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USDA bews""̂ o public opinion on organic scandards rule 
WASHINGTON, May.8- (Reucers) - In a bow to an impressive outpouring of public opinion, tl 

U-S. Agriculture Department said Thursday that i t w i l l not allow food products made from 
genecically-modifisd crops or created with irradiation to be labeled "organic." 

"I f organic fanners and consumers reject our national standards we have failed," U.S. 
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman said in a prepared statement explaining the 
department's decision. Crops grown in biosolida, or sludge, w i l l also not be allow to carry 
the organic label. 

Since Che agricult\ire department released i t s organic acandards proposal in December i t 
has received a record 200,000 public comments - most of them opposed to including produces of 
biotechnology, the use of food irradiation and the application of biosolids in organic food 
production. 

ThoBa practices axe "safe and have in^orcanc roles Co play in agriculture, but chey 
neither f i t current organic practices nor meet consumer expectations about organice, as the 
conmente made cleeir," Glickman said. "USDA i s committed to developing national organic 
standards chat organic farmers and consumers w i l l embrace.' 

USDA wi l l wade chrough che 200,000 public cooments before publishing a revised organic 
standard proposal later this year. Once again, that proposal - which Glickman said will 
contain fundamental changes from the f i r s t draft - w i l l be subject to public comment. 

"This additional opportunity... w i l l assist us in crafting rigorous, credible national 
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consvmiera can s i ^ o r t , " 
Glickman said. 

((Doug Palmer, Washington newsroom •>- l 202 898 8341 fax * 1 202 898 8383. 
Washington. commodsenergy. newsroomareuters. com)) 

REUTERS Rcr 09:43 05-08-98 Copyright (c) 1998 Reutera 
Received by NewsEDGB/LAM: 5/8/98 9:47 AH 

U.S. authorities set s t r i c t standards on orgtuiic foods 
WASHINGTON (AP) In a major victory for Jftmerica's orgainlc foods proponents, Agriculture 

Secretary Dan Glickman today announced that national organic standards w i l l not permit 
irradiation, genetic engineering or use of sewage sludge as f e r t i l i z e r . 

The department received more than 200,000 ccmmencs from the public since December about 
the proposed standards. The overwhelming majority apposed the three controversial items. 
""They neither f i t current organic practices nor meet current consumer expectations about 
organics, as the comments made clear,'• Glicknan said. 

When the Agriculture Department proposed the first7ever national standards for organic 
foods, i t took no o f f i c i a l position on the so-called " B i g Tfaree'' provisions. Instead, 
Glickman wanted to hear from the public about them. 

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

The organic industry i s growing 20 percent a year as many consumers look for alternatives 
to conventional agriculture, with i t s piesticides and factory livestock farms. Many organic 
farmers feared the i n i t i a l USDA rule would dilute their s t r i c t standards by permitting more 
conventional practices to be labeled "'organic' ' 

"Our task i s to aciinulate growth of organic agriculture, ensure chat consumers have 
confidence in the products that bear the organic label, and develop ei^orc markets for this 
growing industry, ' • he said. 

AP-NY-05-0B-9a 1041BDT Copyright (c) 1998 Ttie Associated Press 
Received by NewsEDGE/IiAN: 5/8/98 10:45 AM 
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T H E S E C R E T A R Y O F ACSRICUUTURE 

W A S H I N 6 T O N , D . C . 

eoaso-oloo 

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GE 

From: Secretary Dan Glickman 

Subject: National Organic Standards Regulafio: 

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 vMch has generated over 
130,000 conunents 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. 
Wbile 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 OfHce 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 coinment period closes on April 30,1998. In response to the requests of commenters, 
USDA intends to develop a new proposed rule for public commenL 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 
wiU 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 fimdamental 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 
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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 rulemaking 
and irtftises safety issues into a marketing rule. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

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 0MB (Don Arbuckle), NEC (Sally Katzen), and DPC (Elena Kagan) 
have been concerned about USDA's approach to this issue. 0MB 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. 0MB 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. 0MB 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 0MB, 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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USDA To Make Fundam tal Changes in Revised Prop Role On Organic Standards 

Washington. May X, 1998 - Secretary of Agriculture Dan GUckman announced today that the 
Departoent of Agriculture (USDA) wiU make fimdamental revisions to its proposed national 
organic standards as a result of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the uutal proposal. 

" U S D A i s — 

r ^ ^ W ^ s ; ^ ^ ^ ^ Mostimportantly,therevisedproposal 
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pr̂ ticeŝ aî otbeancedto ^ . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

credible. Otherwise, comme 

label- . ,^aards>ve have failed- Our task IS to 

national standards for organic farming 
suppoit," declared Glickman. 



05/07/88 IG 

05̂-06-98 lZ:2gPM JSOM COMM. IHFO MffMT STAFF TO 26001 iT 

58 O2O220OlO3e EECD Booi 

UNlTBO tTATES ENVIRONMEMTAL PROTeCTWN AflENCY 
' WASHINOTCSN, D.C. 20460 

APR 30 m 

Ms, Eileen S. Stommea 
Q«pjty Adminictralor 
USDA.AMS-TM-NOP 
DOCK ST # TMD 94-00-2 
Rodm • WIS. Ag Stop 0373 
P.O. Bnx 05456 
WaMhln|iuri, OC 10090-6456 

Dear Mc Stpmmsi:' 

O F F M W 
MATFA 

comiTieilits 
(NOS) 
dtfTlculi 
USDA 
from n 

The Offiae of Water. U S Eiivlronin»nliil Pr<st*ciitin Aa-ncy (12PA1 onbr.s ih« followinu 
iits an the pmpawd U S. Departmenl ft!" Agriculture (USbA) Nalioiiiil Oruftnit .(itAndardft 
^iJe Ourrevieu/of ihepropoaedNOfi rule l iu miide U8 morii Awurtt of ih» anonneus 
ei thai USDA hM fhced In ctcvdoplng and propoalnu TWI rule in itndMriHkln^ ihia tHSk, 
m* attempted to auppon the recommendntinpa ol'iu Nationul Or«iirii« Siundards Bourd 

rpBrkdlmg ptfrspeetlv/e. 

15ur commcnta and concerni can broadly be plneod info two catBHorics I'irst. the Avancy 
utronsl} raeummmntbt rtiar ihh tirttft rule hg utbJeciaJ t o p w r̂ ititnp /"«M«i,.cJ Ay a enrafitl tUt 
tiM»anmvHt M a htalMfm ittij^/Iha/ mla, Beoduae thii.wHti proponed as a murfcciina rulo science 
and nan aiieHameni were mil coniideraiictm in ihc deternimatton oi tviwcti iiitiiefittiK aie 
Bccepul J . for tha praduction of "organicnlly yrown" fnada. In our commciiix holow wc have 
identtflci that heallh prohlemK cun re«uli hmemm̂  ofihB Ifok cf a s^iuniKk, niui ii»k as t̂eMiticnt 
nnsis. 

^ our propoaed rule naked fhrcommeniK about ihu advisahlMiy of iiiLliuliiu; bloaiilldj as a 
inatorial fbr produeinfi food labaiad «B ••organically urown " fivui) l(u>ll,^ll luch practice 

sariE, your Natiomil Organic Standards Board and many mumhifrK «r>liii public wnuld 
oNQlude hiosolldH. For Ihese and a v«rieiy of oih«r reaartn.s (-die lidt.w). ourMt ctinil 

In Ihiii bimollils he Inrluth,! in tit*' SOS rut,- ur r/iix ijnu-. 

bii 
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would 
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1) 
o ) 

Thsi follawin„ addilinnsl anLimisratod Ooinmunts uluuild halp i.. H„(.l,c. oLpily iim bwiis ft,r 
LUif conokna and recnmrnendmlBna: 
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0B/07/9S 10 

OHB-98 12 29PM FROM com IPO MGMT STAFF TO 26001 16 

2) 

5e O202ieoio3« HECD 13002 

P003/O0B 

An extenalve risk iiSBSSment procoBS. fisi well aa a aories of peer roviows, lad to the 
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waiting period (betwaan the time of land application (il'mw nnimni inamires and 
tha time that eropa are harveated for human consumpilon) la adequnre to prnteci 
public health. Spselfloally, time and poialbly other treHtmoni IK necosmry (o avoid 
coniainlnatlon of edible eropa with viable pnthogena. 

Aa a eamparlaen, the Pan S03 atandiinla govaiiliiy the iwc nTbloaolida 
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below the land surface, 

There are also no tima-temperaiure alandards given in the propoBCii NOS rule for 
composting animal manurea to assure that the final cnmpuiiied proiliii;) no longer 
eoniaina pathogen a, 

Again as a confipariaon, the Part $0? siandartls (̂ overnln̂  the processing 
and uso of bioioIIdH reouira afninimum 3-day lime periiul <ii S '̂C for in 
vesscl-'conflgurod composting of hinsollds nnd ii I.S-tiay lime perir>d ai 
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the eompoating la performed in n windrow cDnlliJunilinii 
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tho absence of Sa/Hwui'llo sp, or that a atantiaril for fucal cnliform batiteria 
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moat probable number [MPN] par four yiram.* ni'KKtil aolids or the density 
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I both on K diy wel̂ hi baMU]). 
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i ) Tbm propeoed NOS rule also doea not addreaa potential problems firom ceriain heavy 
riaiala and toxic organic substances that may be present In anlmHl manures and other 
nateriala that would be pemiiRad fbr uao by the propoaed rule. The prnpoaed rule givM 
no indication of the potential levela of theae subatanees In the materials nor any auessment 
n rriak that iheaa aubiteneea might peae to human health and the environmunl via foods 
produced or firom other pathways. For example, elevBted levela of meials are known to 
occur in aome animal manures, (e.g., i h ^ are deltberarely plncsd in ihit dieta ofaoTna 
anlmaia). 

4) I'he propuaaJ NOS rule also doea not addreaa the lasue of nutriî ni monagement. In many 
liistancea, ihe application of nutrienta in animal manures la uncnnirolled and over 
•pplieatlen h«a ramiltad in pelliilinfi nf grnund and Nurfaoe wHtcra with poionlinl health and 
environmental eonaequenees. 

5) F or these reasons, the need fbr managing the pathogans, polluiHnis nnd nutrients in animal 
nanuroB and other substances that would be permitted for fenilixinu "(irganicRlly grown" 
f sods should'be evaluated by CBTBAII riak aMeuitioni. Bniii ihc Prealdeni'H Teod Safbty 
I lidetivc and the Vice Preatdent's Clean Water Aotion I*lan lor RasiorinB Pr îacting 
/Lmariea'K Witeri (!n which USHA and F.PA are partnera) addieid thona mnnagement 
imuea. 

fi) Many of the public have juii noi yet reached a poahion where they feul riulii about 
aeeepting tha use of bioiollds added to soils for prnduoing "crinaiiicallv grown" fbods 
This Is in spite offkct that years of extensive roaearch and oKperienue Imvc uaiellilly 
documented chat the use of biosolkis for the producilon affî oilM [« wliolL-anme and miie. 
The aafbty of bioaellda recycling has bwm rap««t»d|y deaumanlad Ity v*nnj nj-'ctudy nni\ 
experience with biosolld* recyeled in accordance with the PHTI ô.t rule and iis 
predeeessor rules and guidance. There are three Federal ptilicy .HiHiernenls. two ol'which 
have USDA aa a signatory, that support 9Brat> and offleaey fnr uaindt hioNuIids for ihe 
p|roduBllQn of foods (Bndoaurei 2-4). 

Hanee. £^4 inm/en that hlnnothiii nr*i even he IneMfd in the /^/Vi, esjitciully if 
ittnjtnul NOS i* n«t riti-hnaeil. 

Any daBinlrn ro HIMHOW the use of bioaolids .shcuiM noi he JuKlified based upon the 
assumption that using bloaollda U detrimcnial lo the quality nl' sotl̂  or foodii lhat 
may be grown, The principle of (he safety of biosolids recyclinju IA accordHncc with 
applicable rules has been articulated in the prevleuiilv referanued hI'A, a.SUA, and 
Food nnd Orug Adminiatratian (PDA) policy •laiamenu as well an in « National 
Research CuuncH rwlew orthc Pan 503 n.ile and RiA •iMMOHntncî i pmccss. 

I underciRnd thm meinbera of FPA. U^DA, jind OMB Staf̂ Miawe diK(..iiM.si!(l drains nf this 
rule befdra it was proposed as wdl as drafts of thcst; comments which I am sunilinu ro you mdny 
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By these i llscuaalona, we have laamad of a number of major inhlatlvea that are being auunineJ 
and potentially undetiaken within USDA and EPA to gain the knowlodgo nacasaary for beginning 
to manogi the enarmeua. amount of animal monuras and fond preeaaaing by-preducu in • manner 
thei IB aafii. Including their uae In the pnaduetlon of organically grown fbod crops. I know that 
USDA-Ajiricultural Mseareh Service (ARS) end USDA Afirlculbiral Marketing Service (AVIS) 
seientista 1iav« met to dlaeuss how each of a number of your labaratories ean work cooparaiively 
to devele; needed.basic infbrmacbn and methods for asaurii^ aafbly-produced furnis grown In 
soils amerded with animal manurei. My oiriee and U S D A - A J L S W)|| be jointly crnnitorlng a 

to determine the state of knowledge about newly emerginit pathogen Issues associated 
itmnuraa, bioaalida, feed preceaaing by-predueia, and other aimilar mmariuli Wa h«ve 
-rorkine with ARS to develop ii guidance document for the safb field .stnrHije of by-

producta like biosolids and to some extent animal manures. 

In |he letter I aent to Richard Rominger prior to tha proposal of this rule, I indicated that 
the riak as laaanienl eflfart that led to the development of tha Pait SOit bloaolida aile may be useful 
in davdup ng suitable guidanoe fbr the safb management and use of nnlniol manuruH lo produce 
fboda, Mimben af our aiafl*would be willing to work with exporta ni DBOA \n Kolping lo 
conduct a r|ak asaesament and/or peer review thai your oflflce might pertbrm en nniinal manui us 
aa a method to develop safe procedures for manauemeni of these animal manures nn J food 
processing by»producis (Enclosure S). 

Wa 
and/membisrs 
conraci me 

Enclosuras 

would be heppy to meet with you. members of tho National Organic Standards Board. 
of yoor stafTto further clarify the poinia made in thia lertcr Hcaac ftel f>ea \o 

at 2Q2-2fiD.S70O or any of Ihe rulluwint; iiienibera of my Jilnlf 

Dr. John Walker, the loader ofnur Agency Diaaolid* Pmamm Implnne-ntMiinn 
Team, at 20Z-Z60-72I3. 
Dr, Alan B, Rubin, who was reiponsible for tha davelnpinent ufiliu Pan 
Bioaolida Rule and Risk Aaaessmeni, at 202.2fiO.7S8O, 
JcfTLape In the Offlce ofWastawaior Mnniigemenl wlih regard tn pcrmitiinB 
straiogles for Concentrated Animn! Feedlns Operatlon.t trArris). m 202-260-
60S7, or 
Eric Sinualer In our OfTioe orSciisnca and 1'achnolô y wiih reH'r\< i» efTluenT 
guidelines far t̂ APOs. nt ana.ZftO'?! 50. 

