
1 

 

 

 
NOSB SPRING 2019 

SUMMARY OF SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSALS AND DISCUSSION DOCUMENTS 
 

The spring 2019 National Organic Standards Board (NOSB) Meeting will be April 24-26 at the Renaissance 
Seattle Hotel in Seattle, WA. The Meeting Agenda and Meeting Materials (all proposals and discussion 
documents to be considered at the meeting) are posted and the public comment period is open. The meeting 
materials have been voted on by subcommittees of the NOSB, and the full Board will discuss and/or vote on 
the materials at the in-person meeting. 

The NOSB meeting is open to the public. The primary purpose of NOSB meetings is to provide an opportunity 
for organic stakeholders to give input on proposed NOSB recommendations and discussion items. The 
meetings also allow NOSB to receive updates from USDA’s National Organic Program (NOP) on issues 
pertaining to organic agriculture. 
 
NOSB PUBLIC COMMENT OPPORTUNITIES 
Members of the public are invited to provide written and/or oral comments on the topics included in the 
NOSB meeting agenda. 

Oral comments may occur during one of two webinar sessions, or at the in-person meeting. Individual 
commenters may only sign up for one comment option and must register in advance. 

• Webinars: April 16 & 18, 2019, from 1:00 - 4:00 p.m. Eastern (3 minute comment slot). SIGN-UP to 
comment on a webinar. 

• In-person meeting: Wednesday, April 24, 2019 (3 minute comment slot). SIGN-UP to comment 
at the meeting. 

Written comments must be submitted in advance of the meeting and should be submitted via 
Regulations.gov. 

The final deadline to submit written comments and sign up for oral comments is Thursday April 4 at midnight 
Eastern. 
 
AT-A-GLANCE LIST OF TOPICS 
 

PROPOSALS (vote) 
• Excluded methods determinations 
• Oxalic acid (Petition) 
• Silver dihydrogen citrate (Petition) 
• Pullulan (Petition) 
• Collagen gel (Petition) 
• Allyl isothiocyanate (Petition) 
• Ammonium citrate (Petition) 
• Ammonium glycinate (Petition) 
• Calcium acetate (Petition) 
• Strengthening the organic seed 

guidance 

DISCUSSION DOCUMENTS (no vote) 
• Sunset Review 2021 
• Excluded Methods - Induced mutagenesis and embryo 

transfer in livestock 
• Marine materials in organic crop production 
• Genetic integrity transparency of seed grown on organic land 
• Assessing cleaning and sanitation materials used in organic 

crop, livestock and handling: Discussion Document 
• Oversight improvements to deter fraud 
• Use of excluded methods vaccines in organic livestock 

production 
• Paper (Plant Pots and Other Crop Production Aids) (Petition) 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/Tentative2019AprNOSBAgenda.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/NOSBProposalsAllApril2019.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/NOSBProposalsAllApril2019.pdf
https://www.ams.usda.gov/event/april-2019-nosb-oral-comment-registration-webinar
https://www.ams.usda.gov/event/april-2019-nosb-oral-comment-registration-webinar
https://www.ams.usda.gov/event/april-2019-nosb-oral-comment-registration-person
https://www.ams.usda.gov/event/april-2019-nosb-oral-comment-registration-person
https://www.regulations.gov/docket?D=AMS-NOP-18-0071


2 

 

 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS AND DISCUSSION DOCUMENTS 
 
2021 SUNSET REVIEW 
Over 50 currently allowed generic inputs (fertilizers, pest control, livestock treatments, processing aids, etc.) 
are undergoing sunset review. In fall 2019, NOSB will vote on whether the substances should continue to be 
listed or should be removed from the list. Now is your chance to provide feedback. See the 2021 Sunset 
Review section below for details and weigh in using OTA's sunset surveys! 
 

MATERIALS/GMO SUBCOMMITTEE 

EXCLUDED METHODS (GMOs) – Proposal and Discussion 

• BACKGROUND: NOSB is presenting two items at this meeting related to excluded methods: 1 Proposal 
and 1 Discussion Document. These items represent a continuation of work by NOSB over the past few 
years. On November 18, 2016, NOSB passed a recommendation on Excluded Methods Terminology 
that provided a new framework of definitions for determining a genetic manipulation as an excluded 
method and requested that NOP incorporate the information into a guidance document. This 
recommendation provided improved definitions and attempts to address the increased diversity in 
types of genetic manipulations performed on seed, livestock and other inputs used in agriculture. It is 
understood that genetic engineering is a rapidly expanding field in science at this time, and that NOSB 
and NOP will need to continually review new technologies to determine if they would or would not be 
acceptable in organic agriculture. Also in November 2016, NOSB presented a discussion document with 
a running list of new technologies under review to determine if they are within the definition of 
excluded methods and thus prohibited. Several of the technologies in the document are identified as 
“to be determined,” with the understanding that NOSB will continue to resolve these issues at future 
meetings. One of these “to be determined” methods was resolved at the fall 2018 meeting when NOSB 
passed a recommendation to that “embryo rescue in plants” is not an excluded method. 
 

SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL - Excluded Methods Determinations  

• The subcommittee proposed the following updates to the status of transposons, currently listed as “to 
be determined” in the November 2016 discussion document described above: 

o Transposons developed via use of in vitro nucleic acid techniques are an excluded method. 
o Transposons developed through environmental stress, such as heat drought, or cold, are not an 

excluded method. 

The subcommittee also proposes to add two definitions to the excluded methods terminology chart: 
o Cisgenesis—The gene modification of a recipient plant with a natural gene from a crossable-

sexually compatible-plant.  The introduced gene includes its introns and is flanked by its native 
promoter and terminator in the normal-sense orientation. 

o Intragenesis—The full or partial coding of DNA sequences of genes originating from the sexually 
compatible gene pool of the recipient plant, and arranged in sense or antisense orientation.  In 
addition, the promoter, spacer and terminator may originate from a sexually compatible gene 
pool of the recipient plant. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to adopt the proposal. 
PASSED (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0) 

 

 

https://ota.com/advocacy/organic-standards/allowed-and-prohibited-inputs/feedback-surveys-sunset-review/2021-sunset
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SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: Excluded Methods - Induced mutagenesis and embryo 
transfer in livestock 

• The subcommittee invites discussion on two technologies that are currently “to be determined” in the 
November 2016 discussion document described above: 1) Induced or directed mutagenesis; 2) Embryo 
transfer in livestock 

Discussion Questions on Induced or Directed Mutagenesis 
1. Using the NOSB recommendation on the criteria to determine a technology as genetic 

engineering (listed above), please provide information on which technologies that result in 
induced mutagenesis could be considered an excluded method under organic production and 
why? These would include induced mutagenesis caused by irradiation, x-rays, heat, UV light, and 
a variety of chemicals. 

2. Using the NOSB recommendation on the criteria to determine a technology as genetic 
engineering, please provide information on which technologies that result in induced 
mutagenesis could be considered not an excluded method under organic production and why? 
These would include induced mutagenesis caused by irradiation, x-rays, heat UV light, and a 
variety of chemicals. 

3. Should the random or targeted aspects of induced mutagenesis be considered when determining 
if a technology should be excluded.? 

4. How do epigenetic implications affect the determination of whether the method is to be 
excluded?  Are there some types of epigenetic methods that could be allowed or not allowed? 

