDA
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, the revised proposal
will contain fundamental changes from our initial draft.”

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing,
processing, labeling, importing, and certifying organically grown food. But it did not take a _
position on certain controversial issucs; instead, the proposal asked for public cornment on these
itens. The bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of
biotechnology, the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids
(municipal sludge) in organic food production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in
agriculture, but they neither fit current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations
about organics, as the comments made clear,” said Glickman. “Therefore, these products and
practices will not be included in our revised proposal, and food produced with these products and
practices will not be allowed to bear the organic label.”

Similarly, many of the comments asserted that national organic standards must be
rigorous and credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concern that consumers will lose faith
in the organic label. . '

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed,”
Glickman said. “Our task is to stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that
consumers have confidence in the products that bear the organic label, and develop export
markets for this growing industry.”

. -more-
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Before publishing the revised proposal, USDA will evaluate the comments submitted in
response to the December 1997 proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the revised
proposal, which USDA will issue for public comment later this year.

“This additional opportunity for public comment will assist us in crafting rigorous,
credible national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers
can support,” said Glickman.

#

NOTE: USDA news releases and media advisories are available on the Internet. Access the
USDA Home Page on the World Wide Web at http://www. usda.gov
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PRESIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM TO AGENCY HEADS

Privacy is a cherished American value, closely linked to our concepts of personal
freedom and well-being. At the same time, fundamental and cherished principles like the First

Amendment, pechiaps the most important hallmark of American democracy, protect the free flow
of information in our society.

In support of its Constitutional mandate, the Federal Government maintains volumes of
records on its activities and on the activities of its citizens. Long mindful of the potential for
misuse of Federal records on individuals, the United States has adopted a comprehensive

approach to limiting the Govemnment’s collection, use and distribution of personally identifiable
information.

As we embark on our journey into the information economy of the 21* Century, however,
it is appropriate to reexamine the Federal Government's contribution to maintaining the proper
balance between the competing values of personal privacy and the free flow of information in a
democratic society. Increased computerization of Federal records permits this data to be used and
analyzed in new ways that could diminish individual privacy in the absence of data protection
safeguards.

Accordingly, I hereby direct excoutive agency heads, as follows:
Section 1. Policy. (2) It sball be the policy of the executive branch that agencies shall:

_ (1) take into account the effects and implications of rapidly changing technologies when
implementing the Privacy Act of 1974, the Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act of

1988, the Paperwork Reduction Act, and all other statutes relating to agency use of personally
identifiable data;

(a) As used in this order, “agency’ and “agencies” chall be defined in
accordance with the definition set farth in the Privacy Act of 1974
U.S.C. 552(%).

(2) assure that all personally identifiable information be handled in full ;:ompliance with
fair information practices as set out in Section x of the Privacy Act of 1974;

(3) assure that all personally identifiable information not covered by the Privacy Act be
handled in a mapner consistent with the Principles for Providing and Using Personal
Information (“the Privacy Principles”) to the extent penuitted by law;

(4) design and cvaluate new legislation and legislative proposals involving federa]
. records to assure their compliance with the Privacy Act;
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(5) design and evaluate new legislation and legizlative proposals involving the collection
and usc of personally identifiable data not covered by the Privacy Act to assure that such data is
handled in 2 manner consistent with the Privacy Principles.

Section 2. Responsibilitics of Agency Heads. All agency heads shall:

(1)-within 30 days, designate a senior official with primary responaibility for privacy
policy. This individual shall dissemipate information and advise agencies beads on these
matters. . This individual shall also serve as the agency’s representative and shall review

legislation and privacy policy proposals to assure consistency with the Privacy Act and the
Privacy Principles.

(2) within 90 days, any agency that has not conducted a thorough review of its Privacy
Act systems of records notices in accordance with Office of Management and Budget Circular A-
130, Appendix I, shall conduct such a review. In particular, agencies shall particularly:

a. Review all system of record notices for accuracy and completeness,
Ppaying special attention to changes in teclmology, function, and
organization that may have made the notices out-of-date;

b. Identify any systcms of records that have not been described in a published

Dotice, paying special attention to Internet activities that may involve the
collection of personal information;

c. Review routine uses for all systems of records to make sure that they are

necessary and compatible with the purpose for which the information was
collected;

(1) “Routine use” shall be defined in 2 manner consistent with the
definition set forth in the Privacy Act of 1974, S U.S.C. 552(a)(b)(3).