Singcrely. "1 

Robert rerclMepa 
Assistant Adminiatraiui' 
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DRAFT (11:00 am) 
Sally's additions are in bold. 

J-
May 6, 1998 ^ ,«"^ 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: ELENA KAGAN . ^ 
SALLY KATZEN j 

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 starldard 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 in4reating 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 criticisr 
The primary complaint has been that it does not explicitly prohibit the use of genetically 
modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids (sludge) in food thgt-eetdd'BeTabeled "organic." 
In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had request̂ -eomments^as to whether foods using any of 
these techniques could be considered as organic| In respotlse, USDA says-it4»s receiv^almost 
200,000 comments regarding the proposed rule, me 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 



indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement. 

Representatives of OMB arid 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 fooa 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 demon/trating safety, they may be misled. OMB points out that organic 
n^aterial might be even worse in terms of some microbiological hazard^^j^d-supposedty^ganic 
foods have been and may in the future be linked to illnesses such as occurred in the Odwalla 
juice outbreak. OMBmotes 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 somethfmg along the lines of "organic food may be no more 
or less safe than non-organic food" orthat USDA continue its comment review process and not 
prematurely prohibit using the temrwganic 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 
hot be part of the revised proposal. We suggest USDA not include the phrase "taken off the 
tablCi," 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 inteitdea to encompass these 
products and practices." In addition, aflter discussions wjtn OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and 
IJSDA 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 Bp^rd should report regularly to the Secretary on 
possible uses of̂ -newT^chnologies and whethen-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. ^^^..^^^^^ 

In December 1997, USDA published a proposed regulation to establ«h a national organic ' 
standard. It has been the USDA position that the standard is fa mark^ing descriptioiv^of— 
what is and is Oftt ftrgiiniffr 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. MlHhvuflffFltaTHI) Ihr Ailministration has Innc 
pi-nirintf>H fnn(^ |(iafpf|̂  aiiH "^jjin^-T^i^^iM^^h^^^tgriftl^g^ ftrEanif jnlri'l will 
mnl^lkiiWipbr fonfitnird m an indirnliiiii uf (IK impiorrd infrt;)' nf thr prndiirt~|' 

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.fThe primary complaint has been that the proposed rule does 
not explicitly prohibit the use of genelî jally modified organisms, irradiation, and biosolids 
(sludge) in food that could be labeled "or^^ic." in the preamble to its pi'op* 
requested comments as to whether foods usingvany of these teehniqucs could be c^asviorcd as f_ 
<hygfimr̂ UM:#^wftstfTj r^nW1f^^ f f ^ ^ t * " p'̂ T'T ticcs bccausc elpossible .safety 

benefits^aiid consistency with Administration paficv'jjiot bacauac they were thought to be— 
wt^itfa fUp Hpfinifinn nf niigaiiif ^ ^i iiirii ihfy I'-^jfifjThe- riic has also been the subjcct of 
unfavorable editorials in many newspapers including the New York Times, the Washington Post, 
the Chicago Tribune, and the Los Angles Times. (-Sample/Organic Haah From the USDA . 
jCitehen^ 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,34^i-7th^ (attached). 



indicating that USDA will repropo^e4he rule and /'make fundamental changes in the new 
proposed rule on organic standards." S^edficallv, the statement would indicate that 
biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids ar^^elng taken off tho table and will not be included ia 
(̂ ,̂ r prr.pr.gai " Artlclcs iR-th^ last Week in TODAY, and the Washington Post have 
indicated that USDA is preparing such a statement. \^ ^ 

Representatives of'OMB/and NEC/nave beed concerned about l/SDA's plan to issue » 
statemen t̂aking these techniques "off the table^ These agencies argue/that consumers will likely 
view a product labeled as organic as safe, dccpito the fact tha t̂here is nof^vidence to Uve^ 
demonstrate that organic food is any safer than non-organic food, or that genetically modified/ "-"^bdii^i^iiy 
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 în terms of some microbiological hazard* Organic foods 
fertilized with manure 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 
ft-areas such as genetically modified products and biosolids (sludge) in which the —'H^^ILV^ LA^TI, 

<iee/ 0 Administration is on record supporting the safety of tho practice/ OMB agdjgBSr'^ggested 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 suggest USDA not include the phrase "taken off the 
tr^hlp," bo^Vf^^pr, ^'^hjf'h "^qy ' m p l y thay- . ' . . i i l i l HHVHI Is.̂  fn[iv;iiU>rfH Tn its pliiPP w<» aiiggpst tha 

phrase "we will he cleai- that the tci »i Sn ganic' i.s not mtcndcd to encompass these 
produrfs and practices.?*̂  In addition, after discussions with OMB, OSTP, I'^E^FDA and 

tiavi USDA we hâ  'e 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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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

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 
inany 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 genefically 
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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THE WHITE HOUSE 

W A S H I N G T O N 

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., 
irradiafion) 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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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. Glickman also 
committed the Department to provide the opportunity for additional participation after all 
conmients 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 coinment period to provide an opportunity for even 
greater public participation." 

In a notice to be published, in the Federal Register on February 9,1998, the comment 
period vvill be extended for 45 days and will now close on April 30,. 1998. "This extension is 
part of USDA's continuing effort to ensure an open process and is an example of how USDA is 
responsive to public input mto 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 
recommendations for making improvements in the proposal," Glickman siaid. "Our goal is to 
develop a final rule that the organic community 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 Depanment 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 cenification program. The department also 
invited public comment uniU April 30. Reaction has 
been sharply critical, particularly from those most 
du-ectly 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 nationaUy certified standard wUl 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 
fenilizer 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 
p.Iants in a field of soybeans. But a cardinal tenet of 
organic farming is that diversity is as essenual to 
biological health as it is to cultural health If the 
orgamc rules are passed as they stand, organic 
tarmmg wiU certainly go on, but under a different 
name and with renewed bitterness. 

-(•̂Ro vasn BIT;: 069 zaz xvi IT^ZT se/sz/î o 



Irradiated, sure, but organic 
Proposed rules 
would have made 
word meaningless 
By Qlen Goodp̂ a. 
Boston Glot^^ 

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 cnougA? 

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 fanning commu­
nity. 

Ever since December when 
the USDA released the Bist-
ever proposals for minimum 
standards for organic foods, a 
full-scale debate has been rag­
ing about the meaning of the 
"0" word.,Now, an astonish­
ing 101.000 fanners and chefe, 
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 "0" 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 apples 
appeared on the market bear­
ing the label "organic* 

Organic fanning, which 
once exuded the aura of a hip­
pie enterprise vrith lethargic 
and overpriced vegetables, was 
just becoming a hUl-fledged al­
ternative, the apples of dubi­
ous "organic" origin con­
vinced many in the disparate 
community tfaiai 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-

/ •4J 
New YofK Times 

Organic farmer Qeorce Bau, o( Habbvdston, Maŵ  tn tha barn wHh hit Rhode Island Red chiekans. 

tlonal farming and a buddy of 
agribusiness. But with the help 
of Vermont's Sen. Patrick Lea­
hy, the Orgaiuc 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 feais. 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 Orgaiuc Chickens before 
you could blink an ̂ e." 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 depan-
ment's bias toward conven­
tional farming is long and 
deep. Organic fanning 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 inarketing 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 till the 
cloned cows come home, but 
it Bts 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 fannland as if it were a 
megabank. It's to industrialize 
farming, and mass produce 
identical products on a land 
fanory. The sturdy but smaller 
trend is toward diversity, 
toward sustaining the land 

Today organic farms are not 
just food boudques, trendy lit­
tle 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 HtUe to 
promote organic farms. But if 
these proposals are put into 
law, organic will have lost any 
meaning. The "0" in the 
0-word will stand for Zero-
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EDITORIALS 

Bowing to pressure 
More comment sought on orgamc rules 
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framework, is in trouble. None of the o r g i S ^ S i S a o S ^ ^ l , 

"̂̂ "̂̂  «̂ f-̂ t̂ tĴ t th!jSsD^^a5^S7th1 
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manimeinain and Ward — a hid in hotel 
finance hnOMm aa • papenelip RBIT. 
"Whm the (nme Rianssomcnt runs two 
cDRipmlK with diKarent aharshaldar 
faaeaa, you navo Oia pomnal for a. c&nnia 
of inierett." cold a nereon OIOM lo Heet 
Marrtalt. "TIkU way lhay «t« obvloudly al 
ncmfe' length." 

The company hODC* that paying « hl^h 
dlvMciMt inBiend of coiporate laves will 
MM veoif l u aiaek pttcc and moke aeaulat-
tUmi cuter to aftord. as it lu i for its RSIT 
conip«l ion' Another odge: RBtTs can pay 
for purcnaow with a apwual form of aeeurl' 
Hoc eonvartlbia w atock that cttoblea a 
aellar lo dofer eapltal-galnt (axea. That 
ndvanUffe ha» mode REITs the biarvr of 
cnekw Xvt hotel ownon that nave oaen bir 
galno In property *alitat> 
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WHAT'S IN A LABEL? 

Organic 
Hash From 
The USDA 
Kitchen 
By REED KABAIM 

' rriagine a chicken on its way to the kitchen 
table. It spent its life in a huge shed, ore of 
hundreds of thousands of birds stacked in 
cages in windowless bams. It was fed grain 

grown on land fertilized with sewage from a 
nsirby town. After slaughter, it was rolled on a 
conveyor belt past radioactive waste and "irradiat­
ed' lo kiD bacteria. 

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

To the U5. Department of Agriculture, it's an 
open question. After seven yean of study, the 
department issued proposed rules recently to 
define what can he labded "organic" anuDng the 
&uits. vegetables, meat, poultry and even pro­
cessed foods on supermarket shdvea. Organic 
fanners, whose business is growing by 20 percent a 
year, had been awaiting rules they hoped would 
protect their industry. What they got were prelimi-
naiy rulings with loopholes large enou^ to 
accommodate a factory farm, an irradiation plant 
and a biotech lab. 

If you're like me. recently referred to by m>-
5ancee as a junk-food4oving couch potato (I really 
believe she meant it affectionately). youVe proba­
bly given only occasional conaderation to organic 
food. Yet. like a growing number of my fellow 
shoppers, I sometimes worry about just what is in 
the plump chicken breasts and eerily tasteless 
tomatoes I toss into my shopping cart With the 
choices that consumers face growing ever more 
complicated, tlie government's commitment to 

SeeOKGA!<]C.C7. Cai 1 

Reed Karaim is a freelance writer who has 
«TT7 (iRO 7n7 'W4 r\7.:7T'' ^<{/77/in 



n-cuttredireclitroflhrLnid Instiluli: in .^BlAt/•IJ. 
\f<ij.i., a nonprofit orRanuation dedtcaled lo 
•nakingicieruieamileclutologji rtsponaui lo social 
:L<nams. 

%iU bn'n̂  mî irevnlL-nlLiI |j[W{it.'hly unil fi cnjnir. Uicy 
1301 ako Uutaten ixjr ciwc values. VTkiX Jhoaas 
Itileaoa aSal 'chcrisliBl Lbcrty" is noi dctmrhieil by 
uur neai^ II a delcnniiud bf our eirmal vigiLuice. L 

inn M04< Liijuurs i i iu. cnaoweu \.iidu ivr in r 
PhyuuJhr Ch»i\mgtd V>i]i:rKia Coiiimunity morinr^claf l i .n ' l 

The Word 'Organic' Has Not Clarified Food Labeling 
l>Ri;.AiVir..fwaCI 

plain-spakrn. accunte bheling is criliol 
That'i why LBDA'i ofguic nifa are so 

trauhtin£. rgnorin£ Uie momnimdatiaii nf a 
biiud oi lartncrâ  envuacuiKntalislj anil om-
suinm. Lhe dcfKutiTjHil left open Ihr posaribil-

inadiatioiL, si-wigc and evm gentAr 
iTiicinecTuiK could be ised an products b-
hclnl ot̂ anic. [n ,1 final twist, Lhe USDA 
•juJudrd pny.isiin.̂  UUL coû d Mock bbds 
Mnth spuiific chims !uch a> "rased wilhoul 
syntheiicchiinicils" w'pesticiJe'lree brm.' 

H il by a stomi ol crilidsn finer the rok 
1̂33 issued. iXjKaJturi: Soactaiy Dan 
Gliddnan has emphasized thai the 

njles wiB be revised biiscit on puhlic iepan.<e. 
"Oar InLcnlicn Is Lo develop a final rule that 
nints iJir expectation of argaitk brmcn and 
consunictSi" si\i Jam O'Brien, issxiale 
aibninlslnLor ol LtSDA's AjjrkuttuR Market­
ing Scivicc. 

As tbf)" ••'aiid now, howicvEr. lhe prcposcd 
iduidanh represent aoaielhing efe« an tign-
oiltun! De(iarlnH3i( so entranced by oamcn-
liocial agribisiiuss lhat i( cvniM aush JB\ 
allemaLivc apprrodi, making it dilScub far 
cartauneis Is make Infonncd choices. 

The ̂ ryalocganiebiiningtsthcsloryof 
4jmaIl.hanifrgrownirilust7Y (hat existed Ear 
)'eara bclou' Uie ladai a( (eilrril lexulatcfs 
and bn^d f>c ideolagiei of Ihe Faim EcJL 

For mon: than lOd yenî  <xini<enti<xial 
af^'ulture vra buiKana delemunrd Liilh in 
the nriurs U ladmiAio' chemistjy: A 
bigscr aimhinc, a hcttfr ptstidde, a morr 
judiciom mix ol fertifiiu uxl h>1iriil plan! 
sal could bring forth an eta man buuntc-
inis KirvcsL /\nd it has led to supcraiaiVcl 
ithrh'r!! bulgiji^ Willi a cociiuDopb ol î vvry 

kind of foixl i t amaringb' cheap priixs. It ha;; 
led to foods that ate deaiL attracdw and 
present no iimncdiate haith risk. 

II also has led to prablora—nil ercsioiL 
puimd-vniler poflutidn and aap dise:iGc. An J 
while f^i^minenl rcstarchea beiirvr (licy 
pew i» dantier, detelcs still oontiruie abcul 
chemicil resiihes on (niils and vegî tabks 
and artiScial grtnwth harmanu in ireaL 

bi Ihe VKBs anil ^Ds, a small number ol 
hrmen began to nsisl the industrial model 
I'he approach they turned to is bath as uhiais 
human dviSatioin and a product of Uxla/s 
hciî tencd environ-
incnlal awvmess. As 
Frederidi Kiischen-
mann, in arijanic 
bnner from Medina. 
iN.D., explains. "You 
took at nature as be-
inX Uie production 
syslon and tn' Lo fil 
agriculture btto thai" 

In practice, this 
means Aoayg wilhoul chcmiial Cntilizcrs and 
pestjddcs, It means depending on cnip 
rotation and natural substances to oaotTol 
disisse and pests Fcf Evialock, it means 
uvwding artificial growth honnimis oi antibi­
otics aixl allowing animals aoxsa to open all 
andkinl 

The bmm who Gr>1 adopted the or^uiic 
nii?thcd were ficquenttjr detidcd bi mral 
Anxrlca as muzzy-beaded, pscudi>hippieK. 
But aA heallhojnsciouj j\m£Titafl.i becinse 
increasingly suspicious of (o«l addititts aiMl 
chorucally intcnsivv lamilng piacliixs, thp 
otgoii: business won a bliowing. 

