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National Organic Standards Board 
USDA – AMS – NOP 
1400 Independence Ave, SW 
Washington, DC 20250 
Docket # AMS-NOP-26-0892 

 

National Organic Standards Board members: 
 

The Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association (OEFFA) is a grassroots network of over 1,700 farmers, gardeners, 
retailers, educators, and others who, since 1979, have worked to cultivate a future in which sustainable and organic 
farmers thrive, local food nourishes our communities, and agricultural practices protect and enhance our environment. 
OEFFA is comprised of two distinct entities, OEFFA Education and OEFFA Certification. OEFFA Certification has been in 
operation since 1981, and certified organic farmers make up the bulk of our membership. OEFFA Certification certifies 
1,100 organic producers and handlers in a twelve-state region, ensuring that these operations meet the standards 
established for organic products, and collaborates with partners such as the Accredited Certifiers Association (ACA) and 
International Organic Inspectors Association (IOIA) to foster consistency and clarity both in the way we conduct 
ourselves, and in what we expect from producers and handlers we certify, as well as from our colleagues at the National 
Organic Program (NOP) and the National Organic Standards Board (NOSB). 

 
OEFFA Education employs sustainable agriculture education, advocacy, and grassroots organizing to promote local and 
organic foods, helping farmers and eaters connect to build a sustainable food system. We work collaboratively with 
groups such as the Organic Farmers Association (OFA), the National Organic Coalition (NOC), and the National 
Sustainable Agriculture Coalition (NSAC) to effect positive food systems change. We support OEFFA farmers and food 
businesses in their efforts to protect organic integrity and educate their communities about its benefits, its rigor, and its 
strong values of transparency and continuous improvement. 

 
We thank the National Organic Standards Board members and new leadership for their service to the organic community. 
OEFFA respectfully offers the following comments: 
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 BIG PICTURE 
 
SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONAL ORGANIC PROGRAM 
 
The National Organic Program (NOP) is a vital part of the USDA upon which our organization and producers rely. 
Throughout the last year, we experienced uncertainty and changes resulting from the loss of a third of NOP staff. We 
continue to voice strong support for the program and for NOP staff to be prioritized in future hiring at the USDA. We 
appreciate that the current NOP staff will not be moved out of the District of Columbia region. OEFFA also urges the USDA 
to designate NOP staff as ‘exempted’ going forward, to ensure that NOP activities maintain essential technology, trade 
platforms, and to oversee imports and prevent fraudulent activity can continue without disruption and losses for US farms 
and businesses. 
 
Organic sales grew faster than the traditional market, reaching $76.6 billion with an annual growth rate of 6.8% in 2025. 
Congress has continued to provide level funding for the NOP on an annual basis, which does not reflect this increase or 
the stability of the organic market. Every $1 invested in NOP yields over $3,000 in retail value for the US economy. 
Despite these financial challenges, our producers have greatly appreciated the NOP doing what they can to work with 
federal agencies, expand oversight, and work across borders to cooperate with organic trade partners. The deep 
knowledge in the NOP helps us do our job; budget restraints do make it harder for the NOP to complete their work. 
However, we appreciate the responsiveness of the NOP staff OEFFA has worked with and their continued commitment. 
 
Thank you for sharing t updated NOSB Charter and that the open Board seats were filled recently after being vacant since 
January. OEFFA believes that the Board is most effective with diversity among its members to represent different 
perspectives from the organic community. We would appreciate seeing varied perspectives (operation size, geography, 
socioeconomic backgrounds, etc.) represented on the Board in future appointments. 
 
We urge the NOSB to do all they can to advocate for investments across the NOP so that the growing organic industry can 
get the much-needed support. As the demand for organic continues to rise and more producers transition to organic 
production, we continue to see fraudulent imports affecting our producers’ bottom line. OEFFA remains a partner in 
strengthening organic integrity and availability across the market, and as such, OEFFA Education launched COrE (Certified 
Organic Evaluation), an organic inspector training program, to expand workforce opportunities in organics. 
 