(3) if appropriate, republish by December 31, 1998, a revised set of system of records
notices.

(4) report to the Office of Management and Budget on agency use of the “routine use”
provisions of the Privacy Act of 1974, and on agepcy practices regarding procurement and data
sharing with State local and tribal governments in accordance with instructions to be issued.

Section 3. Responsibilities of the Office of Management and Budget. The Director of
the Office of Management and Budget shall:

[(1) within 180 days issue a report on Federal implcmentation of the Privacy
Principles. This report shall include:

(a) an assessment of agency implementation of the Privacy Act and the
Privacy Principles;
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(b) an analysis of agency reliance on the “routine use” provision of the
Privacy Act of 1974 in light of the rapidly changing technology;

(c) an analysis of agency practices involving data sharing with State, local
and tribal governments in light of the Privacy Act, the Privacy Principles
and rapidly changing tochnology:.] :

(2) within 180{270] days, issue guidance on agency routine uses, paying particular
attention to sharing of data by agencies with state, local and tribal govermmonts.

Section 4. Judicial Review. This Executive order is intended only to improve the
intermal manageraent of the executive branch and does not create any right or benefit, substantive
or procedural, enforceable at law or equity by a party against the United States, its agencies, or

instrumentalities, its officers or employecs, or any other person.

William J. Clinton

THE WHITE HOUSE
May 14, 1998
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001

Tuesday, April 28, 19

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL-MEMORANDUM

TO Legiglayive Liaj onX tficor - Soe Distribution helow
ConJ e <eg '

FROM: R aald( TP\e arson (for) Assistant Director for Legislative Reference
OMB CONTACT: Kg‘Lisu\G_\r\O)oé

P QNE:,.(202)395-7342 FAX: {202)3956-7285
SUBJECT: AGRICULTURE Draft Press Release on Organic Labeling Standards
DEADLINE: 5:00 PM Thursday, April 30, 1998
| —— . TH

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subjoct bofore advising on its relationship to 1the program of the President. Please advise us if this
item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
Xlll of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990,

COMMENTS:
DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES:

Council of Economic Advisers - Liaison Officer - (202} 395-5084
19-Council on Environmental Qualily - Judy Jablow - (202) 456-6448
33-Environmantal Protaction Agency - John Reader - (202) 260-5414
52-HHS - Sondra S. Wallace - (202) 690-7760

61-JUSTICE - Ann Harkins - (202) 514-2141

986-Office ot Science and Technology Policy - Jetf Smith - (202) 456-6047
76-National Economic Council - Sonyia Matthews - (202} 456-6630
128-US Trade Representative - Fred Montgomery - (202) 395-3475

EQP:

Sally Katzen

Adele C. Morris
Linda Lance
Clifford J. Gabriel

“Torn F’Mﬁ&\_/b PD

USOA
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' DRAFT ~ NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION —~ DOES NOT REPRESENT USDA POLICY
USDA To Make Fundamental Chsnges in New Proposed Rule On Organic Standards

Washington May X, 1998 - Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickiman announced today that the
Department of Agriculture (USDA) will make fundamental revisions to its proposed national
orpanic standards as a result of the [170,000] comments USDA received on the initial proposal.

“USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and

. consumers will embrace,” Glickman said. “Thousands of commenters requestod that USDA
issue new proposed standards, and we intend 1o do s0. Most importantly, the new proposal will
contain fundamental changes from our initial dreft.”’

The earlier draft, published on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growing, proceseing,
labeling, importing, and centifying organically grown food. But it did not take a posidon on
ceriein controversial issues; instead, the proposal asked for public comment on these items. The
bulk of the extraordinary number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology,
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the application of biosolids (municipal sludge) in

organio feed production.

“Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in
agriculture. However, they neither fit current orgenic prectices nor meet current consumer
acpcctmons about or cats made clear,” sald Glickman. *Therefore, these
three issues ﬁbﬁg oﬁ' the tabl} and will not be included in our new proposal

—_~— T —

Similarly, many of the [170,000) comments asserted that national organic standards must be \.
rigorous and credible. Otherwise, consumers will lose faith in the orgeanic lubel.