5. Would there be any effects on currently accepted varieties, cultivars, or breeds if induced 
mutagenesis was determined to be excluded?  Be specific. 

6. Are there types of induced mutagenesis that are highly beneficial to organic production or highly 
problematic? 

Discussion Questions on Embryo Transfer in Livestock 
1. Should the use of hormones to stimulate egg production be allowed in donor animals? 
2. Should the use of hormones to synchronize estrus in animals who will receive the embryo be 

allowed? 
3. Are there concerns for the health of the adult animal or their offspring after the use or repeated 

use of these hormones? 
4. Could the approval of this technology have any unintended consequences, such as the narrowing 

of the gene pool, due to widespread use of embryos from a narrow pool of egg and sperm donors 
in organic production? 

5. Is embryo transfer a necessary method for organic livestock production? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0) 

 

Marine materials in organic crop production: Discussion Document 

• BACKGROUND: Marine vegetation such as seaweeds are commonly used in the manufacture of crop 
production inputs such as fertilizers and soil conditioners. These marine materials are largely harvested 
from wild native ecosystems. During the 2015 Sunset Review of the §205.601(j) listing of aquatic plant 
extracts, concerns were raised about the increase in global harvesting of seaweeds and the accelerated 
potential for destruction of marine ecosystems. To more fully examine marine materials in organic 
production, a Technical Report was obtained in 2016. A discussion document was posted for the fall 
2016 NOSB meeting that posed questions about the naming conventions of marine plant/algae on the 
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National List, the need to specify uses or harvesting guidelines of certain species, and whether further 
NOP guidance is needed. In spring 2017, NOSB proposed a motion to limit the §205.601(j) listing of 
aquatic plant extracts to only brown seaweeds. Public comments revealed that aquatic plant input 
products also use green and red algae, so the proposal was sent back to subcommittee to re-examine 
its approach to the issues. Another discussion document was posted for the fall 2018 meeting that 
explored a potential requirement for marine plants to be certified organic when used in crop inputs, 
and it initiated a robust response from public commenters. Although there was unanimous support 
throughout the comments that the issue of sustainability in marine plant harvesting is that that should 
be addressed, there was not consensus that organic certification was the necessarily the right solution 
based on the information available at the time. NOSB continues to seek an effective and realistic 
means of addressing this complicated issue of ensuring that marine algae harvesting maintains or 
improves the environment. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: The discussion document presents the approach of 
requiring organic certification of marine algae ingredient in crop inputs (proposed language changes 
are underlined):  

o §205.601 (j) As plant or soil amendments. (1) Aquatic plant extracts (other than hydrolyzed) –
Extraction process is limited to the use of potassium hydroxide or sodium hydroxide; solvent 
amount use is limited to that amount necessary for extraction.  Marine algae ingredients must 
be certified organic. 

o §205.602 Nonsynthetic substances prohibited for use in organic crop production.  
(j) Marine algae -- unless certified organic. 

The discussion document summarizes and attempts to address the concerns raised at the last meeting 
about this approach, specifically regarding the authority of NOSB to require organic inputs, and the 
effectiveness of organic certification to meet sustainability goals. The document also summarizes a 
number of alternative approaches were suggested in the last meeting. Those approaches include: 
limiting or prohibiting harvest of certain marine algae; exploring other existing third-party standards 
for sustainable harvesting; or adding annotations to material listings on National List to require 
sustainable harvesting. Each of these approaches is met with its own set of questions and concerns 
that are outlined in the document. The discussion document also puts forth additional discussion 
questions for stakeholder feedback. The NOSB plans to utilize public comment to develop a proposal at 
the fall 2019 meeting. 

Discussion Questions: 
1. If you are not in support of requiring organic certification, what approach do you support? 

Please describe the method for defining, measuring, and most importantly, enforcing, that the 
harvest would not be destructive to the environment under an alternative approach. 

2. Some existing wild harvest marine algae standards from other certifiers and third-party entities 
are listed in the Appendix. Please comment on strengths in these standards that could be 
adapted for NOP guidance. Please identify areas of weakness or areas that are not covered. 

3. What existing certification or private standards to support marine algae harvest sustainability 
have not been included in this document or the Appendix that can help inform the NOSB’s 
understanding of the current work being done? 

4. How many crop input products approved for use in organic production currently contain 
certified organic marine algae ingredients? 

5. Are there any crop input products utilizing or developing farmed marine algae? 
6. Are there enough certifiers able to offer certification services to meet the needs of the crop 

fertilizer markets if organic certification were required?  If organic certification were required 
of marine algae ingredients, what would be an appropriate phase-in time to allow markets to 
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meet the demand? 
7. The NOSB hopes to convene an expert panel at the Fall 2019 board meeting to include a marine 

algae harvester for crop inputs, scientist, conservationist, and certifier, among others.  What 
are some questions that could be posed to help identify the issues and solutions? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0) 

 

Genetic integrity transparency of seed grown on organic land: Discussion Document 

• BACKGROUND: Since 2012, the NOSB has issued several discussion documents on the topic of “seed 
purity” (i.e., keeping seed stock used for organic production free from contamination by GMOs via a 
seed purity standard). Public commenters have expressed strong support for exploring the feasibility of 
a seed purity standard recognizing the importance of reducing inadvertent introduction of GMOs into 
crops through seeds. At the same time, there is concern that setting a standard without the proper 
infrastructure may penalize famers for trespass of genetic contamination that is the fault of others. It 
could also ultimately narrow the availability of needed crops traits. Six years of discussion and public 
comment led to a conclusion that public data on seed contamination is needed to inform an effective 
and fair seed purity standard if one is to be established. In order to move the process forward and find 
a solution to a complex problem, a proposal was presented at the fall 2018 meeting that included a 17-
part protocol requiring a system of sampling, testing and transparency of findings of GE contamination 
on all field corn seed planted on organic land. The proposal was intended to be a starting point, to 
learn how to best provide information to producers so they may choose levels of seed purity they are 
comfortable with, and to collect data and track contamination risks to inform seed purity standard. 
However a significant amount of public comment opposed the proposal for a variety of reasons, so the 
NOSB withdrew the proposal and is continuing work towards a more feasible solution for addressing 
the issue of GMO contamination of seeds used to produce organic crops.      

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: The subcommittee asserts that knowing the purity of the 
seed farmers plan is critical for allowing farmers to make informed decisions when choosing seed and 
to meet marketplace demands for which testing protocols are becoming more robust. The 
subcommittee plans to present a proposal for vote at the fall 2019 meeting; such a proposal will not 
include tolerance levels that could prohibit the planting of seed that exceeds any specific tolerance. To 
inform the development of such a proposal, the subcommittee is presenting the following questions 
for public comment at this meeting. 

Discussion Questions: 
1. Would the testing and knowledge of GE contamination of seed grown on organic land lead to less 

available corn seed varieties that contain traits or regional adaptability sought by organic farmers? 
a. Please describe if there is a risk that nonorganic seed suppliers would not sell seed to 

organic farmers if the seed supplier is aware the seed could be tested for GE 
contamination. 

b. Please describe if there is a risk that an organic farmer would choose to leave organic 
production or have a significant loss due to their choice to not plant corn seed if they were 
knowledgeable of the level of purity from GE contamination.  Note, the level of purity from 
GE contamination is not proposed to affect the certified organic status of the seed or crop. 

c. If there are any other negative consequences that might come from the testing and 
knowledge of GE contamination presence in seed planted on organic land, please be 
specific on what these might be. 

