“The Organic Omega-3 Egg”

February 20, 2002

Mzr. Richard H. Matthews

Mz. Mark Keating

1400 Independence Ave., SW
Room 4008 South Building
Washington DC 0350 -03-00

Dear Mr. Matthews & Keating,

Thank you so much for the opportunity to meet with you on the 23™ of January.
My daughter, Margot, a strong conservationist, came to the meeting out of general
interest and to support her Dad.

You gave me some “homework” to do which was basically to give you some
numbers on our standards that we have been using. I am pleased to give some of our
basic standards.

1.) SPACE PER BIRD INSIDE THE BARN: 1.5 sq. feet for brown birds which
are heavier than white birds. This is typical and safe. I have used it for 30 -
years without any problem. It allows for easy passage of birds to and from
nests and feeders. It doesn’t crowd them so much that they develop pecking
at one another. This density also allows birds to take dust baths and nest

the afternoon.

The standard recommended by a poultry textbook, Commercial Chicken
Production Manual, Mack O. North on page 255 Table 15.1 is 1.75 sq. feet for a
Slat and Litter operation. This is more generous than our standard. As you will
note, the author does point out that his standards are “avcrage for a slatted

operation with 40% slats.

2.) SLAT FLOORS: 40% OF FLOOR AREA. We use slatted floors (benches)
which are raised about 18” off the floor. They consist of hardwood slats that
are laid across a 4’x 8’ rectangle or frame with spaces of %" to allow the
droppings to fall to the cement floor. The 4’x 8’ rectangle consists of 27°x
4”wood. On each side of the barns we place the wooden 4°x 8’ slatted
benches. Our bams measure 40 feet wide on average. The slats extend 8 feet
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from each of the sides, therefore 16 feet of the 40’ width is slatted floor, or
40% of total floor space consists of slatted floor.

A slatted floor allows for higher density of birds since the manure falls in a
concentrated area below the birds and away from the birds. Floors are drier by
use of slats, and the manure may be saved for composting or agricultural use. .
Without slatted floors the standard density is about 2.00 sq. feet per bird.

3.) FEEDER SPACE: 4” PER BIRD. We use the heavier 4.5 pound brown
feathered layer and give them an average of 4 linear inches at the feed trough.
On one side of a running foot, or trough, we allow 3 birds to feed. This means
for each foot of linear trough, 6 birds can feed on both sides. We feel that
this is a generous limit. Some poultry manuals allow only 3” per birds per one
side of the trough. Feeders are placed on the slatted floors.

In actual practice, never do all of the birds eat at the feed trough at the same
time. Some are on the floor; some are in or at the nests, and some are on the
slatted floor. Therefore in practice, there is more than 4” of trough side

available to each bird.

4.) SCRATCH AREAS: 40% OF THE BARN ON AVERAGE. Our nests, which
are quite wide, 5 ft. wide, run down the center and account for 20% of the
space in the barn. Therefore most of our barns have the floor space divided as
follows: 40% scratch area, 20% nests, and 40% slatted floors (benches). I feel
the scratch area is important for at least three reasons. First it gives the bird a
place to nap which is a favorite activity. Secondly, they use the dry and
pulverized litter to dust themselves. Dusting is a way chickens can protect
itself from mites. Thirdly, 1 have a theory that many pathogens can collect in
the litter and serve as a constant challenge to the immune system. Therefore
the scratch area protects the hen. 1 have not seen any literature on the subject
since no drug company would fund such research. Nevertheless, we have not
had an outbreak of any disease in 15 years. Our mortality is about 4% for 50
weeks in the hen house, which is 1/2 to 1/3 of the rate of commercial cage
operators. I would not operate an egg operation without a scratch area. I
don’t think an all slat operation should be used because of the discomfort to
the bird and the possible risk of disease.

5.) NEST SPACE: 13.4 SQ IN. PER BIRD. We use Automatic Colony Nests.
These are open sided nests where groups of hens can lay at the same time.
Since 90% of eggs are laid throughout the first 8 hours, there is a continuous
coming and going of hens during these 8 hours. Many birds will use the same
space. Our individual nest floors per hen measures 44”°x18”. Each nest will

accommeodate 59 hens during the day.