“If organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we bave failed. Our task is to
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consumers have confidence in the
products that bear the organic iabel, and develop export markets for this growing industry,” said
Glickman,

Before publishing the new proposal, USDA will evaluats the comments submitted in response o
the December 1997, proposal. This record will guide the drafting of the new proposal, which
USDA will issue later this year and which will also be available for publ.ic comment. “This.
additional opportumw for public comment will assist us in crafting a rigorous, credible national
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers nnd copsumers can support,”
declared Glickman.

e
et \ Uy
e | iy
|
|



vt S| W - - /5 R ad|as e s = s = R e T s R e T

oy
ol ¥
USD A U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 6)/\) ( %/w ¢

—/' OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY e O W"/

Telephone (202) 720-3631 Fax (202) 720-5437
FAX COVER SHEET
DATE:

NUMBER OF PAGES , INCLUDING COVER SHEET

PLEASE DELIVER TO: q;”b\ // /Mb\‘

FAX NUMBER: () PHONE NUMBER: (___)

FROM: D DaN GLICKMAN, SECRETARY

O JOHN GIBSON, SPECIAL ASSISTANT
O GREG FRAZIER, CHIEF OF STAFF

0 KOFI DEGRAFT-JOHNSON, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT
0O REBA PITTMAN EVANS, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, INTERNAL AFFAIRS
O PATRICK STEEL, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

0O JOSE VENZOR, ASSISTANT TO THE DEPUTY CHIEFS OF STAFF
0 PAUL DRAZEK, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR POLICY
O ANNE KENNEDY, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR POLICY

RIC OLSEN, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR POLICY

00 JANET POTTS, COUNSEL TO THE SECRETARY
O JOHN SPARKS, SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR @m RIGHTS

MESSAGE: __{ i [\jfg“ Z M\L 4 ﬁM(( JJI‘ —
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Contact:

Suc McGovern
FOR IMMEDIATE (781) 648 7157
RELEASE

Media Advisory

ANATIONAL ALLIANCE OF INDUSTRY AND CONSUMER ORGANIZATIONS
LED BY ORGANIC VALLEY, THE U.S. PIONFER OF ORGANIC LIVESTOCK
AND THE LARGEST COOPERATIVE OF ORGANIC FARMERS IN NORTII

AMERICA, WILL ANNOUNCE A NATIONAL PUBLIC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN

IN SUPPORT OF ORGANIC MEAT LABELING ON SUN,, JUNE 14™, 500 -

5:30 PM, MARRIOTT HOTEL (RM. 309), 1201 MARKET ST, PHILADELPHIA..

EVENT TO FEATURE UNVEILING OF MAJOR "CALL TO ACTION.”

ORGANIC MEAT, CHEESE AND WINE TASTING TO FOLLOW.

DATE: Sunday, June 14, 1998

TIME: 5:00 - 5:30 p.m. Press Conference
5:30 - 7:30 p.m. Orgornc Meut, Crrse, Wire Tasog
PLACE: Martiort Hotel, Room 309

1201 Marker Street
PHILADEI PHIA

Phone: 60B-625-2602 = Fax: 608-625-2600 = 507 W. Msin St,, PO. Box 159, La Farge. W1 54639 www.organicvalley.com
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Contact Sue McGovern -
(781) 648-7157

NATIONAL ALLIANCE LAUNCHES “LABEL MEAT ORGANIC” CAMPAIGN
Calls on Consumers and Industry to Urge USDA to Approve Organic Meat Labels

PHILADELPRIA, PA (Junc 14, 1998) “LABEL MEAT ORGANIC™. a national public awarencss campaign in
support of organic meat labeling, Was announced by a national consumer and industry coalition headed by Organic Valley,
the United States pioneer of organic livestock and the largest organic farmers’ cooperative in North America. The
campaign kickofT was held loday in Philadelphia where the International Dairy Dcli Bskery Association show is taking
place.

The purpose of the “LABEL MEAT ORGANIC" campaign ix o urge the USDA 1o lift their ban on labeling of organic
meat before national organic standards have been finalized. a process that may take another year or more. Current USDA
internal policy provents labeling of meat and processcd cggs as organic, while all other foods under FDA jurisdiction are
allowed the organic label. :

Supporters of the call 1o action include organic livestock producers, retailers, trade associations and consumecr groups,
including: the Humane Society of the U.S.; Mothers & Others for 2 Livable Planct; the National Campaign Against the
Misuse of Pesticides (NCAMP); The Organic Alliance; Petaluma Poultry: Whole Foods; Wild Oats; the Organic Trade
Association, which most recently was a major vrganizer of the historic and highly successful grasstouts effort (o stimulatc
public comment on the proposed rule to implement the Organic Foods Production Act; end Bob Anderson, head of Walnul
Acres and Chairman of the USDA s National Qrganic Standards Board.