2. Can organic seed growers and their certifiers provide information on how many entities are testing 
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seed for the presence of GE contamination?  If they are not testing, what are the reasons? 
3. Can nonorganic seed growers and/or farmers and their certifiers provide information on how many 

entities are testing seed for the presence of GE contamination?  If they are not testing, what are 
the reasons? 

4. Should there be a sentence added to a proposal addressing a possible future legal impediment to 
testing seed for GE traits?  Would requiring documentation from the seed seller to the certifier 
stating that it is illegal for the farmer to test that seed corn, hence exempting that farmer from 
testing the seed, be a solution? 

5. Can you provide feedback on how to gather the “level of purity from GE contamination” 
information from the certification agencies, and which entity should receive and summarize that 
information for the public? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0 

 

Assessing cleaning and sanitation materials used in organic crop, livestock and handling: Discussion 
Document 

• BACKGROUND:  Substances for cleaning, sanitation, and disinfection are listed on the National List 
across the crop, livestock, and handling scopes, and are reviewed by NOSB when these substances are 
petitioned and/or are undergoing sunset review. NOSB is interested in conducting a comprehensive 
review of all such materials across all scope to ensure consistency of review and to identify materials 
needed to fill potential gaps in crop production, livestock health, and food safety.  

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: The subcommittee has requested the development of a 
technical report that will provide reference and information that NOSB will use to develop a framework 
and questions for reviewing cleaners, sanitation, and disinfectants in all areas of crop/livestock 
production and during food handling, as well as other areas of technical information to support NOSB’s 
evaluation of these materials. The discussion document summarizes the goals of the technical report, 
and identifies a list of 16 evaluation criteria that could be incorporated into this framework of sanitizer 
review, such as evaluating the materials corrosive nature, the presence of harmful odors, and whether 
the product is broad spectrum. The document also include a list of 18 categories of active ingredients 
under which petitioned or sunset materials could be grouped in order to identify overlaps or gaps in 
allowed materials. 

• The subcommittee puts forth the following questions to the public for feedback during this meeting: 

Discussion Questions: 
1. Should the “evaluation criteria” list (see meeting materials) be modified, consolidated, or 

shortened; are there additional items needed? 
2. Should the “materials classified by their active ingredients” list (see meeting materials) be 

modified, consolidated, or shortened; are there additional items needed? 
3. Do you have additional suggestions for the development of this framework? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0) 
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CERTIFICATION, ACCREDITATION, AND COMPLIANCE (CAC) SUBCOMMITTEE 

Oversight improvements to deter fraud: Discussion Document 

• BACKGROUND: Over the past several meeting, NOSB has been active in developing recommendations 
related to improving the oversight control procedures used by NOP, certifiers, and certified operations 
to verify organic integrity of imported organic products. The discussion document presented at this 
meeting is a continuation of this work. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: The subcommittee’s discussion document summarizes the 
public input received to date on topics areas related to overnight improvements to deter fraud. 
Specifically, they have identified 12 topic areas (rough summary provided below) and present three 
discussion questions. The subcommittee is asking for feedback on these priority areas, and where to 
best focus funds and enforcement activity for organic fraud prevention.  

Topic areas (not in order of priority; see meeting materials for full details): 
1. Stop sale authority 
2. Collaboration and transparency when investigating fraud 
3. Closing the loophole on excluded operations 
4. Education to handlers on organic certification requirements 
5. Increase focus on the SYSTEM in the Organic System Plan 
6. Connecting the dots between product, certificate and associated documents 
7. Reporting organic acreage 
8. Transaction and import certificates 
9. Alert system 
10. Residue testing for high risk products & database 
11. Determining areas of risk 
12. Improving NOP oversight 

Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there additional activities missing from the list above that would result in better oversight 

and enforcement of the organic regulations? 
2. Are there specific items above that are impractical or difficult to implement and why? 
3. Please provide your thoughts on how these items should be prioritized. E.g. by importance? By 

ease of implementation? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

LIVESTOCK SUBCOMMITTEE 

Oxalic Acid (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Oxalic acid dihydrate has been petitioned by Rare Hawaiian Honey Company for use as 
a treatment to control varroa mites, an invasive pest, in organic beehives. The petition addresses three 
EPA-approved application methods: by solution to package bees, by solution to beehives, and by vapor 
treatment to beehives. The substance can be used in rotation with, or instead of, formic acid (an 
already allowed substance). 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted 5-1 in favor of the petition for oxalic acid used 
for varroa mite control in organic beehives. The adverse impacts on the environment and human 
health were determined to be minimal. Protective equipment is required to prevent direct contact with 
human skin. The concern for varroa mite resistance is low. Alternative materials are allowed, such as 
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formic acid, sucrose octanoate esters, and natural substances, as well as alternative physical methods 
to control varroa mites. The subcommittee determined that the petitioned material can be used in 
rotation with these other allowed materials for effective control of honeybee pests, and that it is 
important to protect these important pollinators. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add oxalic acid dihydrate to §205.603(b) “as topical treatment, 
external parasiticide or local anesthetic as applicable” with the annotation “For use as a pesticide solely 
for apiculture.” 
PASSED (Yes: 5 No: 1 Abstain: 0 Absent: 0 Recuse: 0) 

 

Use of excluded methods vaccines in organic livestock production - Discussion Document 

• BACKGROUND: Vaccines are permitted as a preventative health care material in organic livestock 
production. Uncertainty has existed about the status of vaccines made from excluded methods (i.e. 
genetic engineering) are permitted, which has caused inconsistencies between certifiers in what 
vaccines are allowed to be used in organic livestock production. Although §205.105(e) requires 
excluded method vaccines to be reviewed and placed on the National List before use, and there is a 
categorical listing for vaccines on the National List, there are not individual vaccine listings nor a 
specific references to those from excluded methods. This topic was discussed in depth by NOSB from 
2009-2014, culminating in a unanimous recommendation from the NOSB in fall 2014 that presented 
findings on manufacturing and availability of vaccines made with excluded methods, and requested 
that NOP review the information and provide guidance to the industry on these materials. The NOP has 
not been able to act on this recommendation because of the following challenges: “having an updated 
definition of excluded methods that determines if new technologies were to be excluded methods for 
organic, having a clear understanding if there were non-excluded method vaccine equivalents to 
excluded method derived vaccines and how to provide for use of excluded method vaccines if there 
was an emergency when only an excluded method vaccine could address the problem in a timely way.” 
NOSB’s more recent work on excluded methods terminology will support the renewed focus of the 
Livestock Subcommittee’s work on vaccines. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT:  The subcommittee’s discussion document present three 
regulatory solutions to clarifying the allowance of excluded methods vaccines, and asks the public to 
provide feedback on these options: 

o Option 1: Follow the requirements of §205.105 (e) and start reviewing known excluded method 
vaccines for individual placement on the National List. (Under this option, individual vaccines 
made from excluded methods will need to be reviewed and placed on the National List before 
use.) 

o Option 2: Approve all vaccines produced through excluded methods as a “class” of vaccines and 
place this class of vaccines on §205.603(a)(4). (Under this option, vaccines would not need to 
be individually reviewed by NOSB and vaccines made from excluded methods would be allowed 
without further restriction.) 

o Option 3: Change §205.105 (e) to read as follows: (e) Excluded methods, except for vaccines: 
Provided, That, there are no commercially available vaccines that are not produced through 
excluded methods to prevent that specific animal disease or health problem. (Under this option, 
(Under this option, vaccines would not need to be individually reviewed by NOSB, but certifiers 
will need to review to determine if the vaccines is made from excluded methods and whether 
the commercial availability restriction would apply.) 

