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September 29, 2026 

Ms. Michelle Arsenault 
Advisory Board Specialist 
National Organic Standards Board 
USDA-AMS-NOP 
1400 Independence Ave. SW 
Room 2642-S Mail Stop 0268 
Washington, DC 20250-0268

RE: AMS-NOP-26-0892

Dear Ms. Arsenault: 

On behalf of the International Fresh Produce Association (IFPA), we appreciate the work of the National Organic Standards Board to engage stakeholders around discussions that are critical to the organic fresh produce industry. Our comments are guided by the feedback of the IFPA Organic Committee. The Committee is comprised of 22 volunteer leaders representing organic fruits, vegetables, and other specialty crops, as well as many types of operations in several different growing regions.

IFPA represents over 2500 companies from across the global supply chain for fresh fruits and vegetables, including more than 500 companies with certified organic fresh fruit, vegetables and flowers. IFPA works with all facets of the fresh produce industry and provides numerous services to its membership including, government advocacy, global engagement opportunities, food safety recommendations, the latest in fresh produce technology, supply chains, sustainability, marketing, industry relationships, and leadership. 
 
Livestock Subcommittee
Integrating Livestock and Agroforestry Crops 
The NOSB has requested information about livestock grazing in organic cropping systems and how producers take steps to comply with the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) and prevention of contamination. The IFPA Organic Committee would like to be supportive of this topic but overall finds that it is risky and opens growers up for increased liability and food safety issues. 

There are concerns with certifiers and organic inspectors also being responsible for managing food safety issues, as well as the designation of livestock integration being an “organic control point” instead of a “food safety control point.” The Board does not oversee food safety, and organic inspectors and certifiers do not have the expertise on foodborne illness and transmission necessary for evaluating safe integration. The Committee also does not believe that changing regulations around food safety in organic production would be productive for the organic movement. There must be additional research and stakeholder feedback before NOSB proposes a decision around this topic.
 
One grower on the Committee suggested if there is additional research through a pilot program, NOSB could allow growers that are Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) Certified to participate, therefore limiting contamination risks and creating consistency in the operations that are studied. If pilot programs or studies are conducted, they should have a thorough design, inclusion of food scientists and postharvest specialists, and a wide range of operations. Because the life cycles, persistence, and transmission pathways of foodborne pathogens are highly specific, NOSB should not draw broad conclusions from the limited studies available.

Compliance, Accreditation, and Certification Subcommittee (CACS)
Consistency in Organic Seed Use
The IFPA Organic Committee considers the topic of consistency in organic seed use as a top priority, as the group has highlighted the use of untreated conventional seed in comparison to organic seed in our Organic Seed Survey and Report from 2025. We appreciate the continued work around this topic and the opportunity to provide feedback to the NOSB.  While growers on the Organic Committee would like to use organic seed, members agree with the NOSB assessment that this is not feasible for all crops and operations especially given the complexity of specialty crop production. 

In response to the CACS Subcommittee questions about producer documentation, the Organic Committee stated that putting this additional burden on the producer to report organic seed usage, a description of increased organic seed use, and future planting stock is an enormous and complicated task, particularly for specialty crop growers who grow an abundance of different fruits and vegetables in numerous varieties. Specialty crop operations often require different reporting structures from row crops due to different farming mechanisms and a wide variety of crops grown, and therefore if there are reporting structures, they must be able to accommodate specialty crop reporting as well as row crop reporting without creating an onerous reporting system.  The Committee would like to emphasize that members align with the overarching goal of NOSB to lower barriers to entry for organic seed growth and to streamline new and existing use with-in specialty crop operations, but increasing reporting requirements to this extent for growers would not be in alignment with this goal.

Growers are responsible for verifying their inputs allowed in organic production and already maintain adequate recordkeeping of these practices within their organic system plan (OSP). Handlers are responsible for sourcing, which allows them to perform seed searches, document attempts to use more organic seed, and provide documentation of trial maps. Growers should be the owners of validation, and the Committee believes the new documentation requirements need more clarification about  handler responsibility, how the verification or audits will be done, and who has the burden of maintaining records between certifiers, handlers, and growers. 