"Nationally, it's aboat a 14 biUioik a year 
industry,' ays Kathleen Merrigan. of the 
Hcniy VVnlhiT [netitule lor AJlernativc Agri-

M l i 1 l i K n e u i . n l 

culhirP- Thai's on})' a smaB port of the total 
food business, but it has been gruu-ing rajiidJy 
enough to make oidsngiji on the trend i real 
terrjUation, Vemumt, lor example, had 17 
certified organic Janns in 1987 with a total of 
13a acres in producliaa By 1997, the dale 
had 170 certilied larms with 13.900 ancs in 
production. But with no national standard in 
place, fi]se claims mullqiGcd mtr Ihe same 
period "Organic" IhiEatened to became as 
hop and meataAgfesa 1 laliel as "heohhy." 

Then, in (he lale '809, mjpndc fameia 
asltcd Congrra lo wrilf a law that would 
create a mkdnnun natjonal standard. 11 was 
an unusual event—a gtasscoolA moi'cmnil 
seeking out gtranment regulation. Merri­
gan, then cn the 5lall of Sen. FahHck Leahy 
(D-VL), remembers the dnfling prccess as a 
colbliankUDn between laivmaket̂  oonsusn-
(35, ermranjncntalista and organic farmers, 
"(t was reaBy donocracy at lis best," she aid. 

The bw croted a .<|)ecia] boani lhat was to 
Cî ablish a BiJ of axeptfd subEtnnces ha 
organic (arming. The law's autbns aigur tbaL 
it did not gi«<e the agricuttun ucrttary 
authority to add itons to the b'sL 

The bv.̂ 'ers at lEDA saw Ihkigs diOereot-
ly. GiickiiEin Ignored the board's iccommen-
dations onsetrml ibinâ  aDowiî sihstaiHxs 
that organic trroers consider "syntiietic' 
(inchiding t\AXi biocngineeml products). He 
alw made h eosicf for meal from animals 
ticaLcd with dru^ (o be jold as organic. 

The net result, say those who followed lhe 
pmxis fron Ihe begirming, has been to 
water doK-n (he standartts so thai convcirlion-
al agribusinrsi onuld slap an orpnic labd on 
some products viilh only minimal changes in 
the way il ojierates. "Ourwhcle intent was lo 
help," said Mcrripm, "and il this is how it 
cornea ml, we wonl have helped Ihe indiB-

by. We irdglit haw dcstio>«l iL' 
Theie ate those who see Ihr Sngeiprinls of 

^'busines.i tabl̂ r-isls and imagine quieL 
conspiiadrs Lo undo a anofl but growing 
industry before il beoames a real ChrviL In 
(nilh, the l£I>A—indeed Ihe entiie U.S. 
goivmmenl—has such a vested inlenst in 
com-incing you and the cest of (he world that 
conventional hmdog is the best pcssible 
approach, that iCs hard to see how things 
CDidd have gone dlQeceiitly. Export sales 
depend on it CbiKUmer peace of mind 
depends on iL Oijiinic farming Li inevitably 
seen as an imjiHcit mticism ol Qui appmach. 

What's mace, each of lhe cantrovnsial 
ilors Ihai USDA alb»«d into tix ctganic 
standants has its defendenL The biotech 
industry iiislsLs lhat geneticall)' inanipubled 
products are as natural as any. The (oodfco-
oesiing indusliy and (he Food and Drug 
Admiriistiation support Ihe use of irmdiitiixi. 
(The government's concem about food SI(L>-
ty. In gcner^ is warrwiLcd. Recent epoodes 
o( tainted meat and unpasteuriied apple juice 
kll many sick and same dtsul.) 

The Enviitinmental Pralection iVgaiLV 
likes (he idea ol sewage—they peeler (he 
term 'biosotids'—being tecyded through 
agriculhual use. Animal oonCneinenl and (he 
use of bomones are supported fay agribus)-
noa ami pnxlucei gniup& 

But there are opposing views. Inadiation, 
lor example, does sliglLlI)' diaî ge tiie color 
and taste of meal and s ncured as a food 
safely treabncnl of last resort liy the Center 
fat Science In the E\jblic [nletesC. Enviiarr-
ntenlaJ experts hove raised concerns abcul 
heavy metals Oial may be ynscnt in sewage. 
Others believe (be impiliatiDns of bitnidudng 
gEiKticaDy engineetol siMcies into nahne 
may take generTL(ioni to detenrdne. 

Organic lanrers arc nin picposinii! ihai 
these practices be otUiwed. They are onJy 
asking that thctr ir.du5Ŝ - be iDnwtd lo 
remain free oi them-^t Icail lis new. 

The underbinif notion is a respect for 
the comptê dr/ ol nature, a belief ihil 
it's hard tu .LWS JO Ihe risks lhal 

change can bring lo an cco\>5«enj. 'Organic," 
said Kiischersnann, 'ku ai«ays opeQlcri oii 
the old wisdarii thai il libeller to'ceialethan 
Sony." 

And, indeed, science ha.* broughl us won-
dertd things. But (he history of srienlific 
pmgiEss IS hdl ol false ̂ iteps and hideous 
resdls, fnxn DDT pojurung lo Lholidcmide 
babies. Consuirm rmy emfacaoe the nation 
of bedcr bnxooU Uuaugh chemistry, oi ^ay 
may dedde (o lake a w-jil-and-see nttitiMlc. 
The i)uestion is noi whethei the pr,icsices ol 
conventkmal agricuilun; i i t goud la \-vu or 
whelhei Ihcy are humane ka ;uiinuds. 11u' 
ifjestion is whcLhei '.wshiould haw a dioice. 

We may buy while bt*sid sold b)' SIN'MI 
hcail and produce with an orgznic bbt'l. 
Some ai \is may decide ive care enough about 
huw animals ajc raised or ho.v much chejni-
r»k seep into grcund water (o paf more Kir 
food lhat avoids these practices, Olhes. may 
say the heck witii it, mid shop al a huge loud 
waicbouse looking for nothing bul bugains. 

DuL the rjucstkm remains whfither the 
USDA wQI gjvc Hi enougli infurmaCian abnijl 
those altetnaliwa so wt can maiL' inicnnetl 
choices, or whetiier il will subvx-rt anyU-iiji? 
Uiat challenges tiie status quo. In i'.^ prrlinu 
nary rule on ari;;ui>; larming, L ^ A hu' 
pos.'icJ judgmcnl un ilwIL The prcxJiid il hua 
ilelivctcd lo American ounsumers is Uinled. 
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Going Organic, Clumsily 
By Peter Hoffnian yf_2p> 

A f t e r more than five years cf 
delib«ratto(u, the 

/ % Agriculture Depari-
mm^^L meni has relejised 

I ^ its proposal on how 
to regulate the label-

I
ing oliorganic foods. Unfonuiiately, 
Ihe plan wil l make it harder, noi 
easier, (or the cansutncr. to dlstln. 
euish beitrecn organic antf conven-

. iioTuIl)- produced food. 
The pnxlucen of organic looi] 

have come a long way. T«en(y years 
ago, organic foods meani gnarly ap­
ples and wormy turnips attractive 
only to liveoff-che.Iaiid hipplct and 
urban exifemlsis. AS an asplrlnj; 
chef. I had l i i i lc use for Ihese fortom 
ana wilted vegetables. I prided my­
self On seircfl lng for the finest look­
ing produce. How i( was grtjwn. what 
••&.< Sprayed on it and wfieiher ic was 
safe to eat were of l itt le consequence. 
Wimoui thinking much atxiut i t . I 
was of the "what you can't sec won't 
hurt you" school of cooking.' 

Since then, my commitmcnc to qual­
ity ingreldienis hasn't dtanged. but my 
definition af quality has. With the help 
of farmers" markets and tocal farms, 
consumers and chefs alike begaxi over 
uie yeari; to discover fcod of a dlffer-

New food rules 
miss the mark. 

em oraer than whit had t>«m avaiJ-
aDIe l̂ ^o^Jgh conv^rntionaJ mjirkeis. 
Here ".ere vegeradcs wim u unimag-
med flavor and freshness. 

Al Ihc Stan, quantities were small. 
t)ui in time they became plcniiful 
wougn lO'Shirr the taste and demands 
ol consumers. There is no tx i ler e i -
o/nple ol chis than the case of saiad 
greens. New York has gone from a 
ciiy of only iceberg and rORiaine to 
one where meSclun, a Fretich mixture 
or w i e d baby lettuces, is available In 
vinuaJly every comer gtticcry. 

Peier Hoffman i$ (he omner and che/ 
of Soi'oy Restaurant and sen.-es as a 
Ooard mernber of Chefs CsJlobora-
nve ^000. u/hich promotes I'usiain-
atile agriculnire. 

f i t the demand and 
volume for organic lOoA 
increased, prices slowly 
came dovm aitd i t bexan 
to compete with convefl-
tional foods. Large cor­
porations like bole saw 
that organics were 
more than just a ni<^e 
markcL In fact, the or­
ganic business has 
gmwn by 20 percent 
each year since 1990. 
Sales In 19S6. (he latest 
figures available. v«crc 
U.5 billion. 

With expansion of ihc markei 
came coahision about terms. What 
do "natural ." "free-range." •low-
spray" and ""organic" reaiJy mean? 
Thiriy.fivc different certlfyipg pri­
vate organizations currently offer 
definiiions. 

To clear up the confusion. Congress 
passed the Organic Foods Production 
Act in 1990 to Standardize the terms 
and practices for organic larm'uig. 
Acknowledging tne Agriculture Dê  
partmeni's lack of experience and nu-
lorlcal hostility toward noocoqven-
(lonal farmers. Congress csiafillshed 
the Natwnal Organic Standards Board 
m advise the department in develop­
ing natknal regulatiocis. 

The challenge and complexity of 
defining organic soon became appar-
eoL Organic food Is not jusi about a 
product: ic is a philosophy in which 
the process af pmduciiDn 'is as im­
portant as the final result Organic 
growers rightly Believe that a farm 
is a diverse ecosyilem. that soil is a 
living organism to be nurtured and 
that faiTsinc practices need to be 
concerned about the long.term 
heallh of workers, consumers, (he 
surrounding water supply and ih« 

animals living K-)ihin the habiui 
Transforming lhat philosophy into 

regulations look extensive research, 
countless regional hearings md five 
years of draft p lus. The national 
standards board made specific reeom-
mendauons. addressing production. 

processing, labeling 
and ceruficaiian. 

So What happened? 
The Agnculiure 15e-
panmcnt almost tc»-
cally ignored 
board's advice. Instead 
II issued wateral-doirn 

guidelines, iitcludln^ the lollowug: 
• Livestock eouH be fed 20 percent 

nonorganic feed, yet stui be laoeled 
organic 

• CenelicaUy cngmtsred org^in-
ism& could be allowed. 

• Irradiated foods are not prohib­
ited. 

• The rules about animal confine^ 
mem and the use of ani ibiotics are lax. 

• frtunicipal sludge coniaining 
heavy metals and other (OKIC u'lsies 
coukl be used as orgmlc composi 

In the most astunlshuig rr.ovr. ine 
proposed rules allow only the word 
"organic" to be used or, labels ana 
forbid any ouier deiajird inlormarion 
about produciion. FarrtKrs could not 
advertise (hat iheir animaJs are anti-
bioiic-lree or (hat theif pla.iis are nor 
genetically encuiecred. 

This I I not good news lor thr small 
I»rmcr$ who originally buili lhe mar­
ket for organic foods. In nmc. many 
could he forced out of tn< orgar.ic 
Business by large companies thai call 
food organic when it reajly isn't. 

The Agnculture Depanmem's nevi. 
guidelines don't nc«d minur iwe^Jcne 
or revision. They need to be scrappco 
and rewritten in a<:cord».ice n-iih the 
original reconmcndaiKins cy LT.C n j 
tioflil jt i indjras board — an i?proac,i 
(hat eD.-i.\idtrs (he nesJth of all tiv-m^ 
ihuijs alone f o ^ cn:ur, iclli 
consumer! L'st- i r j - j loou; ..n.M 
irn:>-'re Duyir.f 
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EATING W E L L 
iVf a r ia n B ur ro a 

U.S. Proposal on Organic Food Gets a Grass-Roots Reviev i 
THE i>r£antc fooil Indualry ha:, ur-

ganizcd an Impressive grass-rools 
campaign — cjiiploylng Web sites, 
yubllc meetings, encUisures in 

telepliane bills ajul even bilormatiiMi printed 
on the bacljs of milV canons — thai has 
•ilrcady convinced lhe .Agriculture Dcp<in-
meni lhat substantial changes must be 
made In live proposed Federal regulations 
li>r organically grown foDd. 

Since December, when (he proposed rules 
were liuiounced, lhe teparlmcnl has re-
ceivea more than ll . l lM comments, ilmost 
all of ihi>ni negative. Secretary ol Agricul­
ture Daji Glicldnan, aware that lhe proptn-
ali lie ciDi si I well wlUi ihose who buy and 

sell organic food, said In on Interview last 
week thai the comment period was being 
cxiended until April 30 lo give more people 
on opportunity to have a say. 

"1 do not think the Department ol Agrlcjl-
luro will be publishing final rules i l Ihe 
people who asked for them fkid them objec. 
tionaUe;" he said, adding (hat he had no. 
I Iced grcai interest In ihe prnpased rules In 
his iravels around lhe country. 

" Democracy will work," h i s old." We will 
listen lo lhe commcnti and will, [ am sure, 
inalte modlllcallons to Ihe rule." 

There are a number af slicking points in 
ihi; pruposal, bul what Mr. Glickman calls 
"the b i j Uiree" — Irradiation, blolechnatugy 

and sludge ~ have b « n on the nnnils of 
most of those who have commented on this 
rule, in Ihe proposal, the Agriculture De-
panmenl asked whctlier foods that hod 
been Irradiated or created by bioengineer-
Ing could tw Included in a defUildun ol 
orgBJilc. It alsoaslieil whether sludge, which 
Is reprocessed sewage, could ha used as 
fcrllJtzcr on crops sold as organic. 

There l i is been a resounding no to aM 
three questions from almost everyTinc who 
has taken the trouble (s contoienL 

The flood of comments has been In re­
sponse la a wclloicliestrated elforl ihal Is 
lhe vary anlllhesis of the kind of lobbying 
done by wealUiy Indusiites. 

When Insurance companies, for instance, 
wanl to Influence a Federal Govern itienl 
decision, ihey send Uieii lobbyUts to talk 
diioclly to Ihe people who arc making che 
rules. And Jusi to tie on the sale tide, they 
make pollilcal contrlbuilons to (he appropri­
ate panics. IMien a small emerging Indus­
try like organic processors and farmers 
wants to send a message to the people who 
mnke the rules, li has (o depend on less 
expensive stcateglei. 

"ir we put IIOO.DDO Into (Ills campaign, l( 
will be a lot," said Katherlne DIMadeu, Ihe 
execullve director of the Oiganic Trade 
Asaoclatiai In Greenfield, Mass. "So, we sal 
down and mapped out a campaign un ba-x to 
clfecl a change wiUuul a lot vJ ^oney." 