The subcommittee also requests public comments on the following questions: 
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• What type of documentation would be used to prove non-commercial availability of vaccines 
produced without excluded methods?  

• When reviewing vaccines under commercial availability, are there special issues that should be 
considered?  

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 5 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

HANDLING SUBCOMMITTEE 

Silver dihydrogen citrate (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Silver dihydrogen citrate (SDC) was petitioned by Pure Bioscience Inc. for use as an 
antimicrobial processing aid for poultry carcasses and fruits and vegetables (excluding citrus and grapes 
for winemaking) and as a disinfectant/sanitizer for food contact surfaces and food processing 
equipment. SDC is produced electrolytically, though the immersion of silver electrodes in an aqueous 
solution of citric acid. Its mode of action as an antimicrobial is attributed to the silver ions which are 
effective against a broad range of microorganisms by damaging the cells and causing microbial death.  
At the last meeting (Fall 2018), NOSB considered a proposal to allow the petitioned use of the material, 
with an additional restriction to limit the particle size to greater than 300 nm. However the proposal 
did not garner enough support to pass, and NOSB ultimately voted to send the issue back to 
subcommittee for further work on several key areas of concerns: the use of nanotechnology; the use of 
antimicrobial in food applications that is also used in medical applications; the toxicity and 
environmental impact of silver in rinse water; and the necessity of this material and availability of 
alternatives. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted to reject the petition for silver dihydrogen 
citrate. After further evaluation, the subcommittee was not able to resolve concerns around the 
potential environmental impact (particularly regarding the fate of silver-containing effluent in facilities 
without on-site water treatment system), and its compatibility with organic production (particularly 
regarding compliance with previous NOSB recommendations on nanomaterials). The subcommittee 
was also not able to resolve conflicting information about the use of Sodium Lauryl Sulfate in this 
product, its functionality with the petitioned material, and whether it would need to be petitioned 
separately for inclusion the National List. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add silver dihydrogen citrate at §205.605(b). 
FAILED (Yes: 0 No: 6 Abstain: 0 Absent: 2 Recuse: 0) 

 

Pullulan (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: The Organic Trade Association is the petitioner of this material. The purpose of the 
petition is two-fold: 1) to protect the continued production and availability of USDA-NOP certified 
dietary supplements; and 2) to support the commercial development of certified organic pullulan. The 
need for this petition is to respond to recent Guidance from the National Organic Program. Since the 
early 2000s, accredited certifying agents have classified pullulan as an “agricultural ingredient” and 
allowed its use in encapsulated dietary supplements certified to “made with organic…” labeling 
category. This allowance has significantly contributed to the growth of NOP certified supplements. In 
late 2016, NOP released a guidance document on Classification of Materials. This document assists 
NOSB, certifiers, and the organic industry in making Agricultural vs. Non-agricultural determinations. 
Given the information contained in the NOP guidance document, certifiers are now in general 
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agreement that pullulan should be classified as “nonagricultural.” Unfortunately, there are no other 
NOP compliant vegetarian options available for producing NOP certified vegetarian encapsulated 
supplements. Organic pullulan is currently not commercially available for use in the United States. The 
only other option is an animal-based gelatin capsule. As a nonagricultural substance, if pullulan is not 
added to the National List, the production of NOP certified encapsulated vegetarian supplements will 
not be possible. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee has classified pullulan as “non-agricultural” based on 
its derivation from a microorganism rather than from a crop or livestock product.  The subcommittee 
concluded that the adverse impacts of the substance on the environmental and human health are low, 
and that there are no vegetarian options available as compliant alternatives to the substance when 
used in encapsulated dietary supplements. For these reasons, the subcommittee voted in favor of the 
petition to add Pullulan to the National List at §205.605(a) as an allowed non-agricultural, non-
synthetic ingredient used in tablets and capsules for dietary supplements labeled “made with organic”. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add pullulan as petitioned, at §205.605(a). 
PASSED (Yes: 6 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

Collagen Gel (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Collagen gel casings are being petitioned by Devro, Inc. Collagen gels are derived from 
the corium layer of skins from cows, pigs, chickens and/or turkeys, and are used in sausage production 
using a co-extrusion system. In these co-extrusion systems, collagen gel enrobes the sausage meat like 
a casing as the meat is extruded, and holds the form of the meat product. The collagen gel is 
considered an ingredient in the finished product. Cellulose powder, derived from plant sources, is an 
ancillary substance in collagen gel. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted in favor of the petition to allow non-organic 
collagen gel (when organic forms are not commercially available) as sausage casings in co-extrusion 
systems. Adverse impacts to the environment and human health were determined to be low, and 
alternative allowed substances are not currently available in organic form and/or are not functional for 
the co-extrusion system (such as casings from processed intestines). Listing the substance on §205.606 
with a requirement to search for organic forms will encourage future availability of organic collagen gel 
source materials.  

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add collagen gel as petitioned at §205.606. 
PASSED (Yes: 6 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

CROPS SUBCOMMITTEE 

Allyl isothiocyanate (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Allyl isothiocyanate (AITC) has been petitioned by Isagro USA Inc. for use as a pre-plant 
fumigant. AITC is a volatile organic compound made by either solvent extraction from natural plant 
sources (such as mustard seed) or synthetic chemical procedures. It is a broad-spectrum soil fumigant 
used for the control of certain soil-borne diseases and pathogenic nematodes. 
This is the second petition that has been submitted by the petitioner for this material. The first petition 
was considered by the Crops Subcommittee in Fall 2014. At that time, the subcommittee voted to 
prohibit the material due to concerns about its essentiality and compatibility with organic principles. 
That petition was withdrawn before it was considered by the full Board. The second petition, which is 
currently under review, further asserts that AITC offers organic growers the only effective management 
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tool for soil-borne diseases and pathogenic nematodes at levels that are commercially relevant, and 
supports the phytosanitary certification process for organic fruit and vegetable nursery stock production. 
The petition was considered by the board at the last meeting (Fall 2018) but was sent back to the Crops 
Subcommittee for additional work. Several issues were raised as concerns because of the Technical 
Report for this material, and the petitioner provided responses to those concerns through a petition 
addendum. The Crops Subcommittee requested more time to understand the petitioner’s responses and 
compare them with the technical information provided in the report. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted to reject the petition for AITC to be used as a soil 
fumigant. Due to the substance’s broad-spectrum effects, the subcommittee determined that the 
material is not compatible with a system of sustainable agriculture. The broad-spectrum antimicrobial 
functionality is also cited to have adverse impacts to the environment such as beneficial soil 
microorganisms. The subcommittee also cited that AITC is not essential for organic crop production. 
Alternative natural substances are available such as biopesticides, and cultural practices such as crop 
rotation or use of mustard plant cover crops can enhance crop health without the need for AITC. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add allyl isothiocyanate (AITC) at §205.601. 
FAILED (Yes: 0 No: 7 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