FOUNDATIONAL ORGANIC SYSTEMS 

OEFFA believes that the soil is the foundation of organic agriculture. This principle is enshrined in the Organic Foods 
Production Act (OFPA 6513), throughout the USDA organic regulations [7 CFR 205.2, .200, .203, .205(a)] and in the 
global organic movement.1 After the NOP issued a noncompliance to a certifier for quoting OFPA in its explanation of 
why it would not certify hydroponics, certifiers banded together to issue a Position Statement: Organic Agriculture is 
Soil-Based.2 The position statement has received over 900 endorsements from farmers, consumers, environmental 
groups and other organic stakeholders, including 10 accredited certifiers. The strong support for this position statement, 

 
1 https://www.ifoam.bio/our-work/what/soil; https://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/2021-06/organicsinaction.pdf, p.45 – 
Hydroponic Production not in line with Organic Principles 
2 https://action.oeffa.org/soil/  

https://ota.com/about-ota/press-releases/us-organic-marketplace-achieved-significant-growth-2025
https://www.ifoam.bio/our-work/what/soil
https://www.ifoam.bio/sites/default/files/2021-06/organicsinaction.pdf
https://action.oeffa.org/soil/


   
 

 

in addition to the ongoing number of public comments to NOSB regarding the topic, is a clear message that stakeholders 
want consistent enforcement of organic standards that clearly describe soil-based production practices and do not 
include hydroponics. 

Soil in organic agriculture is not a “wedge issue;” rather, it is foundational. Organic agriculture was conceived as a 
counterpoint to chemical agriculture, and from its inception in the writings of Sir Albert Howard and others – and its 
roots in Indigenous agricultural systems around the world – it has always been about fostering healthy soil. Healthy soil 
is biodiverse, sequesters atmospheric carbon, is resilient to drought and erosion, and is capable of producing nutrient-
dense food with minimal use of inputs. Organic agriculture treats soil as an ecosystem to be stewarded, not merely a 
“growing medium” in which to produce crops. This is not a critique of growing food without soil, however such practices 
are simply not aligned with the most basic principles of organic agriculture.  

Because aeroponic, hydroponic, and crops grown to maturity in containers do not comply with OFPA 6513(b)(1), and 
because there is significant inconsistency in the way these forms of production are being handled by organic certifiers 
presently, we again urge the NOSB to call for a moratorium on the certification of new aeroponic operations, 
hydroponic operations, and crops grown to maturity in containers until we can utilize our existing NOSB and rulemaking 
process to move forward with greater consistency. 

In its July 6, 2023 memo to the NOSB, the NOP expressed willingness to move forward with discussion of greenhouse 
and container standards. These standards are long overdue and urgently needed to increase consistency among 
certifiers and provide a fair playing field for farmers. The six certifiers who developed the Position Statement have 
already worked to align our policies on greenhouse and container production, and without standards we cannot achieve 
consistency across the industry. Please add “Field and Greenhouse Container Production” back to the NOSB work 
agenda and lead our community in a discussion of this essential topic. We recognize that at different levels of 
government these conversations continue to come up and want to reiterate that organic systems are based in soil. The 
future of organic integrity depends upon it.  

We recognize that as consumer demand for organic products continues to grow, the number of labels on food packaging 
has grown as well. The USDA Organic label is the only government-regulated label that has an emphasis on soil health, 
animal welfare, and holds the trust of consumers. Our staff recently published a handout emphasizing the reliability of 
the organic label following requests from farmers in our network who are being asked about the term “regenerative” as 
it relates to organics. We need to continue to support organic producers with the tools they need to succeed so that 
integrity continues in the market. We also hope to encourage (and ask the NOSB to do so as well) the USDA to address 
confusion on labels like regenerative. Education on these is vital for providing consumers with products they trust is best 
for their health and the environment’s health. 

 

EXPANDING OPPORTUNITY IN ORGANICS 
 
We appreciate the continued work of the NOSB and NOP upholding the integrity of the organic label and ensuring the 
trust of American households and beyond in organics, while expanding opportunity for America’s organic farmers. 
Because of this trust, public demand for organic continues to grow. A recent survey found that 55 percent of consumers 
believe organic fruits and vegetables are better for their health than conventionally grown produce. That number is even 
higher among younger generations - a recent Organic Trade Association (OTA) study showed that more than three in four 
millennials and Gen Z respondents say it’s important to buy and eat organic food. Initiatives such as the Transition to 
Organic Partnership Program (TOPP) and Organic Market Development Grants (OMDG) have been instrumental in helping 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/13SeWV7UzoDw6A-WBYJiTG_IfVElTFEvi?usp=drive_link


   
 

 

new producers reach this thriving market while expanding opportunity for existing ones; more needs to be done. Farmers, 
who by nature, need to prepare, project, and schedule their needs the best they can in such a volatile field, require 
reliability, consistency, and longevity in these programs. Scheduled funding releases of programs like the Organic 
Certification Cost Share Program were delayed, TOPP has ended, OMDG applications have not been solicited since 2023, 
both the Organic Transition Program (ORG) and the Organic Research and Education Initiative (OREI) have continued with 
only level funding. These delays, rollbacks, and lack of increased financial opportunities for organic farmers and ranchers 
will likely lead to less progression and stymied innovation in the organic industry.  
 