TTie trade association spent several days 
In Janiiar)' discussing lhe Issues with mem­
bers of what they call iheir consumer net­
work list — bKluiilng producers and csn-
sumcr groups. It enlisted tlieir support to 
icBch everyone Interested In gelling out the 
message lhat Ihe |ireposed organic lood 
regulatJont were unacceptable. 

Companies like riorteon Organic Dairy In 
Boulder, Colo., and Whale Fcods Market, 
the nalurnl leads supermarket chain thai 
owns stores like Bread and Circus in Massa­
chusetts and Fresh Fields In Washington 

and New Jersey, are helpuit to spread ^ 
r̂ard_ Whole Foods lias posted inrorniL f 

aboui Ihc proposed rules in lis stores C 
provided lorms so that customers can e : 
submit thcEr comments lo (he Agricul 
DepartmenL The chaUi has also dlstnbi 
lifers advising iis customers la call i 
senators and lo tell (ham (tial they c 
wanl sludge used or liradla(cd or bioi 
Ingredients in llieir orgtuile lood. 

By last week, the oKJce of Senamr 
Patrick Afoynlhan, Democrat of Vi 
said chat it had received I7S leners. pli 
number ol calls from consllluents, a! 
them opposing Uic rule as it is now wrir 

The back panels of U mltltnn Hon 
Organic milk cartons point out what 
company considers to be (he Shan 
of the proposed organic standards and 
vise ennsuRiets on how to register c. 
plaints. 

Also fueling citlien porticlpadon 
publication oJ the rules by (ke Ag'iculc 
•epartmeni on the Internet (htiji 
www.anu.iisda^ov/nap). 

i\fs. DIMacieosald she hoped there we 
be SO,Dlia coinmcnls by the time I lie ci. 
niml period expires, on April 3I>. 

And (hrn the review process will begii, 
again. 
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Going Organic, Clumsily 
ByP, • Peter H o f f m a n 

J^Iier more iha/i five years ol 
/ % deliberations. the 

/ % Agriculture Depan-
^ • • J k meni has released 

J %. its proposal on how 
to regulate me ijbel-

I
ing ol organic foods. Unfortunately, 
the plan will make it harder, not 
easier, [or the consumer to qiscln-
liuish between organic and conven­
tionally produced load. 

The producers o[ organic food 
have come a long way. Twenty years 
ago. organic foods meani gnarly »[>-
pies and wormy lumlps attracuve 
only to live-ofr-che-land hippies and 
urban eiiremtsts, AS an ajplring 
chef, 1 had little use tor these lorlom 
and wilted vegetables. 1 prided my­
self on Searching lor the finest loo*-
rng produce. How it was growTt what 
"as sprayed on ii and'whelher it was 
sale to eat were of little consequence. 
Without thinking much about it. I 
was of the '"what you can't see won't 
hurt you" school of cooklnfi. 

Since Chen, my commitment to qual-
iiy ingredients hasn"t changed, but ray 
derbution of i^aliiy has, With the help 
or farmeri' markets and kx:ai farms, 
consumers and chefs alike began over 
lhe years ro discover food of a differ. 

New food rules 
miss the mark. 

tnl order than uha[ had been avail-
ible ihrouEti conventionaJ markets, 
here i-ere vegetables mth an unlmag-
med flavor and freshness. 

At tht Stan, quantme* were small. 
Out m lime they became pltntllul 
e.-iough (0 shin the rasce and demands 
of consumers. There is no better ex­
ample ol this than the case ol salad 
greens. New York has gone from a 
cirj- ol only iceberg and romaine to 
one where mesclun. a French mixture 
of varied baby lettuces, is available in 
vinuaJly every comer grocery. 

Pcif r Hoffman i j the owner and die/ 
of Sô -uy Restouronr and scrv-r$ as a 
Oogrfl member of Che-f's CaWabara-
ni.e ?000, iJhic*! promotes iU.trQin-
dble ajricLiltUf«, 

As the demand and 
volume for organic lood 
increased, prices slowly 
carae down and it tKgan 
to compete with conven­
tional foods. Ljrge cor-
poraiions like Dole saw 
lhat organics were 
more than just a niche 
market, In fact, the or­
ganic business has 
grown by 20 percent 
each year since l»90. 
Sales in 1996, the litest 
figures available, were 
U.5 billion. 

With eipanslon of the market 
came confuskai about terms. What 
do "naiural." "•frCT>range." -low-
Spray"" and "orgajiic " really mean? 
Thirty-five different certifying pri-
vate arganlzatlons currently offer 
definitions. 

To clear up the confusion. Congress 
pussed rfie Organic foods Production 
Act in 1S90 (0 STanturdUe lhe terrns 
and practices for organic farming. 
Acknowledging the Agriculture De-
panmenct lack of exoerience and his­
torical hosiilicy Inford noneonveri-
ilonal farmers. Congress establisftefl 
the Nainnal Organic Standards Board 
to advise the depvtcnent in develop­
ing naikMial rcgulaikxis. 

The ctiaJlenge and complexity of 
dcflnmg organic soon became appor-
eoL Organic food is not just about a 
product: it is a philosophy m -vhich 
the process of production 'a as im­
portant as the final result. Organic 
growers ntfitly believe that a farm 
i» a diverse ecosystem, that soil is a 
living organism U3 be nurtured and 
that farming practices n««d to be 
conetmed about che long-term 
health of workers, consumers, the 
surrounding water supply and the 

animals living n-ithin the habiiai 
Traniforminn (hat philosophy mo 

regulations tonic extensive research, 
CDuntle.t.1 regional rieirmgs and five 
years af dralt plans. The national 
Jtandardi board made ipet:ilic recom­
mendation.";, addrcssuig production. 

processing. liE>cimg 
and ccnj(iC2(ion. 

So wnii happened? 
The Agncuiiure Dc 
panment aimosi ic>-
laity Ignored thr 
board's advice. [ft»(eafl 
H issued vatered-doi-n 

guxleluie]. indudliu the loUowiag: 
• LiveitocK could be led 20 perteni 

nonorganic tewo. yet still be labeled 
organic 

• Ceneiically enginterKl Of Jin. 
isms could be alio-.«ed. 

• irradiated foods are noi pruhio 
lied, 

• The rules jbout animal conluic 
menl and the use of antibiotics ire IILV 

• Municipal sludge coniiinuig 
hsavy metals and other toxic i isus 
coukl be used as organic ccir.pofi 

In che most ^lunishing r-.ô -'c. ihe 
proposed ruiss allow only Lh< »orj 
"organic" to be jssd or. ftbeis ana 
forbid any oihar aelailed inlormaiio.T 
about production. FartTieri coulc not 
advertise M M Uicir ammils 4rc anit-
biotic-lrrc or uat their oli.iii arc net 
genetically engineered. 

This IS not iood news ;cr the tni^ll 
firmeri who ongmally buili Lie ruii 
kei lor orgajiic foudj, In iim-. min--
could ec forced out oi me or^i-'ir 
business by larg« eomparies injt o i : 
lood organic when ii really isn't 

The Agnculture Dcpanrr.Mt's .-icw 
guidelines don't need minur ivi<ax;,-î  
Of revision. They need to be scr3CC«.Tj 
and rewrmen in 3ccDrda.-ice -i:h .hf 
orvguial recoir.iTirniaticns i;;.- t/.e ni 
ticnil it,>ncar3j beard — r̂, j^prcsc"! 
that co-'uiders lhe nealih ol all IIVLI^ 
ihuifs along Jiff [•sxJ cn:ijr. nu i t i l j 
cnnjumers Lit t r j o ;'C«;i.-; - - . j i 
iriey're buyir^j 

O T - r t W J » T * y T 
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY 
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY 

APRIL 27, 1998 
APRIL 21, 1998 

INTRODUCED BY Senator Thompson 
( P r i n c i p a l coauthor: Assembly Member Cardoza) 
(Coauthors: Senators A l p e r t , Ayala, Burton, Costa, D i l - a 

Johannessen, Johnston. Karnette, Kelley, L e s l i e . McPherson, 
Monteith, O'Connell, Peace, Polanco, and Wright) 

-(Seaueheifr Asaembiy Member Brewa)-
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Brown, A l q u i s t . Aroner. 

^ ^ r ^ RowenTlardenas • C e d i l l o . Cunneen,. Davis. Ducheny, 
T ^ ^ i a , Fiqueroa, Gallegos, Havice, Hertzber^^ Hond^ 
Keelev Knox. Lempert, Machado, Mazzoni. Migden_^ q r t i z _ ^ 
Perata^ S c o t t ^ Shelley. Strom-Martin, Sweene^:^ Thomscn,, 
Torlakson^ V i l l a r a i g o s a , Vincent, Washington^ Wayne^ 
Wildman, Woodsand Wright) 

APRIL 2, 1998 

Senate J o i n t Resolution No. 42--Relative t o organic food. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SJR 42, as amended, M. Thompson. Organic food. , 
This measure would urge President Clinton and the United States D.oarz:.^ c 

of A g r i c u l t u r e t o r e d r a f t r e g u l a t i o n s proposed by the United States De.car .en. 
of A a r i c u l t u r e concerning organic food t o r e f l e c t tne recommenda. ons c he 
Nat i o n a l Organic Standards Board and ensure c o m p a t i b i l i t y w i t h the Ca...i.o--a 

Organic roods Act of 1990. 
F i s c a l committee: no. 
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WHEREAS, Congress passed the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 {~ 
U.S.C.A. Sec. 6501 and following) to establish national standards for organic 
farming; and 

WHEREAS Congress established the National Organic Standards Board to 
advise the'United States Department of Agriculture i n developing regulations 
to implement the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990,- and 

WHEREAS The National Organic Standards Board made specific recommendations 
concerning the production, processing, labeling, and c e r t i f i c a t i o n of organic 
foods, which were drawn largely from California's successful organic 
standards; and 

WHEREAS, The United states Department of Agriculture proposed regulations 
that d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y from those recommended by the National Organic 
Standards Board; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed regulations constitute a sign i f i c a n t d i l u t i o n O- the 
d e f i n i t i o n of "organic" as established under the California Organic Foods Ace 
of 1990 (Art. 7 (commencing with Section 110810), Ch. 5, Pt. 5, Div. 104, H.i 
S.C.> ; and . 

WHEREAS, California, '<vhich produces safe, abundant, tradltlonally-gro',^m 
food suoplies, i n addition to organic food, has had a long t r a d i t i o n of s t r i c t 
guidelines for organic production and a consistent standard of what "organic" 
means to the consumer; and 

WHEREAS, Currently, when consumers buy a product that meets California's 
stringent organic standards, they know they are purchasing something of high 
q u a l i t y ; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed federal regulations substantially depart from 
California's approach in that, for example, the f i n a l rules may permit the use 
of municipal sewer sludge, i r r a d i a t i o n , and bioengineering i n organic 
production, they may permit the use of pesticides and other material in 
organic farming that have not been allowed previously, and they permic 
excessive confinement of animals, and only 8 0 percent of the feed for amrr.als 
must be organic; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed federal regulations are far weal'.er than those 
established i n California and, i f adopted, would threaten the i n t e g r i t y of the 
organic process i n our state, undermine established practices of the organic 
industry, and destroy consumer confidence i n the organic label; and 

WHEREAS, Organic farmers have successfully developed an economically viao..e 
market under the s t r i c t California standards; now, therefore, be i t 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the State of California, j o i n t l y , 
That Cali f o r n i a urges President Clinton and the United States Departm.ent of 
Agriculture to redraft the proposed regulations concerning organic food to 
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r e f l e c t the recommendations of the National Organic Standards Board and to 
ensure compatibility with the California Organic Foods Act of 1990 ( A r t i c l e 7 
(commencing with Section 110310) of Chapter 5 of Part 5 of Division 104 of t..e 
Health and Safety Code): and be i t further 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate transmit copies of thi s 
resolution to the President of the United States and to the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 
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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 fann organizations, handlers, processors, and retailers who produce and market organic food 
products. 

We would appreciate 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 
fomi next year. Realizing that your schedule is busy, we are flexible in finding a convenient time 
for you to meet. My phone number is 703 751 8022, Thanks! 

Sincerely, / 

RO, 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 01302 USA Alexandria, VA 22304 USA 
413/774-7511 i > Paper made from Organic Cotton 202/338-2900 



T H E S E C R E T A R Y O F A G R I C U L T U R E 

W A S H I N G T O N , D . C . 

E 0 2 5 0 - O I O O 

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GEN^ 

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 consuhations 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 orgemic 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, I am convinced that USDA needs to send a clear, specific message to 
the public and the organic community that we intend to make ftindamental changes in the 
proposed rule, and I believe we need to send this message soon. To do otherwise risks ftirther 
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 ftmdamental 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 .areb^eingitatani off tho 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. 

" I f organic farmers and consumers reject our national standards, we have failed. Our task is to 
stimulate the growth of organic agriculture, ensure that consiuners 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. 



@ Organic Politics 

w 
HAT IS IT with celebrities and food used for foods grown in "sludge," which to be 
safety issues? First it was Meryl sure, sounds less organic than "fertiiizer' 

. Streep testifying before Congress OQ thouj^ that's basically what it is. 
Alar, stoking an appl<ssafegr panic and the The agriculture department is caught in its 
wave of weird-Veggie customary bind between reguUtingX S)2 

^ S ^ l l ? " ! ^ ^ " ^ ! ^ ^ ^ in« of food products and reprSJntingX 
^ the AgncuJiu^^I^^ interests of the agriculture industry WhS 
sj" singers WnUe Nelson. Neil Young and John incbdes many larS^gron^ i d ^ 
\ MeUenc^ are an«o«« 115.000 people who thatengaSfatlSTpScTan^wS^ 

Ime wntten or faxed comm^ of the "organic'market Its initial solution, to 
^ about the proposed definition of -organic" define the word loosely enough so that t K 

V ? fe<*2tiy fasued reguhtions. The rule, companies could it too despite diffeience« 
^ y i cu l j ^^ Secretary Dan Glickman told the between their method and tte 
^ Assomted Press, has drawn "more comments ones, fefl flat with an audience of AmCTians 

. . . than on any rule in the history of the who manifestly want to know exactlv wtat 
Department of Agrictdture in modem times." they are eating, 

^ ^ ^ ^ F ^ ^ ^ « ^ « ^ y ^ y ^ ^ ^ J ^ t o The point here is not whether genetic 
£ ^ ^ l 5 f * ^ . i ^ S L ^ . ^ ' " * engmeering. irradiation or the use o f - S ? 
be permitted to be labeled-organic" but their is good or bad for you, nor whethSX 

^ presena does serve as index for an issue that boutique alhiatural or free-range foods actuaU 
^ 5j»aditeved what marteteracaU-breakout" ly are enough superior to warrsmt their K 
, TTie orgamc labehng fight has drawn a star- cost (the very cost the big companies keSlow 
•S tling amount of attention, with denundations by the use of chemicals aSl^SSr^-^SK 
^ in many me<Ua of a rule that in tills d ^ nietiiods). The issue at tiiis stage is mer^ 
S least would have allowed foods to be labeled whetinr people are being told w t S £ ^ ^ 

oigadc e,^ tf tiiey were genrticany engi- to knowabolit tiie ̂ t i i e y b T a n d ^ r ^ 
neered or irradiated The label also could be far. it looks as if tiiey aren't 

_ J 



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 
somethmg quite different from what they thought 
The rules allow practices that no one calls organic" 
mcluding 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 Departmeni. 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. 