“Tt i3 fitling that we are launching the “[.ABEL MEAT ORGANIC™ campaign in the city that is homne to the Liberty Bell
and symbolizes vur nation’s constitutional support for basic frecdoms.” said Organic Valley CLEO George Siemon. A
jongtime Wisconsin organic dairy farmer, Sicmon has been a pioneer in doveloping organic livestock standards adopted by
the National Organic Standards Board and recommended 10 the USDA. ~Organic meat laheling reprosents x sound privatc
initiative that will help small family farmers. The USDA should be eacouraging such initiatives, not stifling them.”

Betsy Lydon, Program Director of Mothers & Others for a J.ivable Plaaet, said “It is an outrage that the law forbids

consumers access tu organic ncat and denies them labels that cvould help then make choices about their meat purchases.
Consumers have a right to know how their meat is raised.”

Organic Trade Association Lixecutive Director Katherine DiMatteo believes: “It i unfair of the USDA to withhold organic
meat and egg products [abeling when all other products can carry an organic label. The decision o withhold this label by
the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) of the USDA hus been arbitrary and capricious.”

“LABEL MEAT ORGANIC™ calls on the USDA to immediately approve labeling for the organic livestock industry
urilizing the present organic certification system. The organic meat labeling rcflecting existing organic standards would
provide an interim solution until the national standards for organic certification received final approval. The campaign
urged consumers and industry 1o communicate their views via telephone, letter, fax or e-mail to the USDA, 1400
Independence Ave., S.W_, Washington, D.C. 20250 (202) 720-2791. Further inforinauon is available through the Organic
Villey web site www.organicvalley.com.
_ it

Phone: 608-625-2602 « Fax: 608-625-2600 ¢ 507 W. Main St., PO. Box 159, La Farge, W1 5463Y www.arganicvalley.com
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' A Call to Action - Allow Organic Meat Labeling Now!
June, 1998

We call on the United States Department of Agriculture to remove immediately all
probibitions against the labeling of certified organic meat, poultry and egg products, the

only food categories preventcd from offering an organic choice for consumers. We ask the
USDA to:

*

Allow consumers to make informed food choices based on full information. The
currently approved "natural meat" label incorrectly implies organic.

Permit the American organic meat industry to pursue all organic markets. Stifling thesc
private business initiatives, which include dairy, beef, hog & poultry producers, as well
as feed grains and pasture and forage farmers, strains the economic well-being of
hundreds of family farms working to preserve our planet.

Enable organic meal, poultry and egg producers to compete globally. These products arc
organically certified and labelcd in Europe and nations around the world. Immediate
USDA action will give U.S. organic producers a level playing field and allow them to
compete globally.

Do it now! Third-party certified organic livestock production standards are already in
eftect. Organic food has becomne a $4.2+ billion industry. Organic meat production is a
key component in a sustainable agricultural system. The lack of an organic label is
crippling this industry at home and abroad.

This should not be an arbitrary internal USDA policy. Let the organic certification system
work. Organic labeling of milk and eggs is a national fact. Let ccrtified organic standards
apply equally to the livestock that produced them.

ALLOW ORGANIC MEAT LABELING NOW!

To contact the USDA write to: USDA, 1400 Independence Ave. S.W., Washington, D.C., 20250.
Call: (202) 720-2791 or E-mail: agsec@usda.gov.

Phone: 608-625-2602 » Fax: 608-625-2600 - 507 W, Main St.. O. Box 159, La Farge. Wi 54639  www.organicvalley.com
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Label Meat Organic Campaign
Media Resource List

George Siemon
Chief Executive Officer, Organic Valley
608 625 2666

Tom Frantzen
Farmer ~ Organic Hog Producer, Organic Valley
515 364-6426

Bob Anderson, Walnut Acres President & Chairman, USDA's National Organic Standards Board

717 837 0601 ext. 227

Betsy Lydon
Program Director, Mothers & Others for a Livable Planet
212 242 0010

Jay Fcldman, Executive Director
National Coalition Against the Misuse of Pesticides (NCAMP)
202 543 5450

Katherine DiMattco, Executive Director, The Organic Trade Association
413774 7511

Ann Woods, Executive Director, The Organic Alliance
612 265 3680

Melanie Adcock, Staff member, Farm Animals and Sustainable Agriculture
The Humane Society of the U,S.
202 452-1100