Additionally, the document appears to already account for certifier communication amongst each other, which rarely happens in practice. There is often a lack of communication between certifiers, and the implication that growers would be responsible for facilitating that dialogue between certifiers raises questions, such as who pays for the certifier’s time, who leads the communication, what are the producer and handler responsibilities, and who pays in the event of a certifier charging hourly rates.  

Residue Testing for a Global Supply Chain (§ 205.670 & UREC)
Mandatory Testing
The Organic Committee would like to build on our previous comments from the Spring 2026 NOSB meeting about residue testing and unavoidable residual environmental contamination (UREC). The Committee would like to reiterate the importance of defining risk and believes this is absolutely imperative for establishing a risk-based certification system. The term “risk” pertaining to an operation is not well identified, and various single factors may mischaracterize a producer having a “risky operation,” when the full picture is not represented. This proposal continues to leave the definition of “risk” up to the certifier with no clear set of criteria to determine if an operation is “high risk” or not, thus undermining the entire basis of the proposal.

Additionally, some Committee members raised concerns that some producers have very small windows of operation during a growing season, which may not be feasible for inclusion of the 5% of operations tested annually, therefore possibly distorting who gets randomly tested. 

The Committee cannot ultimately support the proposal around risk-based sampling if there is no clarification from the Board about what constitutes risk or any explanation from the board on how certifiers should interpret risk. Committee members who have done risk analyses indicated that certifiers would have to conduct risk-based testing through ISO accreditation and documentation of proof of risk assessment, which goes directly against making organic production more efficient. 

The Committee also would like to reiterate our suggestion from the Spring 2026 NOSB comment, recommending that USDA, along with other agencies like FDA, utilize existing infrastructure for sampling and laboratory analysis, recall notifications, and surveillance and monitoring. Putting the responsibility on NOP for testing instead of passing this to certifiers and growers would level the playing field for organic farming operations and would prevent duplicative infrastructure, while building on existing food safety processes. While the current OFPA statute should be updated to reflect new authorities and practices determined by the Board, the Committee understands that additional Congressional action and funding would be necessary to allocate for staffing and NOP oversight.

Certifiers Conducting Testing at Their Own Expense
The CACS recommends updating the regulatory text to allow certifiers to charge operations for testing only when the test is being conducted as part of a credible complaint or investigation; and when contamination is determined to be caused by an intentional application or failure to adhere to an operation’s OSP. The Organic Committee is concerned that this update may also be complicated further by a lack of definition of risk or risk-criteria. 
 
A few Committee members raised concerns about continuing to put the burden of testing on certifiers, particularly with certifiers absorbing the cost of testing. Members have heard from certifiers that bandwidth is already thin. We encourage NOSB to work with certifying bodies to ensure this will not detract from their current duties. If certifiers are overworked and do not have the staff or resources to comply with changing regulations, growers indicated that this would ultimately ripple downstream to producers, for example, through decreased responsiveness or higher certifier fees.

Public Access to Results
CACS recommends that the two regulatory requirements to make results of tests and analyses available to the public (§205.504(b)(5)(iii) and § 205.670(f)) be linked together and encourages industry partners to develop a centralized database of residue results. The Organic Committee is generally fine with this adjustment, however, we continue to raise concern and caution about changing public access to the results, which if expanded could result in misinterpretation of results without adequate explanation or cause significant harm to an operation that found a UREC on their operation.
 
Unavoidable Residual Environmental Contamination (UREC)
[bookmark: _Int_2Ai2XTd6]The IFPA Organic Committee believes that in the event of UREC, there should be deference to the Environmental Protection Agency and the Food and Drug Administration to determine the level of safety based on the residue detected within UREC. Maintaining the EPA and FDA thresholds in crop production is critical for grower consistency and would prevent misconceptions of intentional contamination incidents.