Reading the Organic Rules ' of ' 

Editorial ©Kjrcjoflmkfim̂ j 
Sectlan» | Contents 

December 16,1997 

Reading the Organic Rules 

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

Consumers commonly assume that the word "organic" describes a product - a spear of 
organic asparagus, for instance, or a peck of organic Wbesap 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 afler 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. 
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Bowing to pressure 
More comment sought on organic rules 

The proposal, which will set national standards for oreanics and estaMieK . 
jgdatety framework, is In trouble. None of the o r g L S ^ S S « o 5 ^ r L to 
bke ît They are deeply troubled by the fact that the USDAnSTsSSTthl 
A^culttiral Marketing Service, wants to allow irradiatfonTgTneaSS. 

Many in the orgamc community feel betrayed by this. They believe t'ĥ '̂  nr*̂  
c ŝes and products are -foreign" to organic principles and S t S I off 

They be right While genetically engineered produce and even ir«.^f. 
tton, have become a part of the W e i t i o S ^ h S S tte o ^ ^ ^ L 
hya whole reason for being has been based on low t e S ^ 7 e n ^ S S £ r • 
friendliness and an image of-purity" and siaplidty. It docs? t ^ T S 
Ration to understand consumers could be a M e S if t K ^ c ? 

Tils?® of these technologies will be a part of convenHonal agriculture But th« 
USDA ought to look closely at its organic proposals and m o d ^ S e ^ HehtTf 
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Opinion 

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 vrith sewage sludge of 
unknown chemical content is plainly offensive to the notion of 
organically grown food; so is a liberalized mle for nonmedical use of 
drugs in livestock. 

4/28/98 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 
A jtartribune com genetically engineered food, and USDA should not interfere with 
^ that choice. Nothing in the new national standard should prevent 
VP Op™*"' food producers from adhering to still stricter principles, and labeling 

their products accordingly. 

©Copyright 1998 Star Tribune. Ali rights reserved. 

4/28/98 9:37:58 AM 
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Irradiated, sure, but organic 
Proposed rules 
would have made 
word meaningless 
Boston G J ; ^ ^ 

B0ST0N=1^is 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 
rtJes and regulations weren't 
strict enoug/i? 

But this is the upside-down 
nature of a food fight that has 
eruptedl 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 nas been rag­
ing about the meaning of the 
"0' word. Now, an astonish­
ing 101,000 fanners and chefs, 
and coiisumers and environ­
mentalists have developed an 
appetite for protest. In the face 
of an April 30 deadlbie for 
comments, they have regis­
tered deep disapproval of the 
agency'sltaste. 

This story of "0" began, In 
the best biblical uaditlon, with 
an apple. In the alar scare of 
1989-90, 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 "organic" origin con­
vinced many in the disparate 
conununity that they needed a 
national! standard to prevent 
fraud, and maintain consiuner 
confidence. 

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

.,r • 
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tional farming and a buddy of 
aeribusiness. But with the help 
of Vermont's Sen. Patrlcic 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 to lower these standards. 

The USDA rules would, for 
example, allow letnice fenil-
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 
"0" 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. 

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 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 willihg to pay more 
for mesclim greens. They are 
the labs, the models, the alter­
natives. 

The USDA has done little to 
promote organic farms. But if 
these proposals are put into 
law, organic will have lost any 
meaning. The "0" in the 
0-word will stand for Zero. 
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legislative Resolution, 

Assembly No. 1838 

BY: M. o( A. Gfomack, Parmenl. PheHer. Chfistensen. Hochberg and Pfenlis* 

CALLING upon lhe Secretary ol the United Stales 
Dopadment o( Agriculture to rework tho proposed rules 
(Of the National Organic Program to meet Ihe needs and 
interests o( New York State consumers, organic larmers 
and food businesses 

WHEREAS, This Assembled Body calls upon the Secretary of the United States 
Department o( Agriculture (USDA) to rework the proposed rules (or Ihe NaUonal Organic 
Program to meet the needs and interests o( New York Slate consumers, organic (armers 
and (ood businesses: and 

WHEREAS, Consumers choose organic loods because ol their heightened concerns 
about lood, the environment and health: Ihe current proposed lederal organic (ood rules 
would allow soil application o( sewage sludge, irradiation, genetically modified organisms, 
and other products and processes that are unacceptable to the majority ol both consumers 
and producers ol organic lood in the Slate of New York; and 

WHEREAS, The USDA proposal would also impose signillcant (ees on New York 
organic cerlilying organizations and small growers lhat could seriously damage this 
expanding segment Ol the New York agriculture and lood industry: Ihe standards put fonh 
in the USDA rules would not meet most international requirements and therelore limit export 
opportunities lor organic (ood iMJsinesses: and 

WHEREAS, The standards originally developed by Ihe USDA National Organic 
Standards Board, which was formed as part o( the t990 Organic Foods Production Act. are 
largely acceptable lo the organic community and the Secretary o( the United States 
Department ol Agriculture should consider using them lor the (inal rules: and 

WHEREAS, If the lederal standards are not changed lo meet Ihe New York organic 
community's recommendations, this Assembled Body requests lhat the llnal lederal rules 
allow (or the establishmeni o( a state organic program that will be acceptable: and 

WHEREAS, Organic (ood sales are Ihe (astest growing segment o( the (ood industry 
and there Is a need (or standardization to allow consumers to make inlormed choices: 
however, organic lood consumers, experienced growers and organizations representing 
consumers and growers should have the most signilicant input into lederal guidelines lhat 
will determine the meaning ol organic lor years lo come: now. therelore. Ije it 

RESOLVED, That this Legislative Body pause in its deliberations to urge the Secretary 
ol the United Stales Department o( Agriculture lo rework the proposed rules (or the National 
Organic Program to meet the needs and interests ol New York Stale consumers, organic 
larmers and lood businesses: and be it lunher 

RESOLVED, That a copy ol ihis Resolution, suitably engrcsced. be transmitted to the 
becetary ol the United 5!2let Depa.-lment ol Agriculture 

ADOPTED IN ASSEMBLY ON 
April 1. 1998 

By order ol the Assembly, 

Francine M. Misasi, Clerk 
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Friday, April 17, 1998 

HEARD ON THE BEAT / FARMING AND FOOD 
A Growing Controversy 
• Organic Food Folks Fight Federal Plan 
R^, MARTHA GROVES. Times Staff Write, 

Qhe verdict is in, and the state's farmers and 
environmentalists have found the U.S. Department of 
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Agriculture guilty. 
Guilty, that is, of proposing regulations for the nation's organic 
food business that ignore the industry's practices, philosophy 
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 famung law, 
one of the nation's strongest. 
"We don't want them to amend this proposal," said Joan 
Clayburgh, a spokeswoman for Califomians for Pesticide 
Reform, a San Francisco organization that espouses organic 
fanning 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 fi-om 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=/3544c/aaaa005BR44clb5&NS-doc-ofifset/̂  
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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(̂ Qyo"^»*P32ana), 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 Aim 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." 

MaiI-Or(ftrW(h)ine 
California vV»e retailers are puzzling ovej^ latest wrinkle in 
along-runninĝ attle over direct-maili>mie sales. 
Eariier this mon̂ i, the U.S. SupreraeCourt chose not tp take 
up a legal battle batween mail-oyler "wine clubs" and states 
over the regulation afalcohol^everage sales. Without 
comment, the court iXstan^lings that rejected Florida's 
effort to sue in federal 9am to stop what state officials call 
"illegal interstate bootl̂ t̂aig." 
At least one Souther^almBrnia wine retailer was hopeful that 
the action would rgake it leg\to ship wine to Florida 
customers. 
Not so. It simdy means that th^gh court is leaving the 
matter up to ine states. Florida st\ has a law making it a felony 
for v^nerie^r retailers to ship winVdirectly to customers in 
the state. / \ 
"Well cj/tinue to have to fight them,"\^ Ron Loutherback, 
propri^r of three Wine Club retail shopsln 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 

hMn://www.latimes.com/sbin/iawrapper?NS-search-set=/3544c/aaaa005BR44clb5&NS-doc-offse4/3aK9«S-adv-



Organic is as organic says 
r) Now that organic farming has mushroomed tnm a 
^ hippy-dippy diversion into a giant industry with 
^ lannual sales exceeding $4 billion, conventional food 

jprocessors also want a slice of the market. They 
should be welcome to it—but not at the cost of dllut* 

^ Ing proposed government guidelines defining the term 
^"orpjiic" and its legitimate use on foodstufEs. 

n Organic food regulations were first proposed by the 
^industry 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 
(> I guidelines to govern the production, handling and 
y marketing of organic foods. 
N If s an important mission: As the market has grown, 

so has the promiscuous use of "natund," "organic" 
^and other New Age mumbo-Jiunbo and advertising 
^gimmicks. Even the most discerning consumers are 
\ j baffled, a situation complicated by conflicting stan­

dards and definitions established by dllSerent 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 1996, the NOSE proposed a set of definitions and 

standards. But late last year—under pressure from 
conventlorud food processors and agrlculhu^ 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 dlsagreonents generally revolve around the use 
of genetically engineered hormones and other organ­
isms, food irradiation, municipal sewer sludge for 
fertilizer and synthetic antibiotics in farm animals. 
The NOSB banned them; the U&DA proposes to allow 
them. ' 

Consumer safbty Is not the main point here. There 
is. for example, no sdentlflc evidence that hradiated 
food is harmfttl or unsafe. But is it "organic"? 

What's at stake Instead is the Uit^ty of a set of 
regulations drawn up by experts and representatives 
of the organic food Industry after lengthy discussion. 
It's most unusual, In flKt fbr an hidustry to impose 
such shingent standards upon itselt 

If the term "organic" Is to mean anything at the 
supermarket to the rapidly growing number 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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flnitd 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 Orgamc 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 maimer 
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 attention to our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Senator Patrick Leahy 

Senator Dale Bumpers ' 

Senator Max Baucus 

yŜ enafor Judd Gregg A'jy 

Senator Richprd BiMm ^ 

Senator Susan Collins 

Senator John Glenn 

Senator Kent Conrad 

Senator Richard Durbin 

Senator Edward/iCennedy 

Senator Arlen Sprcter 
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Senator Daniel MoN4ihan 

Senator Max Cleland T 

Senator Russell Feingold 

Senator Roî Wyden 

(Me 
Senator Charles Robb 

Senat(J^ t̂y Murray 

senator Paul Wellstone 

Senator Carl Levin 

Senator Herb Kohl 

S/maJor Joseph Ltebennan Senator Gordon Smith 
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Senator Christopher Dodd Senator Barbara Boxer 

nator Dianne Feinstem 

Sendwr Alfonse D'Amato 
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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 
" o ^ " d o not mtend to do any media availability, and essentially will defer all questions 

other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talkmg pomts are 
on 
necessary 

As we' 
.e discussed, the statement does not include reference to the Board submitting r^orts 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 conunenters 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 drafl, pubUshed 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 conoments 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 ,J^\\y't. 
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal." , V 

Similarly, many of tlie comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and •^-'^^^ ( 
credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concem that consumers will lose faith in the organic 

label. 

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

P 

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 pubhc comment later this year. 

"This additional opportunity for pubhc conmient will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible 
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can 
support," declared GUckman. 



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. ( Sample "Organic Hash From the USDA Kitchen"). Finally, 47 
members of the House and 30 ̂ enâ 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- D " ^ / ^ 
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 c / ^ ^^^^^ O' '^ ^ 
We recognize the need_^for USDA to clarify'its position on organics, and recommend 7 

that Secretary Glickman issue a cle.arstatementjrf^cating that biotechnology, irradiation, and ^ 
sludge will not be part of the revised propo^afT 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 concems 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 
orgamc standards as a resuh 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 unportantly, the revised proposal 
will contain fimdamental changes from our initial draft." 

The earlier draft, pubUshed 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 conunents 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 GUckman. "Therefore, these products and 
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal." 

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

" I f 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 pubUc conmient will assist us in crafting rigorous, credible 
national standards for orgaiuc farming and handUng 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 Oversigiit 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 foodbome 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 foimded in 1939, brings the scientific perspective to 
the public discussion of food issues. 

IFT believes that the President's attention to food safety, the increased public concem about 
foodbome 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 principles that must form the basis for streamlined and updated oversight of the food 
system. The principles for appropriate oversight of food safety are thai: 

• 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 to prevent fraud, promote 
health, foster global competitiveness of American food and agricultural products, and lo ensure 
harmony among domestic and international food standards 

• 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 labeling, 
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 from 
marketing, promotional and industrial policies of all government agencies 



IFT Guiding Principles.'! 

• Scientific expertise from academia, industry, professional societies and other state and 
federal sotirces 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 whoiesomeness 

• Regulatory agencies must work in cooperation with the regulated food industr/ to conzzi 
for non-compliance with established standards 

• Government regulatory agencies mtist 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) 

b) 

c) 

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

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

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

d) 

The Acts administered and/or enforced by 
CFIA Include: 

Food: 

Encourage a greater degree of 
collaboration and consultation 
between industry, federal departments 

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) 

AQricuitural Innutsr 
Seeds Act 
Feeds Act 
Fertilizers Act 

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

Other- Framework /AdministrativR: 
Canadian Food Inspection Agency Act 
Agriculture and Agri-Food Administrative 

Monetary Penalties Act 
Plant Breeders' Rights Act. 

and with other orders of government; 

e) 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 

f) 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 

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

Exploring options for legislative change 



SUBJECT: I JSDA'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 mle has been the subject 
of extensive criticism. 

The primary complaint conceming 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 contradicfion 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 addifion, 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 conceming 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 teclmiques "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 contradicfion 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 stafing 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 
teclmiques 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 mlemaking. In addifion, 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 atfitudes 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: I JSDA'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 crificism. 

The primary complaint conceming 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 fimdamental 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 
teclmiques are not in keeping with the public's expectafion of what constitutes organic. The 
Food and Drug Administration has expressed support for USDA's posifion. 

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 attimdes 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 
m o ^ ~ d o not intend to do any media availabiUty, and essentially wiU defer all questions 
on other issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talkmg pomts are 
necessary. 

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

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

Thanks for your help. 

Eric 



DRAFT 

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 genefically 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-Fr-iday7 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 nc/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 stafing something along the lines of 



Tom and Lisa — 

Here's the final statement on organics. The Secretary intends to issue this at 9 ™ on Frid^ 
" o ^ f ^ d o not intend to do any media availability, and essentiaUy wtU defer all questtons 
3 issues pending an evaluation of the comments. Thus no other talkmg pomts axe 

necessary. 

As we discussed, die statement does not include reference to the Board submitting r^orte on 
n̂ w teclmologies, which we will include m the preamble, nor does it use tiie word prohibit, 
vAich we are likely to do m 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 
orgamc standards as a resuh of the 200,000 comments USDA received on the initial proposal. 

"USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic farmers and 
consumers wiU embrace," GUckman said. "Thousands of commenters reqiiested that USDA 
issue revised proposed standards, and we intend to do so. Most importantly, die revised proposal 
will contain fimdamental changes from our initial draft." 

The earlier draft, pubUshed on December 16, 1997, proposed standards for growmg, processing, 
labeling, iraportmg, and certifymg 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 conunents opposed including the products of biotechnology, 
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the appUcation of biosolids (municipal sludge) in 
organic food production. 