Ammonium citrate (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate have each been petitioned by Alpha 
Chelates for use in organic crop production. Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate are intended 
for use as chelating agents with inorganic metal micronutrients copper, iron, manganese, or zinc for high 
pH soils. Chelated micronutrients (“chelates”) are used to supply micronutrients not readily available to 
plants in deficient soils. Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate are not being petitioned to be 
applied to crops alone, but to serve as chelating agents in the formation of chelates.  
These are the second petitions for each of these materials submitted by the petitioner. The first petitions 
(including several addendums) were considered by NOSB in Fall 2016 at which time the Board voted 
unanimously not to allow these materials because of the availability of alternatives and the lack of 
information to justify their necessity. The new petitions were submitted on the premise that “the 
technology concerning chelating agents and micronutrient chelates has been significantly misunderstood 
by [the] NOSB”. A Technical Report was solicited in response to the new petitions in order to sort out the 
deceivingly complex chemistry of chelated micronutrients, and to clarify the definitions around chelates 
and chelating agents.  

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted to reject the petition for synthetic ammonium 
citrate to be used as a chelating agent. The subcommittee cites the availability of alternatives substance 
such as natural chelating agents that are excreted by plants and microorganisms or produced from 
decomposition of organic matter. Synthetic substances are already allowed on the National List that may 
be used in place of ammonium citrate, such as acids (to change soil pH and increase the water solubility 
of micronutrients) and lignosulfonates (which can form chelates with cationic micronutrients). The 
subcommittee also suggested that ammonium citrate may not be compatible with a system of 
sustainable agriculture because of its design for enhancing update of micronutrients, a process which 
naturally occurs in the soil. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add ammonium citrate as petitioned at §205.601. 
FAILED (Yes: 0 No: 7 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 
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Ammonium glycinate (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate have each been petitioned by Alpha 
Chelates for use in organic crop production. Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate are intended 
for use as chelating agents with inorganic metal micronutrients copper, iron, manganese, or zinc for high 
pH soils. Chelated micronutrients (“chelates”) are used to supply micronutrients not readily available to 
plants in deficient soils. Ammonium citrate and ammonium glycinate are not being petitioned to be 
applied to crops alone, but to serve as chelating agents in the formation of chelates.  
These are the second petitions for each of these materials submitted by the petitioner. The first petitions 
(including several addendums) were considered by NOSB in Fall 2016 at which time the Board voted 
unanimously not to allow these materials because of the availability of alternatives and the lack of 
information to justify their necessity. The new petitions were submitted on the premise that “the 
technology concerning chelating agents and micronutrient chelates has been significantly misunderstood 
by [the] NOSB”. Technical Reports have been solicited in response to the new petitions, in order to sort 
out the deceivingly complex chemistry of chelated micronutrients, and to clarify the definitions around 
chelates and chelating agents. After reviewing the Technical Report, once available, NOSB plans to 
present a proposal at the next meeting that will include three stages: 1) Clarify ambiguous language 
around chelating agents and chelated materials, 2) Require that future Sunset Reviews and new 
additions to the National List would be held to those clarifications, and 3) Complete review of the two 
petitioned materials. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted to reject the petition for synthetic ammonium 
glycinate to be used as a chelating agent. The subcommittee cites the availability of alternatives 
substance such as natural chelating agents that are excreted by plants and microorganisms or produced 
from decomposition of organic matter. Synthetic substances are already allowed on the National List 
that may be used in place of ammonium glycinate, such as acids (to change soil pH and increase the 
water solubility of micronutrients) and lignosulfonates (which can form chelates with cationic 
micronutrients). The subcommittee also suggested that ammonium glycinate may not be compatible 
with a system of sustainable agriculture because of its design for enhancing update of micronutrients, a 
process which naturally occurs in the soil. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add ammonium glycinate as petitioned at §205.601. 
FAILED (Yes: 0 No: 7 Abstain: 0 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

Calcium acetate (Petition) - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: Calcium acetate has been petitioned by Full Measure Industries LLC for use as a soil 
amendment, plant micronutrient, soil pH adjuster, and sunscald protectant. Synthetic calcium acetate is 
made from finely ground limestone or other natural calcium sources treated with acetic acid. The final 
product is applied as an aqueous mixture with calcium carbonate. Calcium acetate is more water soluble 
and more readily available to the plant than over natural forms of calcium (e.g. limestone). When used 
for sunscald protection, aqueous calcium acetate mixture is sprayed on top black plastic to lower soil 
temperatures or as a coating on greenhouses to lower inside temperatures. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee voted to reject the petition for synthetic calcium 
acetate to be used in organic crop production. The subcommittee determined that this material is not 
essential because of the availability of alternative allowed substances and management practices. 
Already approved alternative substances for improving bioavailability of calcium sources in the soil, such 
as calcium chloride, chelated calcium products or compost, or to adjust soil pH, such as and sodium 
carbonate or potassium bicarbonate. Shade cloth, overhead sprinklers, or clay-based sprays are 
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alternative sunscald protectants. The subcommittee concluded that without compelling evidence that 
the currently available alternatives are not effective, this material is not essential to organic production. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to add calcium acetate at §205.601. 
FAILED (Yes: 0 No: 6 Abstain: 1 Absent: 1 Recuse: 0) 

 

Strengthening the organic seed guidance - Proposal 

• BACKGROUND: The current regulations require the use of organic seed and planting stock unless organic 
forms are not commercially available. The organic sector has been exploring ways to keep seeds used in 
organic production from being inadvertently contaminated with GMO content. One key way, as 
suggested by the Organic Trade Association and several other organic stakeholders, is to strengthen the 
organic seed use provisions in the rule and the related NOP Guidance 5029 for the use of organic seed. 
NOSB started soliciting public comment in 2016 on ways the organic seed guidance could and should be 
strengthened to achieve full compliance with the statements in the federal rule in §205.204(a). At the fall 
2018 meeting, NOSB passed a recommendation to add the following language to §205.204, 
“Improvement in searching, sourcing and use of organic seed must be demonstrated every ear with the 
goal of using only organic seed and planting stock.” NOSB also presented amendments to NOP Guidance 
5029 at the fall 2018 meeting sent back to the subcommittee for further work in several areas. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL: The subcommittee proposed several improvements to the practices listed 
within the current NOP Guidance on Seeds, Annual Seedlings, and Planting Stock (NOP Guidance 5029) in 
an effort to address the concerns raised from public comments at the last meeting. Several changes that 
were presented at the last meeting which received negative public comment were removed from the 
current version of the proposal (such as the references to GMO contamination of seed, and burdensome 
recordkeeping requirements). 