As demand for organics continues to grow, we need more American organic farmers and acreage. OEFFA, for the first 
time ever, saw a decrease in acreage in 2025 with a concurrent increase in organic operations, meaning there is a 
decrease in organic acres per farm OEFFA certifies. While organic represents 6.1 percent of total food sales, only 1 
percent of U.S. farmland grows organic crops. The U.S. now imports $3.3 billion in organic food each year. Although some 
products that cannot be grown in the U.S. will always be imported, states like Ohio have a thriving and productive organic 
farming industry and we want to ensure domestic farmers who are certified organic or considering transitioning can take 
advantage of this growing market. However, we are concerned about the rise in organic imports and their effects on our 
domestic producers with their struggles to meet the demand. For example, according to an Argus study, imports of 
organic soybeans skyrocketed in 2024-2025 and imports of soybean meal reached a record high. 
 
Even with the growing demand, the barriers to organic transition continue to be significant. Access to land, capital, and 
support for transition are among the biggest challenges for farmers and handlers, and uncertainties and inconsistencies 
with various funding programs only make things harder. One of organic’s strengths is that it offers a viable opportunity to 
young people who did not grow up farming to consider making it their career. As the average age of American farmers 
continues to rise, it is in our vital interest to harness the energy of this new crop of farmers and support their success. In 
this way, broadening participation in organic will not only strengthen our movement, it will strengthen American 
agriculture in general, and we encourage the USDA and NOSB to keep identifying where the barriers are highest and 
invest in addressing them. We ask that the NOSB continue its efforts to foster a path into organic for producers who are 
committed to organic principles and practices, welcoming the perspectives of the next generation of organic farmers, and 
prioritizing the support and market opportunities all organic farmers need to thrive. 
 

 
FARMER ENGAGEMENT IN NOSB PROCESS 
 
We ask the NOSB to institutionalize farmer listening sessions outside of the two regular semi-annual public comment 
periods. Listening sessions should be a standard part of the NOSB’s annual work and should be entered into the public 
record.  While we greatly appreciate the willingness of some NOSB members to discuss agenda items with farmers in our 
network as appropriate, this essential dialogue cannot rest solely on the availability and willingness of individual NOSB 
members, nor should it be exclusive to those organizations that take time and have the resources to set up roundtables. A 
summer listening session could inform the NOSB’s consideration of discussion documents before they become proposals. 
A winter listening session could be used to inform and help prioritize the NOSB’s agenda for the coming year, bringing the 
NOSB’s work into better alignment with farmer needs.  

 
Farmers are the key linchpin in the organic industry, and their voices and experiences should be held as paramount. This is 
why OEFFA has consistently advocated for a variable meeting time to ensure that we are hearing a diversity of farmer 
voices throughout the country and throughout the year. Spring and fall – when the NOSB meetings are held – are 
incredibly busy times for farmers. We understand that the NOP will not make any meeting time adjustments. However, 
because of meeting timing, hearing comments from diverse farmer perspectives will continue to be limited.  



   
 

 

 
Speaking in person is valuable for the farmers and the NOSB, and we must continue to make that opportunity accessible. 
And while OEFFA understands that, at times, a virtual meeting may be necessary, we do not want to see meetings default 
to a virtual setting. We do not want the opportunities in-person meetings offer like engaging industry conversations and 
networking to become a bygone component of the NOSB process. 

 
Additionally, for farmers to be truly engaged in the NOSB process, more technical assistance is needed. This should be 
available to any organic-operator NOSB member, as well as those who want to provide comments and review reports. 
Technical assistance to support farmer accessibility can be supportive for participation in the NOSB so that their time can 
be more focused on providing input and expertise. This can also be helpful for tracking and organizing technical reports so 
that the larger organic community can more easily integrate into the NOSB process. 

 
 

RULEMAKING PROCESS INTEGRITY 
 
The stability of the NOSB being in tune with the organic industry in multiple ways is not just important for farmers, 
handlers, and the industry to uplift needs; it also provides consistent recommendations to government offices. The 
priority of the NOSB continues to stay the same—to uphold the organic label. Therefore, as changes occur within the 
USDA, the NOSB must engage in support of the integrity of the organic industry. Recently, new regulations like the 
Mushroom and Pet Food standards were recommended to be rescinded. These were actions of the NOP based upon 
recommendations of the NOSB; the NOSB therefore needs to reiterate its support for rules relevant to their work. 
 