"Biotechnology, hradiation, and biosoUds 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 GUckman. "Therefore, these products and 
practices are being taken off the table and will not be included in our revised proposal." 

Similarly, many of tlie comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and 
credible. Otiierwise, commenters expressed concem that consumers will lose faith in tiie organic 
label. 

" I f 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 growdng 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 pubhc conmient later this year. 

"This additional opportunity for pubUc comment will assist us in craftmg rigorous, credible 
national standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can 
support," declared GUckman. 



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 mle has been the subject 
of extensive criticism. 

The primary complaint conceming 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 
concem 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 teclmiques "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 
altemately 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 Administrafion 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 addifion, after 
discussions with OMB, OSTP, NEC, FDA and USDA we have agreed upon a series of acfions 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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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 resuh of the 200,000 comments USDA received on tiie initial proposal. 

"USDA is committed to developmg 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 importantiy, the revised proposal 
wiU contain fimdamental changes from our initial draft." 

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

"Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosoUds 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 tiie 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 tiie comments asserted that national organic standards must be rigorous and 
credible. Otiierwise, commenters expressed concem that consumers will lose faith in tiie organic 
label. 

" I f 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 grovring industry," said 
Glickman. 

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

"This additional opportunity for pubUc comment wiU assist us in craftmg rigorous, credible 
national standards for organic fanning and handling that organic farmers and consumers can 
support," declared Glickman. 



DRAFT 

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 mle 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 concem 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 Administrafion 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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May 5, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: BRUCE REED 
ELENA KAGAN 

SUBJECT: USDA's Proposed Organic Rule-Update^ 

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 regulafion 
to establish a national organic standard. Since that time, the proposed rule has been the subject 
of extensive criticism. / 

^ y ' 
The primary complaint conceming the proposed rule has been that it does not explicitly 

prohibit the use of th^genetically modified organisms, irradiafion, and biosolids (sludge) in food 
that could be labeled "organic." In the preamble to its proposal, USDA had requested comments 

_asJo_whether foods using any of these techniques could be considered as organic. In response, 
USDA Ras received almost 200,000 comments regarding the proposed mle, 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^^ ^')d^''''"J^ 
plan to issue a statement taking these techniques "off the table." These agencies argue thaf ^̂ Ĵ̂ ~̂  
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, or̂ that genetically 
modified, irradiated, or food grown using sludge is unsafe. These agencies have altemately 
suggested that the organic label be modified to include a provision stating-that "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 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 argue /̂that thesê 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 posifion. 

Recommendation 
We recommend that Secretary Glickman issue a clear statement taking biotechnology, -y 

irradiation, and sludge off the table for purposes of the new mlemaking. In order to better p *' 
understand how the labels will be used, 0MB has suggested USDA and FDA conduct a survey''̂  
on consumer attitudes towards organics'to determine whether consumers purchase organics-^n 
the basis of unproven fo^safety claims. USDA has not objected to conducfing such a survey. 
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aaa«tlinston. 39C 20515 

April 27. 1998 

Honorable DaK Glickman 
Secretary of i^ericulture 
Department of Agriculture 
14* and Indep aidence - 213-A 
Washington D C 20250 

Dear Sficretarj Glickman: 

We are writing to express our concems with the proposed standards for the National 
Organic Progrjun, The USDA's proposed rule contradicts Congress' intent for the Organic Food 
Production Act (OFPA) of 1990 and runs counter to die demands of consumers and the orgamc 
industry. The OFPA was designed to create federal standards for orgamc production based on die 
historical practices of die industry and to provide protecdon for the consumers of organic food. 
Unformnatcly, the proposed rule fails on bodi of diese caants. 

The proposed rule ignores many of die recommendations of die 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 che cunent state orgamc prognms. Most statt organic programs do not allow irradiated 
products, the tse 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, cculd instill confidence and offer the protection consumers demand. However, 
the proposed nlie is not consistent with consumer expectations and demands. The current 
proposal is so inadequate that many in die industry want the proposed rule withdrawn. Rather 
than starting ô  er, 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 Congress 
Jadcy^eicalf 
Member of Cong: 
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Wa^e Gilcfiî st 
Member of Congress 

ft 
Nancy" Pelosi 
Member of Congress 
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/ E a r l Blumenauer 
Member of Congress 

Rick Boucher 
Member of Congress 

Lois Capps 
Member of Congress 

David Minge 
Member of CongreiW 

îSnk PaUone Jr. 
Member of Congress 
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Allen Boyi 
Member of Congress 

aisy Mmk Palsy 
Member of Congress 

David Skaggs 
Member of Congress 

David Bonioi 
Member of Congress 

n Lewis 
mber of Congress 

Edward Markeŷ  
Member of Congress 

a. man C niy Waxman 
Member of Congress 

Jim McDermott 
rember of Congress 

3< 
Lym Wool-sey 
Member of Congress 

*onard Boswell 
Member of Congress 
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Lloyd Doggett 
Member of Congress 

EUzabwfFiirse 
Member of Congress 

Giver 
lember of Congress 

)her Sl^ys *^ ' Stopher 
Member of Congress 

jeorge Nethercutt ' 
Member of dongress 

• ^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Dennis Kucinic 
Member of Congress 

Joe Kennefly 
Member of Csligress 

Thomas Allen 
Member of Congress 

Jaqfs Walsh 
iber of Congress 

Charles Bass 
Member of Congress 
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Marc5j Kapi 
Member of Congress' 

'ohn Ticmcy A^^^ 
Member of Congri 

Michael McNulty ^ 
Mcmbei of Congress 

Member of Congress 

Lane Evans 
Member of Congress 

ember ur Cuiigrcsti 

Dailene Hoolê  
Member of Congress 
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T H E S E C R E T A R Y O F A G R I C U L T U R E 

W A S H I N G T O N , D ,C . 

2 0 B 5 0 -OIOO 

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED AND GENE SPERLING 

From: Secretary Dan Glickman 

Subj cct: National Organic Standards Regulation 

Over the past few months, the Department of Agriculture (USDA) has received extensive 
criticism in the national media regarding USDA's proposed rule estabUshing 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 concem raised about this proposal. 

With 44 different State and private standards in place, the organic mdustry wants to estabhsh 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 orgamc 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 estabUsh 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 
concems with the proposal have been raised, such as the use of antibiotics in livestock. Another 
fimdamental 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 midermining 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 pubhc comment. The process of evaluating 
the public comments and then redrafting and obtaining clearance of the entire regulation is Ukely 
to take several months. 

I have pubUcly 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 pubhc and the orgamc community, that we intend to make fimdamental changes in the 
proposed rule, and I believe we need to send this message soon. To do otherwise nsks further 
erosion of pubhc 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 carefiil attention of the Administration. 

I wiU 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 POUCY 

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 fimdamental changes firom our initial draft." 

The earlier draft, pubUshed 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 pubhc comment on these items. The 
bulk of tiie extraordinary number of comments opposed including tlie products of biotechnology, 
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the appUcation of biosolids (municipal sludge) in 
organic food production. 

"Biotechnology, inradiation, and biosoUds are safe and have important roles to play in 
agriculture. However, tliey 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 wiU 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 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 pubUshing 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 tMs year and which wiU also be available for public comment. "This 
additional opportunity for pubUc comment wiU assist us in crafting a rigorous, credible national 
standards for organic farming and handling that organic farmers and consumers can support," 
declared Glickman. 
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@ Organic Politics 
WHAT IS r r with celebrities and food 

safety issues? First it was Meiyl 
Streep testifying before Congress on 

Alar, stotdng an a{q)lfr«afety panic and the 
wave of weird "veggie Ubd* laws that have 
caused such trouble for Oprah Winfrey. Now 
the Agriculture Department reports that die 
singers Willie Nelson. Neil Young and John 
MeQencamp are among 115.000 peofde vbo 
have written or &xed conmientB complaining 
about the proposed definition of "organic' 
food in recentfy issued r^ubtiona The role, 
Agriculhire Seoetaiy Glickman told the 
Associated Press, has drawn "more comments 
. . . than on any rale in tilie history of the 
Department of AgricuUure in modem times." 

Couatiy music stars may have little osefiil to 
aay about the fine points of what foods should 
be pecmitted to be labded "organic" but their 
presence does serve as index for an issue that 
has acbsaved what marketers call "breakout" 
The organic ialM4ing has drawn a star­
tling amount of attention, with denundatkms 
in many media of a rale tfa^ in this draft at 
least, wouM have allowed foods to be labded 
organic even if they were genetically engi' 
neered or irradiated. The label also could be 

used for foods grown m "ahidge," which, to be 
sure, sounds less orgamc than "feitiliaer,'' 
thoui^ that's basically what it is. 

Tie agriculture department is caug^ in its 
cuatomaiy bind between regulating the labd-
ing of food products and representing tile 
intexests of the agriculture industry, winch 
includes many large growers and packagers 
that engage in these pnctices and want a piece 
of the "organic" market Its initial sdution, to 
define the word iDoady enough so that the big 
conganiw oould use it too deqrfte differeoces 
between tiieir metiuxl and the rompet|iTg 
ones, fell flat with an audience of Americans 
who manifestly want to know exactly what 
they are eating. 

The point bete is not vAether genetic 
engineering, inadiatioa or the use of "shidge" 
is good or bad for you. nor whether the 
boutique alkiatural or freerange foods actual* 
ly are eoou^ superior to warrant their hitler 
cost (the veiy cost the big companies keep low 
by the use of chemicals and odier less "natural" 
methods). The issue at this stage is merely 
whether people are beiiig told wlut 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 Deparcment of Agricul­

ture published its National Orgamc 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 
umted pubhc coinment untU April 30. Reaction has 
been sharply critical, panicularly 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 Agriculmre Department 
mat pattern remains unchanged. The new rules 
make it plain that the depanment listened harder to 
the voice of agribusiness, which has always derided 
organic agriculture, than it did to the people who 
nave proved its incontestable worth. 

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

but nationally cenified standard wiU 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 IDepanment, in tandem with agribusiness, has 
been nudging American farmers toward a set of 
agnculturaj practices that are as uniform as the 
p.Iants ui 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 
orgamc rules are passed as they stand, organic 
farming wiU certainly go <MI, but under a differ«it 
name and with renewed bitterness. 
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Reading the Organic Rules 

Editorial ©irjsrctoaadcstoics 

December 16, 1997 

Reading the Organic Rules 

Y
esterday the Department of Agriculture announced a proposed set of Federal 
standards for organic food production and processing. Organic food has become 
bis business in the last few years, but the definition of what' organic means has 

been erttiic. Some states, like California, have strict certification procedures for organic 
fiirmeis. Others have none. The new National Organic Program w " now provide a single 
set of rules, following guidelines developed over seven years by the National Organic 
Standards Board in consultation with organic farmcis 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 
acLally describes a system of agriculmre, a set of pracnces that is roughly outlined by the 
U S D:A.'S new National Organic Program regulations. Organic agriculwre excludes the 
use of synthetic fertilizers and pesticides. More important, it smvcs for low 
environmental impact and enlists the interdependence of natural biological systems --
using cover crops, for instance, to increase soil fertility. The supcrmaricet is full '^itoods 
whose labels tell the consumer almost nothing about the way they were produced. A food 
labeled "organic" under the National Organic Progr^ 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 mle, there are some troubling signs of vacillation and 
pertiaps, of industry or political pressure. Tlie Agriculmre Department, caUing for further 
public commeniaty, has put off a fmal decision on several pracnces that theNational 
Oreanic Standards Board had rejected after extensive public consultation. These include 
irradiation, the use of sewage sludge as fertilizer and the use of genetically cnguicered 
crops Whatever the value of these technologies and practices may be, none are part ot 
accepted organic practice, and each offers a beachhead withm 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 pi^ciices is indeed histonc. 
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Page 8A 

The T^cWer-

h^i, 1(̂ .1 

EDITORIALS 

Bowing to pressure 
More comment sought on organic rules 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture's proposed mJes for orgatdc foods so fer 
nave drawn 6,000 pubUc cbmmeuts, many of them negative. In fact, the reac 
tion been so heavy that the agency has extended the comment period ̂ t U 
the end of April Stay, 3A ^ ^ 

The proposal, which will set national standardi for organics and establish a 
framework, is in trouble. None of the ojganie organiiationa seems to 

^ i t . They are deeply troubled by the fact that the USDA, and specifically the 
Agncultural Marketing Service, wants to allow irradiation. genetiSyenS. 
proffionJ^'^ products, and municipal sewage sludge to be used in ojanic 

Many in the organic community feel betrayed by this. They believe these oro-
cesses and products are -foreign' to orgamc principles and S i tum off 

H « ? t ^ Y ^ ™ P pnfitieally enginfiered produce, and even inadia-
2 S ""̂  ^ part of the -conventionfll' food industry, the organic indus-
b/3 whole reason for being has been baaed on low technology, env^onmenSr 
£aKo^ ' ' ,L? . l ; f of-purity- and simplicity. It does?t take much imag. 
£ t n ^dewtand consumets could be aHenated if the "oiganic- produce hL 

n ^ T °fj^«e technologies will be a part of conventional agriculture. But the 
USDA ought to lookdosely at its organic proposals and mod^tihem i i S t of 
bebg MSed?" ^ regulatioDS that are unpopular with liose 
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Revise organic label proposals Page 1 of2 

Published Monday, April 27.199B 

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 defanitions. Tlie 
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 
firom 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" fi-om 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 harmfiil, 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 
organicaDy grown food; so is a liberalized rule for normiedical use of 
drugs in livestock. 

4/28/98 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 
jjgj,,^,,,^^ 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 1996 Star Tribune. All rights reserved. 

4/28/98 9:37:58 AM 
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Irradiated, sure, but organic 
Proposed rules 
would have made 
word meaningless 
By Blan SHoUp^/2c/9^ 

BOSTON^^fhis is not your 
everyday polilical event. How 
often does a grass-roots move­
ment ask the government ro 
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 che upside-down 
nature of a food K ^ t that has 
erupted between the U.S. De­
partment of Agriculture and 
the orgaiuc farming commu­
nity. 

Ever since December when 
the USDA released the first-
ever proposals for minitniim 
standards for orgaiuc foods, a 
full-scale debate has been rag­
ing about 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 piotesL In the face 
of an April 30 deadline for 
comments, they have regis­
tered deep disapproval of the 
agency's taste. 

This story of ' 0 ' began, in 
the best bibUcal traidition, with 
an apple. In the alar scare of 
1989-90, 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 hJl-fledged al­
ternative. The apples of dubi­
ous "organic" origin con­
vinced many in the disparate 
conununity that they needed a 
national standard to prevent 
fraud, and maintain consumer 
confidence. 

These farmers were always 
waiy of involving the USDA. an 
agency which, to put it gently, 
has been a basuon of conven-
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New York Time* 
Organfe f»mer Qaorce Ban, Of Hiibbardito^ Maac., In the bttn vHh Ml Rhode taiand Red e l ^ 

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 1990 to 
determine minimum stan­
dards. Farmers, consumers, 
scientists and enviroiunental-
Ists spent four years worlcing 
out an agreement on the defi­
nition of organic-

Then the USDA stepped m,. 
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 
i)evec 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 surprising. The depan­
ment's bias toward conven­
tional fanning is long and 
deep. Organic farming is now a 
S4 billion business growing by 
20 percent a year. But its suc­
cess is taken as a rebuke to the 
factory-farming, supermarket-
to-ihe-world agribusiness that 
is now the rule. 