Notable proposed changes in the current proposal include (see meeting materials for full text): 
o Add a statement to reiterate that non-organic seeds and planting stock must be document as 

being produced without use of excluded methods. 
o Includes more clarification for producer methods of trailing or searching for an “equivalent” 

organic variety or cultivar, such as conducting on-farm variety trials of organic seed/planting 
stock, or using catalog or website seed descriptions.  

o Clarifies that vegetative crops (as with planting stock) from non-organic planting stock sources 
can be sold as organic only after 12 months of organic management. 

o Adds a list of options for certifiers and operators to judge if seed searchers were done in an 
effective manner, and provides the option to require more activities if the certifier feels the 
quality of the search could be improved. 

o Adds a new section to address situations where seed or planting stock is sourced or mandated by 
the buyer of a contracted organic crops. In these cases, the producer must obtain sourcing 
information and documentation from the contracted buyer. 

o Encourages certifiers to ask for corrective actions for producers that aren’t making sufficient 
progress towards greater use of organic seeds and planting stock, and provides some examples 
of scenarios that could result in a noncompliance. 

o Encourages certifiers to review operator’s prevention measures for avoiding GMO contamination 
for seeds from at-risk crops grown by the operator. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the changes to the National Organic Program Guidance 5029 
as described in the proposal. 
PASSED (Yes: 6 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 2 Recuse: 0) 
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Paper (Plant Pots and Other Crop Production Aids) (Petition) - Discussion Document 

• BACKGROUND: Paper planting pots have been petitioned by Small Farm Works for inclusion on the 
National List. Paper pots and other growing containers are used as a vessel for growing transplants 
intended to be planted directly in the ground. Nitten paper chain systems, which are the subject of the 
petition, are used to facilitate transplanting closely spaced crops such as onions, salad greens, herbs, and 
others crops. In addition to paper, the products are formulated with several adhesives. Newspapers and 
other recycled papers are already allowed as synthetic substances for use as mulch and as a compost 
feedstock. Certifiers have historically extended the allowance for paper to its use in transplant pots, even 
though paper isn’t specifically on the National List for this use. This petition was submitted for NOSB to 
specifically address the use of paper as a production aid for transplants intended to be planted into soil. 
At the last meeting (Fall 2018), NOSB presented a discussion document to solicit public comments on the 
necessity and environmental impact of the material and the availability of alternatives. NOSB is 
specifically concerned about the use of synthetic fibers in paper-based planting aids, and has requested a 
technical report to evaluate the types of synthetic fibers and the biodegradability of the synthetic fibers 
used in these types of products. 

• SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: NOSB has expanded the scope of its review to include a 
variety of paper-based production aids including pots, seed tape, collars, and hot caps. The discussion 
document highlights NOSB’s main concern about these materials, which is the use of synthetic fibers. 
While the NOSB awaits results of a technical report on this information, the following discussion 
questions are presented for stakeholder feedback.  

Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there other paper-based production aids that are not mentioned in this discussion document 

beyond mulch, compost feedstock, pots, seed tape, hot caps, or collars? 
2. What synthetic fibers are used in paper-based crop production aids, what is the percentage of 

synthetic fiber in the paper-based product, and how long, if at all, does it take for the synthetic 
fiber to completely biodegrade?  

3. Are the synthetic fibers used in paper as a crop production aid, also used in newspaper or 
recycled paper that is currently allowed on the National List? 

• SUBCOMMITTEE VOTE: Motion to accept the discussion document. 
DISCUSSION ONLY (Yes: 6 No: 0 Abstain: 0 Absent: 2 Recuse: 0) 

 

2021 SUNSET MATERIALS  
• BACKGROUND: This year (2019), the NOSB will vote on whether to continue the allowance of several 

of the fertilizers, pest control products, livestock treatments, processing aids, and ingredients 
currently included on the National List of Allowed and Prohibited Substances to determine whether 
the substances should continue to be listed or should be removed from the list. At the spring 2019 
meeting, NOSB is accepting public comments on these inputs and has presented discussion questions 
for some of the topics. NOSB will use the information collected through the public comment period to 
inform the subcommittee proposals that are presented for a second public comment at the fall 2019 
meeting. The full Board will vote at the fall 2019 meeting on whether to renew their allowance on the 
National List for another five years. 

• CROP INPUTS 

o Hydrogen peroxide – Allowed as an algicide, disinfectant, and sanitizer, including irrigation 
system cleaning systems. Also allowed for plant disease control. §205.601(a)(4); 
§205.601(i)(5) 
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o Ammonium soaps – Allowed for use as a large animal repellant (e.g., deer), provided that there 
is no contact with soil or edible portion of crops. §205.601(d) 

o Horticultural oils (Narrow range oils) – Allowed as an insecticide and for plant disease 
control. Used as dormant, suffocating, and summer oils. §205.601(e)(7); §205.601(i)(7) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are non-petroleum-based oils available and could they be substituted for 

petroleum-based oils?  

o Pheromones – Allowed as insect management to confuse pests and prevent infestations. 
§205.601(f) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Have any health or environmental effects from pheromones been noted since the 

writing of the 2012 technical report?  
2. Are there any formulations of pheromones that might cause concern in organic 

agricultural applications?  
3. Are there any pheromones synthesized with excluded methods?  

o Ferric phosphate – Allowed as slug or snail bait. §205.601(h) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. What new findings have been reported since 2009 that would inform our 

understanding of the influence of ferric phosphate alone and ferric phosphate in 
combination with commonly used chelating agents on the soil micro and macro 
fauna with particular attention to earthworm populations.  

2. To what extent is ferric phosphate used for slug and snail management in organic 
production?  

3. How are the products formulated that are detailed in (2) above?  
4. Since the July 26, 2012 technical review, have additional studies been conducted 

documenting the effects of fieldworker exposure to ferric phosphate bait handling 
including inhalation of dust resulting from field applications.  

o Potassium bicarbonate – Allowed for plant disease control. §205.601(i)(9) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Have you used any of the many alternative materials or methods on your farm, and 

did they provide the desired result for disease control?  
2. Is potassium bicarbonate still needed in your organic farming operation? If so, why?  

o Magnesium sulfate – Allowed as a plant or soil amendment with a documented soil 
deficiency. §205.601(j)(6) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is non-synthetic magnesium sulfate available in sufficient form and quantity?  
2. The 2011 TR references non-synthetic dolomite as an alternative material and lists 

several OMRI-approved products containing it. It also states that it is not as 
effective as magnesium sulfate. Please describe any experience with non-synthetic 
dolomite products and their efficacy.  

o Hydrogen chloride – Allowed for delinting cotton seed for planting. §205.601(n) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is hydrogen chloride still used to delint seed in preparation for planting on organic 

farms?  
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2. Are hydrogen chloride cotton seed delinting methods still necessary for seed 
preparation and planting on organic cotton farms?  

3. Are alternative methods that don’t require synthetic acids being used and are they 
commercially available?  

o Ash from manure burning – PROHIBITED in crop production. §205.602(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Does ash from manure burning supply nutrients or other benefits that cannot be 

obtained from any other material? 

o Sodium fluoaluminate – PROHIBITED in crop production. §205.602(g) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there any reasons why the long-standing prohibition on using sodium 

fluoaluminate in organic production should be reconsidered by the NOSB? 