The public feedback process between the making of an NOSB recommendation and the publishing of a final rule is long 
and complex. However, when regulations are worded or framed in a way that is difficult to enforce, it defeats the 
purpose of OFPA. Therefore, we ask the NOP to consider adding a step before publishing final rules in cases where the 
final rule differs from the proposed rule, to share the regulatory language with certifiers and the organic community 
to receive feedback on its enforceability as written. As agents of USDA and the bodies ultimately responsible for 
enforcing USDA regulations, it is appropriate for certifiers to have an opportunity to point out areas where the 
regulatory language is confusing, conflicting, or is not practical. This extra review should not be used to allow certifiers 
to influence the overall content of the rule, such as implementation timelines or the requirements, it should serve only 
the very specific purpose of vetting the regulatory language for completeness and practical ease of interpretation and 
enforceability. 
 
 

COMPLIANCE, ACCREDITATION, AND CERTIFICATION  
PROPOSAL: RESIDUE TESTING FOR A GLOBAL SUPPLY CHAIN: REGULATION REVIEW  

 
OEFFA appreciates the work that the NOSB has put into this topic. We mostly support updates to 205.670. We 
acknowledge that the notification of downstream buyers is tricky unless there is clear guidance that can be backed up by 
the NOP regulations on what happens to the disposition of said product. We also want to emphasize that determining and 
notifying downstream buyers can be a huge feat in some cases, and if there is no regulatory requirement for the 
disposition of said product, then we are putting additional capacity on certifiers and downstream buyers without a clear 
goal or action.  

  



   
 

 

DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: CONSSISTENCY IN ORGANIC SEED USE 
 
OEFFA recognizes that the organic industry should continue to increase the number of varieties and the amount of 
organic seed available. However, the changes proposed put too much responsibility on the producer, when it is handlers 
and larger seed distributors who have more control over availability. We do not support adding part c of 4.2.1 to the 
guidance document. We do agree with the updated guidance added in 4.2.2 and that focusing on handlers to increase 
organic seed use is the direction to pursue.  

 
CROPS 
PROPOSAL: Chitosan reclassification 
We agree that chitosan should be classified as synthetic. 
 
PROPOSAL: Chitosan (addition to § 205.601) 
OEFFA would like some additional clarification as to if this could also be considered a plant growth booster. It appears that 
it would fit to be listed as a pest control and we are unsure of the necessity as a soil amendment. 
 
2028 SUNSETS 
Chlorine Materials  
§ 205.601(a)(2) As algicide, disinfectants, and sanitizer, including irrigation system cleaning systems. (2) Chlorine 
materials—For pre-harvest use, residual chlorine levels in the water in direct crop contact or as water from cleaning 
irrigation systems applied to soil must not exceed the maximum residual disinfectant limit under the Safe Drinking Water 
Act, except that chlorine products may be used in edible sprout production according to EPA label directions. (iv) for use in 
water for irrigation purposes.   
 
OEFFA supports the relisting of chlorine materials as essential sanitizers to maintain food safety standards and 
acknowledges that they are hazardous to human and environmental health.  We agree with NOC’s comments that a 
review of sanitizers as a class of materials is necessary to address what materials are essential and what specific uses for 
which they should be approved. 
  
Peracetic Acid  
§ 205.601(a)(6)—for use in disinfecting equipment, seed, and asexually propagated planting material. Also permitted in 
hydrogen peroxide formulations as allowed in § 205.601(a) at concentration of no more than 6% as indicated on the 
pesticide product label; 
§ 205.601(i)(8) - for use to control fire blight bacteria. Also permitted in hydrogen peroxide formulations as allowed in § 
205.601(i) at concentration of no more than 6% as indicated on the pesticide product label. 
  
OEFFA supports the continued listing of peracetic acid, both as a sanitizer and pest control material. 

 
EPA List 3—Inerts of unknown toxicity 
§ 205.601(m)(2) —for use only in passive pheromone dispensers. 
 
OEFFA agrees with NOC’s comments on EPA List 3 inerts, and we would like to see this listing removed from the NL and 
individual materials used in pheromone dispensers to be reviewed individually for inclusion. 
  