It is widely believed that the 
folks marketmg sludge, pro­
moting genetic engmeering 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 che 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 
fanning. 

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

that coimects 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 me 
farm But now agriculture, like 
so many other pans of the 
economy, is going in two di­
rections. 

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

Today orgaiuc 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, che models, the alter­
natives. 

The USDA has done litde to 
promote organic farms. But If 
these proposals are put into 
law, organic will have lost any 
meaning. The "O" in the 
0-word will stand for Zero. 
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State of New York 

legislative Resolution, 

Assembly No, 1838 

BY: M, o( A. Gramack. Parrnert. Ptiaffar. Chrisisnsen. Hochberg and Prentiss 

CALUNG upon lhe SecrBtary of Ihe Uniled Slates 
Depanment of Agriculture lo rework the proposed rules 
lor the Naitonal Organic Pragra/n to meet me needs and 
Inieresis of New York Slate consumers, organic farmers 
and food businesses 

WHEREAS. This Assembled Body c»lla upon the Secretary ol the United Stales 
Oeparlment of Agriculture (USOA) to revork the proposed rules 'or the National Organic 
Program to maal the needs and interests ol New York Slate consumers, organic larmers 
and food businesses: and 

WHEREAS, Consumers choose organic foods because o( Iheir heightened concerns 
aOOUt lood. lhe environment and health', the current proposed federal organic food rules 
would allow soli application of ss«>age sludge, irradialion. genetically modrlied organisms, 
ana other products and processes are unacceplabla lo the majority of both consumers 
and producers ol organic food In the Slats ol New York; and 

WHEREAS. The USDA proposal would also impose significant fees on New York 
organic cerlilying organizations and small growers lhat could seriously damage this 
expanding segment ol the l<iew York agriculture and load Industry; the standards put fonh 
in lhe USOA rules would not meet most international requirements and therelore limit export 
opportunities lor organic food businesses: and 

WHEREAS, The standards originally developed by tho USDA National Organic 
Standards Board, which was formed as part o( lhe 1980 Organic Poods Production Act, are 
largely scceplabls to the organic community and Lhe Secretary ol lhe United Stales 
Departmeni of Agriculture should consider using them for lhe Hnal rules: and 

WHEREAS. II Lhe federal standards arc no* changed to meet Ihe New York organic 
community's recommendations, this Assembled Body requests that the llnal federal rules 
allow tor the eslablishment of a stale organic program that will ba acceptable: and 

WHEREAS, Organic rood sales are the fastest growing segment of Ihe food industry 
and there is a need for standardization to allow consumers lo make informed choices: 
however, organic lood consumers, experienced growers and organizations representing 
consumers and growers should have the most significant input into federal guidelines lhat 
will determine the meaning ol organic lor years lo come; now. Lheretore. be Jt 

RESOLVED, That this Legislative Body pause in its daliberalions to urge the Secretary 
of the United Slates Depanment of Agriculture lo rework the proposed rules lor me National 
Organic Program 10 meet tho needs and inieresis of New York Slate consumers, organic 
farmers and food businesEes; and be il further 

RESOLVED, Thai a copy of this Resolution, suitably Cngrcsied. be transmitted lo the 
i^ecrelary ol ihe United Statee Depar^-nent ol Agricullur,) 

ADOPTED IN ASSEMBLY ON 
April 1. 1996 

By order ol Ihe Assembly, 

Francine M. Misasi. Cfer* 
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HEARD ON THE BEAT / FARMING AND FOOD 

A Growing Controversy 
• Organic Food Folks Fight Federal Plan 
By^ARTHA GROVES. Times Staff Writer 

Friday, April 17, 1998 
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Hhe verdict is in, and the state's farmers and 
ênvironmentalists have found the U.S. Depanment of 

Agriculture guilty. 
Guilty, that is, of proposing regulations for the nation's organic 
food business that ignore the industry's practices, philosophy 
and desires. 
Al a rally Thursday in Sacramento, leaders of the state's 
organic fanning 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 fanning law, 
one of the nation's strongest. 
"We don't want them to amend this proposal," said Joan 
Clayburgh, a spokeswoman for Califomians 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 hagghng 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 pan 
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/sbinAawrapper?NS-search-set=/3544c/aaaa005BR44clb5&NS-doc~o£fe8fe^^ 
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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 WUd Oats and Whole 
Foods Market(^<»o»«o*Paa*H), which have distributed 
pamphlets to mobilize grass-roots suppon. 
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 concems, which see the S3.S-billion 
organic food industry as a hot growth area. 
Industry leaders say the agency could save itself time and 
trouble by adopting the recorrunendations 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 Depanment of Food 
and Agriculture would be submitt'mg 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." 

Maa-OrdVW(h)ine 
California wine retailers are puzzling ovê rife latest wrinkle in 
a long-runninMiattle over direct-mail^ne sales. 
Earlier this morah, the U.S. SupreraeCourt chose not to take 
up a legal battle baleen mail-o^r "wine clubs" and states 
over the regulation^ alcohol̂ foeverage sales. Without 
cortunent, the coun letstand^ings that rejected Florida's 
efrbn to sue in federal amt to stop what state officials call 
"illegal interstate bootlmmg." 
At least one SoutheiTCal%rnia wine retailer was hopeful that 
the action would vj/Bae it legato ship wine to Florida 
customers. 
Not so. It s im^ means that th^gh coun is leaving the 
matter up to wie states. Florida st\ has a law making it a felony 
for winerie|^r retailers to ship wiri\directly to customers in 
the state. 
"Well c^tinue to have to fight them,"\̂ d Ron Loutherback, 
proprietor of three Wine Club retail shopsln 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=/3544c/aaaa005BR44clb5&NS-doc-oflfse^DBaSS-adv-s 
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LOS ANGELES TIMES EDITORIALS 

MARK H. WlLlES.Pubbher 
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MICHAEL PARKS. EdUwtndSaii^-VkePniidmi 
JANET CLAYTON. EJiarefiheEdiianalP^andVieePmident 

'Organic' Integrity 
New food standards should respect consumers' notions 

Last December, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture proposed the country's firal-
ever organic food standards and then set 

them aside for a period of public comment. That 
period, which ends Thursday, would be better 
characterized ?Q a time of public thrashing. The 
department received a record 125.000 letters 
denouncing its proposal u include under the 
"organic" category some foods fertilized with 
sewage sludge, zapped with radiation or genet­
ically engineered to resist pests. 

Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman, re­
portedly chastened by the protest, is now 
revising the sundaids. The practices in dispute 
do have their dangers: Irradiation kiUs bact^a 
but also alters the taste of some foods and pro­
duces radioactive waste that must be dispa8«l 
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 against what most Americans expect 
of organic food and what the USDA's own 
advisory board, an appointed panel of organic 
farmers, scientists, environmentalists and con­
sumer representatives, recorrmiended last year. 

Therp are also some provisions worth fight­
ing for in the USDA proposal. One would 

require regulatory oversight of organic produc­
ers. Some organic fanners voluntarily submit to 
certification, but since they hire the certifiers 
themselves, there is an obvious conflict of 
interest. The proposed federal law would 
improve on this, requiring organic fanners 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 to a few vegetarians and foodie 
purists. The organic market is booming, with S4 
billion in revenues nationwide last year, \jp from 
S173 million in 1980. Those figures will no doubt 
increase with the escalation al controversy over 
the safety of pesticides used on non-organic 
crops. 

Last week, the Natural Resources Defense 
Coundl issued a report contending that nine out 
of 10 younger American children are exposed to 
dangerous levels of organophosphate insecti­
cide residues In their foods. Agrictilture indus­
try leaders challenge the report, claiming the 
levela actually are far too low to be toxic. 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 insial on regular 
inapectioas and uae ordinary common sense in 
defining organic practices. 
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'Organic' Integrity 
New food standards should respect consumers' notions 

Last December, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture proposed the coimtry's first-
ever organic food standards and then set 

them aside for a period of public conunenC That 
period, which ends Thursday, would be better 
characterized as a time of public thrashfag. The 
departmeni received a record 125.000 letters 
denouncing its proposal to include under the 
"'organic" category some foods fertilized with 
sewage sludge, zapped with radiation or genet­
ically engineered to resist pests-

Agriculiure Secretary Dan Glickman. re­
portedly chastened by the protest, is now 
revising' the standards. The practices in dispute 
do have their dangers: Irradiation UUs bactoia 
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 against what most Americans expect 
of organic food and what the USDA's own 
advisory board, an appointed panel of organic 
farmers', scientists, enviroimientalists and con­
sumer representatives, recommended last year. 

Therp are also some provisions worth fight-
in? for in the USDA proposal. One would 

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

The definition of what's organic is no longer of 
interest just to a few vegetarians and foodie 
purists. The organic market ia booming, with $4 
billion in revenues nationwide last year, up from 
S173 million in 1980. Thoae figures will no doubt 
increase with the escalation of controversy over 
the safety of pesticides used on non-organic 
Clt^M. 

Last week, the Natural Resources Defense 
Coundl issued a report contending that nine out 
of 10 young» American children are exposed to 
dangerous levels of organophosphate insecti­
cide residues in their foods. Agriculture indus­
try leaders challenge the report, claiming the 
leTslfl actually are far too low to be toxic. But 
the debate has been ratcheted up a notch. 

One t h ^ is certain: If the label "organic" ia to 
be trusted by consumers, meaningful standards 
must apply. The USDA should insist on regular 
inapections and use ordinary common sense in 
defining organic practices. 



A Bad Idea on Highways 
THE HIGHWAY biU 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— îs 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 
beforê  he seeks not just an inaease but a 
carveout 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 coDections and the 
balances in the hi^way trust fund. As a practical 
matter, though never in so many words, it would 
be exempt from the budget constraints affecting 
other programs. In theory, if total spending had 
to be reduced to meet budget targets, the 
hi^way 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. Currentiy 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 shrinldng 
dollar. Giving them thefr own generous cap 
together wiA their own source of revenue 
walls them off from these competing claims. 

The House highway bill included a some­
what different provision maldng highways a 
separate empire. The Senate bill has none. 
What happens in conference may depend in 
part on the administration. The president has 
ri^tly 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 
PRESIDENT CLINTON nominated Wil­

liam A. Fletcher to the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the 9th Cfrcuit three long 

years ago. Mr. Hetcher, 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 pafrs 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. Retch-
er's nomination finally go throu^ 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 begiiining 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. 

®l}e toosliington fost 
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Politics 
"HAT IS IT with celebnties 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 modein 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 la^l also could be 

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 thefr method and the competing 
ones, fell flat with an audience of Americans 
who marufestly 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 
WARREN HELM won't be able to read 

this, but perhaps his family and 
fiiends will. It is important for them 

to know that the act of selflessness that cost 
Warren his Iffe 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. Hehn and his 
outnumbered fiiends, 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 thefr 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 Ufe-saving efforts were made, 
it was too late. 

Warren Hehn's mother. Sheila Graves, hu­
man resources dfrector for the D.C. public 
schools, said i i 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 Hebn. 

TUESDAY, APRIL 28,1998 
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NATIONAL ORGANIC/STANDARDS BOARD 

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, I am 
writing to express our appreciation for the time you spent with us discussing our concems 
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 helpfid 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 concem 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. I f 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 i f 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 tiiat 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, 

Robert B. Anderson 
Chairman 
National Organic Standards Board 

cc: Kathleen Merrigan, Vice Chair 
Carol)m Brickey, Board Member 

Dr. Enrique Figueroa 

Administrator, Agricultural Marketing Service 

Eric Olsen 

Counsel to the Secretary for Domestic Policy 
Keith Jones 
Director, National Organic Program 
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FROM: 

RE: 

KRIS M. BALDERSTON 

For your information 

• For appropriate action 

• Please respond wi th your comments by 
• 

I f you have any questions, please call me (6-2572). Thank you fo r your consideration. 
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Release No. 0205.98 

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

Brad Marman (202) 720-8998 
I_brad,mannan@usda.gov 

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

WASHINGTON, May 8, 1998-Agiiculture Secretary Dan Glickman announced today 
that the U.S. Department of Agriculture will make fimdamental 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 orgamc 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 orgamc 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 conmients 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 cotrunents asserted that national organic standards must be 
rigorous and credible. Otherwise, commenters expressed concem that consumers will lose faith 
in the organic label. 

" I f organic farmers and consromers 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-



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 Intemet. Access the 
USDA Home Page on the World Wide Web at http://wwMi.usda.gov 



DRAFT MAY 8 2998 

PRESIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM TO AGENCY HEADS 

Privacy is a cherished American value, closely linked to our concepts of personal 
freedom and wall-being. At the same time, fundamental and cherished principles like the First 
Amendtnent, perhaps 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 maintaias volumes of 
records on its activities and on the activities of its citizens. Long mindful of the potential fbr 
misuse of Federal tecords on individuals, the United States has adopted a comprehensive 
approach to limiting the Government's collection, use and distribution of personally ideatifiable 
information. 

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

Accordingly, I herdjy direct executive agency heads, as follows: 

Section 1, Policy, (a) It shall 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 Matchmg and Privacy Protection Act of 
1988, the Paperwork Reduction Act, and all other statutes relating to agency use of personally 
id^titiable data; 

(a) As used in this order, "agency" and "agfflicies" shall be defined in 
accordance witii the definition set forth in the Privacy Act of 1974 
U.S.C. 552(f). 

(2) assure thai all perBoually identifiable information be handled in fiill compliance with 
fair infoimation 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 maimer consisteirt with the Principles for Providing and Using Personal 
Information Cthe Privacy Principles") to the extent pennitted by law; 

(4) design and evaluate new le^slation and legislative proposals involving federal 
records to assure their compliance with the Privacy Act; 



(5) design and evaluate new legislation and legislative proposals involving the collection 
and use of personally identifiable data not cov^ed by the Privacy Act to assure that such data is 
handled in a manner consistent with the Privacy Principles. 

Section 2. Responsibilities of Agency Heads. All agency heads shall: 

(1) within 30 days, designate a senior official with primary re^onsibility for privacy 
policy. This individual shall disseminate infoimation and advise agencies heads on these 
matters. .'This individiial shall also serve as tiie agMicy's rqiresentative and shall review 
legislation and privacy poUcy 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, 
paying special attention to changes in technology, function, and 
organization thai may have made the notices out-of-date; 

b. Identify any systems of records thai have not been described in a published 
notice, paying special attention to Intemet activities that may Involve the 
collection of personal information; 

c. Review routine uses for all systems of records to make sure that they ate 
necessary and cQn:̂ )atible vdth the purpose for vdiich the infonnation was 
collected; 

(i) "Routine use" shall be defined in a manner consiBtent with the 
definition set forth in the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. 552(a)(b)(3). 

(3) if appropriate, republish by December 31, 1998, a revised set of systMn 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 agency 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 implcmoitation of the Privacy 
Principles. This rqport 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 rehance on tiie "routine use" provision of the 
Privacy Act of 1974 in ll^t of the r^idly changing technology; 

(c) an analysis of agwicy practices involving data sharing with State, local 
and tribal governments in light of the Privacy Act, the Privacy Prinĉ jles 
and rapidly changing technology.] 