Downstream Notification to Supply Chain Partners
NOSB identified the challenge of supply chain partners having limited visibility into fraud, willful violations, or confirmed noncompliance occurring in the supply chain, and proposes that certified operations and certifiers should follow best practices and fraud prevention plans to share information regarding organic integrity concerns with downstream supply chain partners. While the IFPA Organic Committee wholeheartedly supports maintaining organic integrity and enforcing violations, the Committee noted that growers typically already comply with this to prioritize food safety and product integrity, and that the supply chain particularly for fresh produce is complex. Creating and communicating certain data to the public and to downstream supply chain stakeholders can get very serious very quickly, and in certain instances, like drift, there are concerns with treating this the same as a producer with intentional fraud. 

There are grave liability issues for certain aspects of downstream notification that has been seen previously with the FDA regarding food safety. While the FDA may be well-intentioned with communicating when there is an issue, there is a lack of recourse when an inaccurate assessment is made. There must be more information provided from the Board on how a certifier would repair damaged reputation from incorrect notifications and loss of revenue if a company’s name is published, causing them to unnecessarily face reputational damage or lost revenue.

Crops Subcommittee
Chitosan Reclassification: Tidal Vision Petition
[bookmark: _Int_JiRK34md]The Committee appreciates the continued discussion from CACS around whether chitosan meets the National List criteria (7 U.S.C. 6517-6518), as well as listing chitosan as a crop disease control agent and a crop and soil amendment. The IFPA Organic Committee supports additions to soil amendments and finds that the more resources available to growers for organic production, the better. Committee members agree that chitosan is a synthetic and should be classified as such.  A few Committee members requested more information on where chitosan would be sourced from and raised potential supply chain issues if chitosan is sourced from overseas. 

Some Committee members have requested more research around a few aspects of chitosan use, particularly its mode of action when used for crop disease control. Additional trials for certain specialty crops will likely be necessary before chitosan is adopted widely (should the NOSB vote to add it to the National List). Additional research could also provide better understanding on how chitosan could be used as a copper substitute. One grower noted that while copper is absolutely necessary in wet climates, such as areas like Florida or Pennsylvania, it accumulates in the soil; therefore, an alternative substance that is as effective as copper long term would be useful. Organic specialty crop growers apply coppers in highly targeted ways, and the timing and method of application varies widely across crops and growing regions. These differences are important factors when determining how chitosan could help decrease, or even replace, specific copper applications.

§ 205.601 Crops Sunsets
Overall, the IFPA Organic Committee maintains our stance for the following synthetic substances allowed for use in organic production and values the continued opportunities to provide feedback to the Board.

Chlorine Materials
The IFPA Organic Committee maintains the current stance around chlorine materials being necessary for use in organic crop production. Different sanitizers are needed for different field equipment and areas of the packing line, and for mitigating different pathogens and bacterium, therefore serving a critical role at the intersection of food production and consumer safety. While all chlorine materials aren’t always needed at all times, without them, there would be foodborne illness outbreaks and issues meeting the food safety regulatory requirements for products meant for fresh consumption. Chlorine products are very critical for packing houses, crop production, and disease prevention. Committee members raised questions about the meeting materials stating that there are substitutes for chlorine materials and would like more information from the NOSB on what materials the Board thinks may be used and how they can be compared as substitutes.
 
The Committee strongly recommends that NOSB continue the allowed use of the chlorine materials under sunset review – calcium hypochlorite, chlorine dioxide, hypochlorous acid, and sodium hypochlorite – in organic production.

Ozone Gas
Ozone gas is used in irrigation systems as the most effective and least toxic method of cleaning pipes, drip lines, and micro-sprinklers. If growers can afford to use ozone, they will, and the IFPA Organic Committee supports the continued use of ozone gas in organic production. Ozone leaves no residue in soil or water, or on produce. An alternative to ozone gas would be throwing out and replacing irrigation methods annually, which is costly and burdensome for farming operations.  
 