   
 

 

Calcium Chloride  
§ 205.602(c) - brine process is natural and prohibited for use except as a foliar spray to treat a physiological disorder 
associated with calcium uptake 
  
OEFFA supports the continued listing of calcium chloride as a restricted nonsynthetic substance.  We agree that it is 
essential for situations where calcium is needed to treat a disorder, while limiting its use to avoid excess addition of 
chlorine to soils. 
 

Rotenone  
§ 205.602(f) - (CAS # 83-79-4) 
  
OEFFA supports the continued listing of rotenone as a prohibited nonsynthetic material. 

 
 
 

HANDLING 
 Discussion Document: Agar-agar Re-classification 
OEFFA supports the Handling Subcommittee’s reclassification of agar-agar to 205.605(b), while retaining the current 
listing at 205.605(a), 
 

2028 SUNSETS  
Agar-agar 
§ 205.605(a)(2) 
 
OEFFA supports the relisting of agar-agar as a long-standing food additive. 
 
Animal enzymes 
§ 205.605(a)(3) Animal enzymes - (Rennet - animal derived; Catalase - bovine liver; Animal lipase; Pancreatin; Pepsin; and 
Trypsin). 
 
OEFFA supports the relisting of animal enzymes as a necessary ingredient for the dairy industry.  We are not aware of 
barriers for producing these from organic livestock, however we suspect that the demand for organic dairy processors 
would not be met by organic enzymes alone.  
 
Calcium sulfate-mined 
§ 205.605(a)(8)  
 
OEFFA has no concerns over the use of mined calcium sulfate in organic handling and supports its relisting. 
 
Cellulose 
 § 205.605(b)(11) Cellulose (CAS #9004-34-6)—for use in regenerative casings, powdered cellulose as an anti-caking agent 
(non-chlorine bleached) and filtering aid. Microcrystalline cellulose is prohibited 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of cellulose as an essential anti-caking additive for various products, including 



   
 

 

shredded cheeses. 
 
Chlorine materials – Calcium hypochlorite, Chlorine dioxide, Hypochlorous acid – generated 
from electrolyzed water, and Sodium hypochlorite 
§ 205.605(b)(12)(i-iv) Chlorine materials - disinfecting and sanitizing food contact surfaces, equipment and facilities may 
be used up to maximum labeled rates. Chlorine materials in water used in direct crop or food contact are permitted at 
levels approved by the FDA or EPA for such purpose, provided the use is followed by a rinse with potable water at or below 
the maximum residual disinfectant limit for the chlorine material under the Safe Drinking Water Act. Chlorine in water 
used as an ingredient in organic food handling must not exceed the maximum residual disinfectant limit for the chlorine 
material under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
 
OEFFA supports the relisting of chlorine materials as essential compounds for effective sanitation and food safety.  The 
question of ancillary ingredients is difficult because it is often not possible to obtain all of the ingredients that are not 
listed as active on the product label. This should be addressed for sanitizers and some guidance needs to be provided to 
certified operations and certifiers.  Do all ancillary ingredients need to be reviewed for all products and for all 
applications?  It would seem that ancillary ingredients should be reviewed for direct food contact purposes and not for 
food contact surface and equipment cleaning when there is an intervening event.  Surfaces and equipment cleaning 
without an intervening event is less clear.  This guidance would ensure that all certifiers are enforcing the same policies 
with regard to cleaners and sanitizers. 

 
Silicon dioxide 
§ 205.605(b)(29) Silicon dioxide - Permitted as a defoamer. Allowed for other uses when organic rice hulls are not 
commercially available. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of silicon dioxide for use as a defoamer.  We see this as a common and effective 
defoamer used in maple syrup production.  Based on Policy Memo 15-2, we do not allow sources of silicon dioxide that 
are engineered nanomaterials.  We support adding this to the annotation to confirm that engineered nanomaterials are 
prohibited. 

 
 
LIVESTOCK 
Discussion Document: Integrating Livestock and Agroforestry Crops 
OEFFA agrees that grazing livestock has a lower risk of contamination for tree crops, and would support not considering it 
direct application, thus not needing to follow the 90 day rule (but still needs to result in no contamination).  
 
PROPOSAL: Ivermectin for Treatment of New World Screwworm 
OEFFA would like additional information before issuing support for Ivermectin. First, it appears that this would mostly be 
used with beef cattle, which would result in those cattle losing their organic slaughter eligibility, thus no longer needing to 
keep their organic status. Secondly, it is not clear from the information if Ivermectin has been proven to work for new 
world screwworm. Ideally, we would have verification of its efficacy prior to approval. If this is not possible, OEFFA does 
support its use in case of emergencies with robust restrictions.  