• LIVESTOCK INPUTS 

o Atropine – Allowed as a medical treatment. Used as an antidote organophosphate insecticide 
poisoning. §205.603(a)(4) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. For what veterinary medical purposes, if any, is this substance currently being used 

in organic production?  
2. How widely used and essential is this substance by organic producers?  
3. Are there alternative substances, whether natural or synthetic, considered 

preferable for use in organic production? If so, what are these substances?  

o Hydrogen Peroxide – Allowed as a disinfectant, sanitizer, and medical treatment. Used as a 
cleaning agent on contact surfaces, such as equipment, calf pails, bottles, and utensils. Also 
used to clean wounds and as a teat dip. §205.603(a)(15) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is this synthetic material a necessary input in organic livestock production? 

o Iodine – Allowed as a disinfectant, sanitizer, and medical treatment, and as a topical 
treatment and external parasiticide. Used as a teat dip. §205.603(a)(16); §205.603(b)(3) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Can iodophor forms of iodine be produced using fewer toxic surfactants than 

nonphenol polyethylene glycol ether (NPE) and similar NPEs? If so, what might be 
substituted?  

2. If the use of NPE surfactants was prohibited in teat dips for use in organic livestock 
production how would this impact the organic industry?  

3. Are there equally effective alternatives to iodophor based teat dips for commercial 
use in organic livestock production?  

o Magnesium sulfate – Allowed as a medical treatment. Used to treat lactation tetany or grass 
tetany in ruminants. In swine, used to treat malignant hypothermia. Also used to treat 
inflammation and abscesses in livestock by soaking affected area in magnesium sulfate 
solution. §205.603(a)(19) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is this material essential for organic livestock production? 
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o Fenbendazole – Allowed as a parasiticide for emergency treatment of dairy and breeder stock 
and for fiber bearing animals. §205.603(a)(23)(i) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Do livestock producers still have a necessity for the usage of fenbendazole for 

emergency treatment of parasites when good pasture management techniques 
are being used? 

o Moxidectin – Allowed as a parasiticide for emergency treatment of dairy and breeder stock 
and for fiber bearing animals. §205.603(a)(23)(ii) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Do livestock producers still have a necessity for moxidectin for emergency 

treatment of parasites when good pasture management techniques are being 
used? 

o Peracetic acid – Allowed for sanitizing facility and processing equipment. §205.603(a)(25) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is peracetic acid still necessary for organic livestock production? 

o Xylazine – Allowed as a medical treatment. Used as a sedative, analgesic, and muscle 
relaxant. §205.603(a)(30) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. For what veterinary medical purposes, if any, is this substance currently being used 

in organic production? 
2. How widely used and essential is this substance by organic producers?  
3. Are there alternative substances, whether natural or synthetic, that are considered 

preferable for use in organic production? If so, what are these substances?  

o Methionine – An essential amino acid allowed as a feed additive for poultry. §205.603(d)(1) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. What types of ingredients have been tested in feed ration trials with the goal of 

developing acceptable sources of natural methionine, and what were the results?  
2. Are there new options being trialed to find natural and/or organic agricultural 

sources of methionine that meet the needs of organic poultry?  
3. Has there been any research to determine if pastured poultry that has access to 

growing vegetation, have less of a need for synthetic methionine than poultry that 
does not have access to living plants, bugs and biologically active soils?  

o Trace minerals – Allowed as feed additives to satisfy livestock nutritional need. §205.603(d)(2) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are trace minerals still essential to the production of organic livestock?  
2. Can trace minerals be produced from agricultural sources that have been produced 

through excluded methods?  
3. Are there ancillary substances used in the production of trace minerals?  

 

o Vitamins – Allowed as feed additives to satisfy livestock nutritional need. §205.603(d)(3) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. What documentation is required by the certifiers and material review organizations 

to verify that vitamins that have been produced without genetic modification?  
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2. Since production methods, such as rotational grazing or reducing the numbers of 
grazing animals, has been shown to reduce the demand for vitamin supplements, 
should there be less need for supplying ruminant livestock feeds with synthetic 
vitamins? 

• PROCESSING AND HANDLING INPUTS 

o Citric acid – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as an acidulant, pH control agent, 
flavoring, sequestrant, dispersant in flavor or color additives, antioxidant, firming agent, raising 
agent, emulsifying salt, and as a stabilizer. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Are there any commercially available sources of citric acid derived from organically 

grown crops? 

o Lactic acid – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as an acidulant, pH regulator, and 
preservative. §205.605(a) 

o Calcium chloride – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a firming agent for sliced 
apples and other fruits and in certain cheeses to aid coagulation of the milk (turns liquid into 
thick gel for cutting into curds). §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material currently in use by the organic food processing industry and in what 

applications? 

o Dairy cultures – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used to make yogurt, cheese, 
cultured sour cream and other fermented milk products. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Are there any additional ancillary substances not listed in the chart (see meeting 

materials)?  
2.  Is the dairy culture listing redundant and should it be combined with the 

microorganism listing?  

o Enzymes – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used to carry out naturally occurring 
biological processes that are useful in the processing of food products or ingredients. Also used 
to reduce the length of time required for aging foods such as cheese, clarify or stabilize food 
products, and control the content of alcohol and sugar in certain foods. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Are there any additional ancillary substances to list for enzymes (see meeting 

materials)?  

o L-Malic acid – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a pH adjuster, flavor enhances 
and food acidulant. §205.605(a) 

o Magnesium sulfate – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a mineral supplement, 
leavening agent and pH control agent. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material still essential to organic production? 

o Microorganisms – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as starter cultures for the 
benefit of the metabolites produced during fermentation. Commonly used in in dairy products, 
baked goods, and fermented food and beverages. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
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1.  Are there any additional ancillary substances not listed in the chart (see meeting 
materials)?  

o Perlite – Allowed as a filter aid in food processing. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material still essential to organic production? 

o Potassium iodide – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid.  Used as a nutrient in table salt 
and in dietary supplements. Also used as a sanitizing agent for food processing equipment. 
§205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is potassium iodide utilized as a sanitizing agent for food processing equipment? If 

so, in what applications?  
2. If potassium iodide is used for nutritional supplementation only – is this substance 

redundant to the current Nutrient Vitamin and Mineral listing? If so, should this 
separate listing be removed?  

3. Are certifiers limiting the use of potassium iodide to non-synthetic forms even with 
the 205.605(b) synthetic allowance for Nutrient Vitamin and Mineral listing?  

o Yeast – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Organic forms of yeast must be used when 
commercially available. Used for flavoring, as a protein source (nutritional yeast), and various 
fermentation applications such as bread, wine and beer. §205.605(a) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there still types or forms of organic yeast that are not available in sufficient 

quality or quantity for production of organic products? Specifically, have organic 
forms of torula yeast, nutritional yeast for livestock feed, gluten-free yeast, fresh 
yeast, and some types of wine yeast become available since the last sunset review in 
2015?  

2. Have there been changes in ancillary materials added to yeast compounds since the 
2014 TR?  

o Alginic acid – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a stabilizer in many products 
such as beverages, cheese and dressings. Also used as a defoaming agent. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is there a way to assess whether or not current brown seaweed harvesting practices 

are sustainable or damaging to local ecosystems?  

o Activated charcoal – Allowed as a filtering aid. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material still essential to organic production? 

o Ascorbic acid – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a dietary supplement, 
nutrient, flavor ingredient, curing and pickling agent, antioxidant, and a wide variety of other 
food processing uses. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is the modern industrial manufacturing process which utilizes additional bio-

oxidation an excluded method? 

o Calcium citrate – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used to provide calcium in 
nutritive supplements, and as a pH adjuster and chelator. §205.605(b) 
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o Ferrous sulfate – Allowed for iron enrichment or fortification of foods when required by 
regulation or recommended. Used for iron enrichment or fortification of flour and baby food. 
§205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. If applications are for nutritional supplementation only – is this substance 

redundant to the current Nutrient Vitamin and Mineral listing? If yes, should this 
item be removed? 

o Hydrogen peroxide – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a disinfectant and 
bleaching agent, and for sanitizing of aseptic packaging. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material still essential for production and handling of organic products? 

o Nutrient vitamins and minerals – Allowed for fortification of organic foods in accordance with 
FDA requirements. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is the current listing meeting the needs of the organic community, certifiers and 

industry – if not, how should it be revised?  
2. How are certifiers currently dealing with non-synthetic nutrient vitamins and 

minerals?  
3. It is speculated that the 2012 rulemaking was stopped due to the impact this change 

would have on the currently established organic infant formula market which has 
both established manufacturers and consumers. How should the NOSB move this 
topic forward in light of this issue?  