(2) within 180C270] days, issue guidance on agency routine uses, paying particular 
attention to sharing of data by agencies wifii state, local and tiibal governments. 

Section 4, Judicial Review, This Executive order is intended only to improve the 
internal management of the executive branch and does not create any right or benefit, substantive 
or procedural, enforceable at law or equity by a party against tiie United States, its agencies, or 
mstrumentalities, its officers or employees, or any other person. 

William J. Clinton 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
May 14, 1998 



LRM ID: EHF467 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
Washington. D.C. 20503-0001 

Tuesday, April 28. 1 M 8 ^ 

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL^I^MORANDUM 

Total Pages: 3 

TO: 

FROM: 

OMB CONTACT: 

SUBJECT: 

DEADLINE: 
I T;:" ' "i 7 

!^)ive Liaj^ori'^fflpor • Soe Distribution below 

Roliald3KrRetferson (for) Assiistant Director for Legislntive Reference 
K( LisH^GroX 
PHONE: .(202)395-734? FAX: (202)395-7285 
AGRICULTURE Draft Press Release on Organic Labeling Standards 

5:00 PM Thursday, April 30, 1998 

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above 
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USDA To Make Fundiniental Changes In New Proposed Rule On Organic Standards 

Washington. May X, 1998 - Secretary of Afficulturc Dan Glickman annotmced today (hat the 
Departmeat of Agriculture (USDA) will mike fimdamental revisions to its proposed ostional 
organic standards a£ a result of the [170,000] commeots USDA received on the initial proposal. 

"USDA is committed to developing national organic standards that organic fiumert and 
consumers will onbnce," Olicksjan said. "Thousand! of commenten requestod that USDA 
issue new proposed standarda, and we Intend to do so. Most importantiy, the new proposal will 
contain fundamental changes from our initial draft." 

The earlier draft, pubUshed on December 16,1997, proposed standwde for grooving, processing, 
labeling, importing, and certifyiog orgaiucally growD fbod. But it did not take a position on 
caiaia controversial Issues; instead, the proposal asked for public conuneat on these items. The 
bulk of the ex&Bordinaiy number of comments opposed including the products of biotechnology, 
the use of irradiation in food processing, and the appUcaiion of biosoUds (municipal sludge) in 
organic food production. 

"Biotechnology, irradiation, and biosolids are safe and have important roles to play in 
agriculture. However, they neither fit ourzcnt organic practices nor meet current eonsumer 
c^ectaiions about org^esrasnhcxemmoits made clear," said GUcknum. "Therefore, these 
three issues are bf^g taken off the tabĵ  and will not be included in our new proposal." 

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

'If orgamc fiBimers and consumers reject our national fftaddsids, wc h&vc failed. Our task is to 
stimulate the gtovrth of organic agriculture, ensure that oonsumars have oonfldence Is ^e 
products that bear the organic label, and develop export markets for this growmg industry," said 
Glickman. 

Before publishing the new proposal, USDA will evaluat« the conunents submitted in response to 
the December 1997, proposal. Tills record will guide the drafting of die new proposal, which 
USDA will issue latex this year and which will also be available for public comment. "This 
additional opportunity for public comment will assist \is in crafting a rigorous, credible national 
standards for organic farming and handling that organic fjanuers and consunws ean support," 
declared Olickman. 

X 
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Contaa: 
Sue McGovem 

FOR IMMEDIATE (781) 648 7157 
RELEASE 

Media Advisory 

ANAHONAL ALLIANCE OF INDUSTRY AND CONSUMER ORGANIZATIONS 

LED BY ORGANIC VALLEY, THE U^. PIONEER OF ORGANIC UVESTOCK 

AND THE LARGEST COOPERATIVE OF ORGANIC FARMERS IN NORTH 

AMERICA. WILL ANN0UNC:E A NATIONAL HJBUC AWARENESS CAMPAIGN 

IN SUPPORT OF ORGANIC MEAT LABELING ON SUN^ TUNE 14^, 5:00-

5:30 PM. MARRIOTT HOTEL (RM. 309\ 1201 MARKET ST.. PHILADELPHIA.. 

EVENT TO FEATURE UNVEILING OF MAJOR "CALLTDA CUON." 

ORGANIC MEA T, CHEESE AND WINE TASTING TO FOLLOW. 

DATE: Sunday,June 14,1998 

T I M E ; 5:00 - 5:30 p-m. Press Conference 
5;30 - 7 JO p.in. Or^dcMeat, Oxae, VVK Tasmg 

PLACE: Manion Hotel, Room 309 
1201 Market Street 
PHILADELPHIA 

# # # 

Phone: 608-625-2602 - f ix : 608-625-2600 • 507 W. Msln St., P.O. Box 159, La Parge. Wl 54fi^9 w-nv.org.micvnll.T,.cum 
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(781) 648-7157 

NATIONAL ALLIANCE LAUNCHES "LABEL MEAT ORGANIC" CAMPAIGN 
Calls on Consumers and Industry to Urge USDA to Approve Organic Meat Labels 

p m i A D E I PHIA PA (June 14.1998) " i J ^ E L MEAT ORGANIC, a luiional public awareness campaign in 

lhe United SBt« pioneer of organic liv«iloclc and the largest organic farnicrs' cooperative m Nonh America. The 
SLpaign kicko/was held lodly in Philadelphia where the Inlcmational Dairy Ddi Bakery Assoc.auon she- .s raking 
place. 

The purpose of the "LABEL MliAT ORGANIC" campaign is lo urge the USDA » lift their ban on labeUng " f ^ ' ^ ^ ^ i ^ 
meat before national organic staiidards have been finalized, a proce«« thai may ukc anoAer year or more. Cmrftnt USDA 
intemal policy prevents labeling of meat and processed eggs as organic, wh.lc all other foods under FDA junsd-cuon are 
allowed the organic label. 

Supponeis of the call TO action include organic livestock producers, rctailert, mule association.s arid consumer groups 
including: tlie Humane Society of the U.S.; Mother; & Others for a Livable Plancl; the National Campaign Agairist the 
Misuse of Pesticides ( N C A M ? ) ; T I K Organic Alliance; Petaluma Poultry; Whole foods; Wild Oa«; the Organic T«dc 
Association, which most recently was a mj«or organizer of the historic ̂ h i g h l y ' ^ " " " ^ J ' i * " " ^ ; ! ^ ^ ' ^ Z u , 
public comment on ilie proposed rule to implement the Orgajtic Foods Production Act; and Bob Anderson, head of Walnui 
Acres and Chairman of the USDA's National Organic Standards Board. 

"It is filling that we are launching the "I.ABEL MEAT OROANTC" campaign in the city tlut is home to the Libcny Bell 
and symbolize, our nation's consttiuuonal support for basic freedoms." said Organic Va}ley C1£0 George S«emon- A 
longtime Wisconsin organic daiiy farmer. Sicmon has been a pioneer in developing organic liv«:ux;k standards adopted By 
the National Organic Standards Boani and recommended to the USDA. "Organic meai labeling represents «sound pnvaic 
iniiiativc thai will help small family farmets. The USDA should be encouraging such initiatives, not stifling them. 

Betsy T.ydon Program Ditwtor of Modiers & Others for a Livable Fianek said "It is an outrage dxat the law forbids 
consumer* access to organic meat and dcnie.-; them labels that could help them make choices about d^cir meal purchases. 
Consumers have a right to know how their meat is raised." 

Organic Trade Association Lxecutive Director Katherine DiMatteo believes: "Tt is unfair of the USDA to wilWiold organic 
meat and egg producu labeling when all other products can carry an organic label. Tlie decision lo withhold ihts label by 
the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) of the USDA hai been arbitrary and capricious." 

"LABEL MEAT ORGANIC" calls on tJic USDA to immediately approve labeling for the organic livestock industiy 
utilizing the present organic cenification system. The organic meal labeling reflecting existing oi^anic standards would 
provide an interim solution until the national standards for organic certification received final approvaJ. The <»mpaign 
urged consumera and indu.<5ny to communicate iheir views via lelephono. letter, fajt or e-mail to the U SDA, 1400 
Independence Ave. S.W.. Washington, D.C. 20250 (202) 720-2791, Funher infonnaiion is avadable through the Organic 
Valley web site www.organicvallev.com. 

Phone: 608-625-2602 - Fax: 608-625-2600 • 507 W. Main St.. P.O. Box 159. La Farge, W] 54bii) www.oriiiiMicvalley.com 
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A Call to Action - Allow Organic Meat Labeling Now! 
June. 199S 

Wc call on the United Slates Department of Agriculture to remove immodiatcly all 
prohibitions against the labeling of certified organic meat, poultiy and egg products, the 
only food categories prevented from offering an organic choice for consumers. We ask the 
USDA to: 

• Allow consumers to make infonned 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 these 
private busincjjs initiatives, which include dairy, beef, hog & poultry producers, as well 
as feed grains and pasture and forage fanners, 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 are 
organically certified and labeled in Europe and nations around the world. Immediate 
USDA action will give U.S. orgaiuc producers a level playing field and allow them to 
compete globally. 

• Do i l now! Third-party certified orgamc livestock production standards arc already in 
effecL Organic food has become a $4.2+ billion industry. Organic meat production is a 
key component in a sustainable agricultural system. The lack of an organic label is 
ciippling this industry at home and abroad. 

This should not be an arbitrary internal USDA policy. Let the organic ceitification system 
work. Organic labeling of milk and eggs is a national fact. Let certified organic standards 
apply equally to the livestock that produced them. 

ALLOW ORGANIC MEAT LABELING NOW! 

To ctMitact the USDA write to: USDA, 1400 Independence Ave. S-W., Washington, D.C, 20250. 
Call: (202) 720-2791 or H-ttiail: agsec t̂Lsda.gov. 

Phone: 608-625-2602 • Fax:608-625-2600 • 507 W. Main St.. HO. Box 159. La Hargc. Wl 5463?) www.oivanicvnlk-y.com 
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Label Meat Organic Campaign 
Media Resource List 

George Slemon 
Chief Executive Officer, Organic Valley 
608 625 2666 

Tom Frantzen 
Fanner ~ 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 DiMatteo, Executive Director, The Organic Trade Association 
413 774 7511 

Ann Woods, Executive Director, The Organic Alliance 
612 265 3680 

Melanie Adcock, Staff member. Farm Animds and Sustainable Agriculture 
The Humane Society of the U.S. 
202 452-1100 

Fred Kirschenmann, Ph.D.. Farmer 
National Organic Standards Board, Chair of Live.stock Committee 
President Farm Verified Organic 
701 486-3579 

Peter Roy, President, Whole Foods 
Or Margaret Wittenberg, National Conununications Team Leader, Whole Foods 
NOSB member 
(512) 477-5566 ext.400 

Allen Shainsky, President 
Petaluma Poultry 
707 763-1904 
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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 and organic 
egg standards, as well as our cooperation with NOSB and OTA in working on the USDA organic rule. 
Organic Valley continues as a pioneer in proposing the strictest standards for organic meat production, 
Organic Valley propose!! that organic meat meet the following minimum production standards thai all oi 
our producers satisfy- This standard is in accordance whh/or stricter than boib NOSB, OTA 
recormnendaiions and the icquircments of the Orgaruc Foods Production Act of 1990 (OFPA). 

Organic Valley Meat Standarda 

Livestock Source 
1. All meat animals shall b« bom fi-om organic mothers and under organic production 

for the balance of Uielr life. 
2, Ail poultry shall be luider organic produccEon from one day old. 

Organic Feed Requirements 
1. All feed shall be 100% orgaruc feed. 
2. Rendered animal by'products arc prohibited in feed. 

Medications 
1. All antibiotics are prohibited. 
2. Ali hormones are prohibited. 
3. All parasiticides are prohibited. 

Living conditions 
1.. All livestock shall have access to fircsh air, sunli|;ht and pasturv according to stage 

ofUfe. 
2. All production facilities shall provide » living environment which limits live.stock 

stress and promotes livestock health. 

Manure management 
1. All organic farms must have a organic farm plan wfilch assures proper manure 

management 
No spreading of manure is aUowed in tlie winter 
Fanners are required m control runoff. 

Certified Organic 
1. All aspects of production must be certlflcd organic and must follow strict record 

keeping requirements concerning: 
erop production 
livestock sources 
purchase feed 
medications 
handling & processing 
sales records. 

Phone: 60Si.62a.2f.n2 - F.ix: 608.62S.2600 • 507 W; Main St.. ?.0. Bnx 159. La Fi.rge. WI .';46.̂ 9 www.organicvalley.cnm 
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YA% as organic says 
iJ Now that organic Carming has mushroomed flram a 
;> blppy-dippy diversion into a giant industry with 
>. annual sales exceedins M billion, conventjonal food 

processors also want a slice of the market. They 
ŝhould be welcome to it—but not at the cost of dllut-
ing proposed government guidelines defining the term 
"organic" and its legitimate use on foodstulEs. 

ki Organic food regidations were flnt pn̂ oeed by the 
^industry itself in 1966. Four yeai9 later, Congress, 

p̂assed the Organic Foods Production Act which in 
turn created the National Organic Standards Board 

(̂NOSB) and assigned to it the task of drawing up 
ĝuidelines to govern the production, handling and 

X marketing of organic foods. 
K! Ifs an important mission: As the market has grown, 

so has the pnnnlscaous nse of "natural" "organic" 
^and other New Age mumbo-jumbo and advertising 
.̂ gtmmicks. Even the most dlaoeming consumers an 
vj baffled, a situation complicated by conflicting stan­

dards and definitions estaUlahed by diflferent states 
and local organizations. 

Meanwhile, the organic market ia growing like 
kudzu. For the past seven yean it has posted sales 
growth of 20 percent or greater, according to the 
Organic Trade Association. Clear, nationally recog-
liiKd standanls arc essential fbr domestic consumen 
as well as the export market particularly since the 
Eun^nn Union adopted its own organic food guide­

lines in 1992. 
In isas, the NOSB proposed a set of definitions and 

standards. But late last year—under pressure fhim 
conventional food prooeasora and agricultural inter 
ests—the U.S. Department of Agriculture proposed 
considerably looser regolationa. 

Consumers have until April 30 to comment on the 
revised guidelines; they should urge the USOA to 
stick with the iwwlaua, more strin^t rules. 

The dlsagreemeats generally revolve around the use 
of genetically engtaMSRd hormones and other organ­
isms, food imdiatlon. municipal sewer sludge for 
fertilizer and aynOetic antibiotica in farm animals. 
Hie NOSB banned them; flie USDA proposes to allow 
them. ' 

Consumer sallity is not the main point here. There 
is, for examplê  no sdentlflc evidence that iiTMUaled 
food is hamiflil or unsaft̂  But is it "organic"? 

What's at stake Instead is the intqplty of a set of 
regulations dnwn 19 by experts and representatives 
of the organic food Industry after lengthy discussion. 
If s most unnmuj, in fbct for an industry to Impose 
such atrtngent standards upon itselt 

If the term "organic" is to mean anything at the 
supermarket to the rabidly growing number of con* 
sumers, ttie USDA should abide by the reoommenda< 
tlons of a board of ê wts Qiat was. after all created 
by the fiederel goverament 