 

 



   
 

 

2028 LIVESTOCK SUNSET REVIEWS 
Activated Charcoal 
§ 205.603(a)(6)  (CAS # 7440-44-0)—must be from vegetative sources. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of activated charcoal as a livestock health care material.  We do not see excipients 
used in general for activated charcoal products, and we do not see it used in feed mixes as a synthetic charcoal source 
would not be approved for organic feed. 
 
Calcium Borogluconate 
§ 205.603(a)(7) - (CAS # 5743-34-0)—for treatment of milk fever only. 
 
Calcium Propionate 
§ 205.603(a)(8) - (CAS # 4075-81-4)—for treatment of milk fever only. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of calcium borogluconate and calcium propionate as important electrolytes for 
treating organic livestock.  We feel that these materials are covered under the electrolytes allowance and do not 
necessarily need to be listed individually. 
 
Chlorine Materials 
§ 205.603(a)(10) - disinfecting and sanitizing facilities and equipment. Residual chlorine levels in the water shall not exceed 
the maximum residual disinfectant limit under the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of chlorine materials. 
 
Kaolin Pectin 
§ 205.603(a)(17)-  for use as an adsorbent, antidiarrheal, and gut protectant. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of kaolin pectin as an effective and mild treatment for organic livestock. 
 
Mineral Oil 
§ 205.603(a)(20) -  for treatment of intestinal compaction, prohibited for use as a dust suppressant. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of mineral oil as an essential treatment for organic livestock. 
 
Nutritive supplements 
§ 205.603(a)(21) —injectable supplements of trace minerals per paragraph (d)(2) of this section, vitamins per paragraph 
(d)(3), and electrolytes per paragraph (a)(11), with excipients per paragraph (f), in accordance with FDA and restricted to 
use by or on the order of a licensed veterinarian. 
  
OEFFA supports the continued listing of injectable nutritive supplements, but we do not feel there is a need to continue 
requiring the order of a veterinarian to use these products.  Some may require a prescription, but otherwise we see no 
reason to require a veterinarian’s order to allow a farmer to use these to treat their livestock.  Veterinarians are already in 
short supply, and this seems to be an unnecessary burden to access these essential treatments. 



   
 

 

 
Propylene Glycol 
§ 205.603(a)(27) — (CAS #57-55-6)—only for treatment of ketosis in ruminants. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of propylene glycol as an essential treatment for ketosis in organic livestock. 
 
Sodium Chlorite, acidified 
§ 205.603(a)(28) & 205.603(b)(9) — allowed for use on organic livestock as a teat dip treatment only. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of acidified sodium chlorite for use as a teat dip.  We also agree with NOC’s 
comments that this material should be evaluated for its effectiveness and necessity on the NL compared to other 
substances being used as teat dips, such as organic acids. 
 
Zinc Sulfate 
§ 205.603(b)(11) —for use in hoof and foot treatments only. 
 
OEFFA supports the continued listing of zinc sulfate for use as a hoof and foot treatment.  There are still many copper 
sulfate products in use as well, so it does not appear that our producers have opted for zinc over copper products.  We do 
not feel there is a large concern for these products to contribute significant amounts of zinc and copper to the soil. 
 
 

MATERIALS 
DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: RESEARCH PRIORITIES 2027 
OEFFA supports the NOSB research priorities and appreciates the NOSB’s ongoing work on this topic. This wide-ranging 
set of priorities reflects the many facets of the organic industry that would benefit from more data and exploration of 
alternative methods and substances. However, the length of the list makes it difficult to capture which items should take 
priority. OEFFA believes that clarifying priorities on the list may help researchers identify which topics to evaluate. We 
also ask that the NOSB re-invite representatives from the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) to share 
information about the current status of these research priorities, as they last did in 2022, to ensure the organic 
community and research institutions have current information about organic-relevant research. We thank the NOSB for 
continuing to articulate and update these priorities.   
 
DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: INDUCED MUTAGENESIS 
OEFFA agrees that there is not enough information to make a determination at this time and believe that no action should 
be taken, as to ensure there is not a negative and unintended impact on the organic seed market.  

 
Thank you, again, for the opportunity to provide comments on the National Organic Standards.  
 
On behalf of the Ohio Ecological Food and Farm Association and OEFFA Certification, 
 

                                                           
 
Lauren Hirtle, Policy Director       Kate Pierfelice, Certification Director 
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