Fred Kirschenmann, Ph.D., Farmer

National Organic Standards Board, Chair of Livestock Committee
President Farm Verified Organic

701 486-3579

Peter Roy, President, Whole Foods

Or Margaret Wittenberg, National Communications Team Leader, Whole Foods
NOSB member

(512) 477-5566 ext.400

Allen Shainsky, President
Petaluma Poultry
707 763-1904



RS Al G dade * fafs A diRdA AV E VIVY &4V oA eas W e -

Jun-12-98 0B:12A - P.0&

Organic Valley’s Organic Meat Standards
June, 1998

Organic Valley has been the pioneer in developing organic livestock standards in the United _
States as well internationally. Starting with our foundation work in establishing organic dairy a:}d organic
egg standards, as well as our cooperation with NOSB and OTA in working on the USDA organic n:lle.
Organic Valley continues as a pioneer in proposing the strictest standards for organic meat production.
Organic Valley proposes that organic meat meel the following minimum production standards that all of
our producers satisfy. This standard is in accordance with/or stricter than both NOSB, OTA
recommendations and the requirements of the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 (QFPA).

Organic Yalley Meat Standards

Livestock Source
1. Al meat animals shall be born from orginic mothers and under organic production
far the balance of their life.
2. Al poultry shall bc under organic production from one day old.

Organic Feed Reguircments
1.  All fecd shall be 100% organic feed.
2. Rendered animal by-products are prohibited in feed.

Medications
1. Al antibiotics are prohibited.
2. All hormones are prohibited.
3. All parasiticides are prahibited.
Living conditions
1. All livestock shall have access to fresh sir, sunlight and pasture nccording to stage
of life.
2. All production facilities shall provide = living environment which limits Livestock
stress and promotes livestock health.
Manure management
1. All organic farms must have 3 orgsaic farm plan which assures propcr manure
management
- No spreading of manurc is allowed in the winter
- Farmers are required (o control runoff.
Certified Organic

1. All aspects of production must be certificd erganic and mast follow strict record
keeping requirements concerning:
- crop production
- livestock sources
- purchase feed
- maedications
- handling & processing
- sales records. -

Phonc: 608-625-2602 « Fax: 608.625-2600 + 507 W, Main St., PO. Bax 159, La Furge, WT 54639 Ww.org;1nicvnlley.cnm
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d  Now that organic farming has mushroomed from a
T bippy-dippy diversion into a giant industry with
~ annual sales exceeding $4 billion, conventional food
processors also want a slice of the market. They
& Should be weicome to it—but not at the cost of dilut-
\'.ing proposed government guidelines defining the term
N> "'‘organic” and its legitimate use on foodstuffa
n  Organic food regulations were first proposed by the
}\_’mdustry itself in 1986. Four years later, Congress
passed the Organic Foods Production Act, which in
turn created the National Organic Standards Board
(NOSB) and assigned to it the task of drawing up
» guidelines to govern the production. handling and
marketing of organic foods.
N It's an important mission: As the market has grown,
80 has the promiscuous nse of “natural” “organic”
"Jand other New Age mumbo-jumbo and advertising
X gimmicks. Even the most ing consumers are
\J baffled, a situation complicated by conflicting stan-
dards and definitions established by different states
and local organizations. }

Meanwhile, the organic market is growing like
kud2u. For the past seven years it has posted sales
growth of 20 percent or greater, according to the
Organic Trade Association. Clear, nationally recog-
nized standards are essential for domestic consumers
as well as the export market, particularly since the
European Union adopted its own organic food guide-

=g

No. 4.Ub I 1/¢

L

lines in 1992,

In 1995, the NOSB propased a set of definitions and
standards. But late last year—under pressure from
conventional food processors and agricultural inter-
ests—the U.S. Department of Agriculture proposed
considerably looser regulations.

Consumers have until April 30 to comment on the
revised guidelines; they should urge the USDA to
stick with the previous, more stringent, rules.

The disagreements generally revalve around the use
of genetically engineered hormones and other organ-
isms, food irraaiation, municipal sewer sludge for
fertilizer and synthetic antibiotics in farm animals.
mosa banned them; the USDA proposes to allow

Consumer safety is not ihe main point here. There
is, for exampie, no scientific evidence that irradiated
food is harmfl or unsafe But is it “organic™

What's at stake instead is the integrity of a set of