Peracetic Acid
The IFPA Organic Committee absolutely supports the use of peracetic acid in organic production. Peracetic acid is a critical material for orchards to help prevent fire blight in various tree fruit crops, for example Bartlett and D’Anjou pears, and Gala, Cameo, and Red Delicious apples. Peracetic acid also works as a disinfectant and sanitizer for packing facilities’ equipment and wash water, similar to chlorine. It is a critical tool to use in rotation with chlorine sanitizers to manage pathogen resistance development. While it is more costly than chlorine substances, it does not react to certain pH levels and fills in a specific spot in irrigation systems that may not be reached or affected by chlorine.

Magnesium Oxide
The IFPA Organic Committee supports the continued allowance of magnesium oxide in organic production to be used on an “as needed” basis. Magnesium oxide is the most effective tool in viscosity-control function for liquid humates by keeping minerals in suspension.  

EPA List 3 – Inerts of Unknown Toxicity 
The inerts included on the EPA List 3 Inerts of Unknown Toxicity are key in the use of pheromones, lures, and traps for pest control, mating disruption, and crop protection. The IFPA Organic Committee supports the classification of the EPA List 3 Inerts of Unknown Toxicity on the approved list of substances for use until there is a better system of listing inert ingredients implemented through the NOP’s current rulemaking process.   

§ 205.602 Crops Sunsets
Overall, the IFPA Organic Committee maintains our stance for the following nonsynthetic substances prohibited for use in organic production and values the continued opportunities to provide feedback to the Board.

Calcium Chloride
The IFPA Organic Committee supports the decision to prohibit calcium chloride in organic production unless used for specific physiological disorders. On some occasions, certain apple varieties – Honeycrisp especially – are found to be deficient in calcium, which causes postharvest disorders like bitter pit. Calcium chloride is an effective tool allowed in these specific circumstances. All Honeycrisp growers, and a majority of organic apple growers in general, maintain calcium chloride as an important component of their spray programs. We support the annotation and do not have opposition to keeping this substance on the § 205.602 sunsets list.   


Materials Subcommittee
Induced Mutagenesis
[bookmark: _Int_lTemsKLR]The Materials Subcommittee has identified induced mutagenesis as a topic for continued discussion and has recommended that the board not reach a decision at this time. The Organic Committee agrees that there is not sufficient consensus for a decision, and supports ongoing research regarding this topic. Members of the Committee generally would not be opposed to breeding methods that induce a mutation and support more tools to advance organic seed breeding technologies as well as variety development. 

The Organic Committee strongly advises that NOSB does not limit flexibility within the organic seed breeding system, and would oppose any recommendations or regulations that would limit breeding practices that are currently available. We appreciate the decision for further engagement and discussion on this topic, and the Committee would like to continue to be a resource for the NOSB in future meetings. 

Research Priorities 2027
The Organic Committee supports the listed research topics and will look forward to continued work with the Board. 

205.605(b) Handling Sunsets
Chlorine Materials 
The IFPA Organic Committee emphasizes the importance of chlorine materials in use for food safety, sanitation, and pest control, in both growing and handling produce. We recommend the substances remain allowed for organic production, and reiterate our comments from the previous section listing chlorines under the Crops Subcommittee. 
 
One Organic Committee member noted that the safety of chlorine often comes up in other Subcommittees. The Crops and Livestock Subcommittees often do not have similar safety concerns, while the Handling Subcommittee often raises many questions about whether the substances are safe for use in organic production. The Committee asks that there be consistency and streamlining of agenda items among the NOSB Subcommittees around sunset materials, as well as recognition that different chlorine materials are used for many different purposes across the growing and handling of fresh produce.

Conclusion
The IFPA Organic Committee appreciates the continued engagement and discussion of these organic practices, as outlined by the NOSB, and appreciates the opportunity to comment on the direction of the NOP. IFPA growers continue to raise awareness about the complexity of specialty crop production and ask that the NOSB reach out with additional questions to better understand the impacts of their decisions on organic fruit and vegetable production. We appreciate your consideration of these comments in support of the fresh produce industry. 

Sincerely,

Sara L. Neagu-Reed 
Director, Production & Environmental Policy
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