4. Given that added vitamins and minerals need to be listed on ingredient panels, are 
consumers enabled enough to make educated purchasing decisions on fortified 
foods? If not, please explain.  

o Peracetic acid – Allowed for use in wash and/or rinse water according to FDA limitations. Used 
as a sanitizers on food contact surfaces. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1.  Is this material still essential for production and handling of organic products? 

o Potassium citrate – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used as a chelating agent, 
buffering agent, nutrient supplement, and pH adjuster. §205.605(b) 

o Potassium phosphate – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid only in products labeled 
“made with organic (specific ingredients or food group(s)).” Used as a pH control in milk 
products, as a microbial nutrient (yeast food), and as a source of mineral potassium and/or 
phosphorus. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Does industry still find the listing for potassium phosphate necessary? In what 

applications is this substance currently being used in products marketed as “made 
with organic.”  

2. If applications are for nutritional supplementation only – is this substance redundant 
to the current Nutrient Vitamin and Mineral listing? If yes, should this listing be 
removed?  

o Sodium acid pyrophosphate – Allowed as a leavening agent. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
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1.  Is this material still essential for production and handling of organic products? 

o Sodium citrate – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Used an emulsifier in ice cream, 
cheese, and evaporated milk. Used as a buffer to control acidity and retain carbonation in 
beverages. §205.605(b) 

o Tocopherols – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid. Must be derived from vegetable oil 
when rosemary extracts are not a suitable alternative. Used as an antioxidant. §205.605(b) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there any additional ancillary substances not listed in the chart that should be 

considered (see meeting materials)?  
2. Since the last sunset review, are new sources of non-synthetic tocopherols available 

that fulfill the needs of organic food processing?  

o Celery powder – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are not 
commercially available. Used in a variety of processed meat products to provide “cured” meat 
attributes without using prohibited nitrites. §205.606(c) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is nonorganic celery powder still essential for the production of processed meats?  
2. Compared with growing celery for vegetable production, is increased use of synthetic 

nitrogen fertilizers required to produce source plants with enough nitrate for celery 
power production?  

3. Since 2015, what progress has been made on the production of organic celery for 
powder production?  

4. Are there strategies to produce organic celery powder that is standardized to 
consistently meet safety and other requirements of the meat processing industry?  

5. If not, enough organic celery is being produced to support the meat industry, why 
not?  

6. Are there commercially available agriculturally produced alternatives to celery 
powder? What is your experience with them? Are they organic? Does their use vary 
by application? Are they more effective in one application compared to another?  

7. What is the latest information on the human health risks of nitrate and nitrites 
present in processed meats from either synthetic or plant-based sources?  

o Fish oil – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are not commercially 
available. Must be stabilized with organic ingredients or only with ingredients on the National 
List. Used to increase the content of omega-3 fatty acids in a variety of food products. 
§205.606(e) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is there a mandatory standard for fish oil purity with limits on contaminants, dioxins 

and PCB’s for example? How is purity assessed?  
2. How is industry controlling for the risk of contaminants such as heavy metals and 

PCBs?  
3. Is the Voluntary Standard from the Council of Responsible Nutrition (CRN) for 

contaminant limits still in effect?  
4. How can the annotation be modified to control for the noted conservation 

concerns? 
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o Gelatin – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are not commercially 
available. Used as a clarification or fining agent in teas and wine, as a stabilizer and thickener, 
and in capsules. §205.606(g) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there organic sources of collagen that preclude the listing of gelatin as a non-

organically produced agricultural product allowed as ingredients in or on processed 
products labeled as ‘organic’?  

2. Are there any ancillary ingredients typically found in commercially available gelatin?  

o Orange pulp, dried – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are not 
commercially available. Used as a moisture retention agent and fat substitute. §205.606(n) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Is there an organic supply of international orange pulp, dried?  
2. Is there a domestic supply of organic orange pulp, dried?  
3. Have manufacturers using this nonorganic orange pulp in organic products tried to 

develop an organic orange pulp?  
4. Please describe any barriers to the production of organic orange pulp?  
5. Are there other organic agricultural products or materials on the national list that 

have the same function and could replace the nonorganic orange pulp where it is 
currently used?  

6. Are there any ancillary ingredients contained in dried organic pulp when sold 
commercially?  

o Seaweed, Pacific kombu – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are 
not commercially available. Used as a thickening agent or as a base for broth. Provides a 
unique flavor profile. §205.606(q) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there any ancillary ingredients contained in Pacific Kombu seaweed when sold 

commercially?  
2. Are there any organic seaweeds commercially available?  

o Seaweed, Wakame – Allowed as an ingredient or processing aid when organic forms are not 
commercially available. Used in soups and salads. Provides a unique flavor profile. §205.606(u) 

 Discussion Questions: 
1. Are there any ancillary ingredients contained in Wakame seaweed when sold 

commercially?  
2. Are there any organic seaweeds commercially available?  

 

 

Your feedback is important! If you are using any of the inputs, ingredients or processing aids listed above, or if 
you are aware of a commercial supply of organic or natural alternatives, your FEEDBACK is needed! Weigh in 
using OTA's Sunset Survey system! It is proven that OTA's Sunset Surveys will impact NOSB's decision. These 
electronic surveys can be used to submit feedback on each individual input currently under NOSB review. Each 
survey is CONFIDENTIAL, and contains about 10 short questions that will take an estimated five minutes to 
complete. 

 

 

 

https://www.ota.com/advocacy/organic-standards/allowed-and-prohibited-inputs/feedback-surveys-sunset-review/2021-sunset
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Mission and Structure of NOSB 

The National Organic Standards Board was created through the Organic Foods Production Act, a sub- section 
of the 1990 Farm Bill. The Board is charged with the task of assisting the Secretary of Agriculture on which 
substances should be allowed or prohibited in organic farming and processing. This 15-person citizen advisory 
board brings together volunteers from around the United States. It is made up of four farmers/growers, two 
handlers/processors, one retailer, one scientist, three consumer/public interest advocates, three 
environmentalists, and one USDA accredited certifying agent. 

 

Contact OTA staff 

Gwendolyn Wyard 

Vice President of Regulatory and Technical Affairs (503) 
798-3294 

 

Johanna Mirenda 

Farm Policy Director 
(202) 812-7704 

http://ota.us2.list-manage2.com/track/click?u=002145caa576890ae8569e728&amp;id=2d44a4305b&amp;e=714b9b11f9
mailto:gwyard@ota.com
mailto:jmirenda@ota.com
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