6.) WINDOW AREA: 8.45 SQ IN. OF GLASS PANE PER BIRD ON OLD
HOUSES, 16.9 SQ IN. OF GLASS PANE ON NEW HOUSES. The smallest



windows are in the oldest barns and measure 13x 39”. There are 55 of these
windows on each side of our 275 long barns. The length of space within the
barn 1s 250°.  Total glass pane on both sides measures 55,770 sq. inches. If
this total of 55,770 sq.inches is divided by 6,600 hens, the result is 8.45 sq. in
per bird. Another ratio is windowpane area to floor space. Dr. Louis M. Hurd
' recommends a ratio of 1 square foot of glass to 16 to 20 square feet of floor
space. The ratio of 20 to 1 would require us to have a total of 10,000 sq. ft /
20 or 500 sq. ft or 72,000 sq. inches. Since we have 55,770 sq. in of pane in
the old houses of 10,000 sq. ft, of spaces for birds, we are shy of Dr. Hurd’s
standard by 22%. However our new bams have 88 windows on each side of
the house of 300’ long. Each window is 2’6 %”x 20 %”. Glass ratio to floor
area occupied by chickens (40x275), is 14.2 on the new barns or within
Hurd’s recommendation. :

7.) RAINFALL & TEMPERATURE: We know from 15 years of experience that
good weather for chickens to enjoy outside weather would be 15 May to 15
September- four months. During this period the 5-year average of rainfall is
19.35 inches as recorded only 7 miles away from the farm.

During this 4 month period the 5 year average, rainy days amount to 24.8 days
(counting only days when .15 inches or more of rain fall.) If we assume that half
the rain fell at night and half during the day there would be only about 12 days of
rain during the 4 months. Therefore, rain-free free ranging in good weather
would amount to only 4 months less 12 days or about 108 days or 29.6% of the
year. If one subtracts high winds and unseasonable cold or hot days, the average
for the year might be about only 27% good days for access to the outdoors.

8.) DISEASE: As to the factor of disease in free ranging, Avian Influenza seems
to be the main threat. The attached article from the Poultry Time, Jan 10,
2002 mentions the 1982-1983 outbreak where 16 million birds died or were
gassed causing a $100 million loss. If Al were discovered on our farm, all of
our birds would have to be killed. Other wild birds are also a threat as
mdicated by Pg. 10&11 “Diseases of Poultry”, the bible of the industry
regarding Avian health. We attach a copy of this reference. It mentions the
danger of pigeons. We have so many pigeons we often call the local police to
help rid us of this menace. We enclose 9 pages of technical which mentions
waterfow] (canada geese) as a serious danger to domestic fowl.

9.) COMPETITION: You also requested a list of our competitors with telephone
numbers. These are the ones presently sold in New England:

1.) PETE&GERRY Monroe, NH 603-638-4207
2.) EGGLAND’S King of Prussia, PA 800-922-3447
3.) SAUDER’S Lititz, PA 717-626-2074
4.) EGG INOVATIONS Port Washington, WI 800-337-1951

Practical Poultry Farming by Louis M. Hurd, 1939, MacMillan Company p. 56



5.) GOLD CIRCLE FARMS Boulder, CO 303-381-8100
6.) ORGANIC VALLEY LaFarge, W1 608-625-2602

9.) ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS: I admire Mark Keating “Draft
Recommendation ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS FOR POULTRY NOSB
LIVESTOCK COMMITTEE.” I think it is balanced, fair and a laudable goal
to achieve. But we are hemmed in on all sides, like a park in a big city. Our
closest neighbors are only 300 feet from the nearest building. There is no
open land on our borders. In addition we have a new two story building-
typical of old poultry bams in the Northeast where land prices are high and
winters are cold. Poultry elevators or escalators have yet to be built. Perhaps
the greatest difficulty for free ranging is the very present and real threat to
Boston’s water supply. As to the threat of disease to the chickens, Avian
Influenza seems to be the main threat. Any outside area should probably be
totally enclosed. The only solution that I can envision for us is to build
enclosed sun porches or concrete pads at either end of our buildings. These
could only be 10 to 12 feet long due to space requirements. But such a
compromise makes a mockery of the principle of free range where 100 hens
per acre was the accepted standard (see our letter of Jan 23, 2002 “ A Chicken
Is Not A Cow”) Any outside area would have to be wire enclosed like an
aviary at a oo to protect against the threat of Al from Canada geese. Other
wild birds are a definite threat as is mentioned in the bible of poultry health,
“Disease of Poultry.” Please see the attached excerpt.

SUMMARY

I believe the most important standards for Organic Poultry should apply to
their life inside the barn. That is where the hens will spend most of their life-
especially when one considers the night and the fact that layers lay most of their
eggs in the morning. Laying hens cannot be let out in the moming since all their

eggs would end up on the ground.

The most important limits for organic laying hens in the barn are floor
space per bird, space at the trough per bird, window panes per bird, space in the
nest per bird, and space at the waterers per bird. I think for the sake of clarity and
government regulations and control, specific finite numbers should be established
for each of these critical factors. The industry wants a level playing field. 1have
not given you any standards for pullet growing, but I would be pleased to do so.
since I think this is an extremely important activity in our business. ‘

We maintain that only 27% of the year is the weather suitable for outdoor
access. Then consider that 12:00 to 5:00 p.m. is the only practical time to keep
the bird outside since the birds lay in the moming and workers want to leave at
5:00 p.m. The actual time of day spent outside would be 5 hours. Five hours is
21% of a complete day. Of the 27% of full days available for free ranging, only



21% is available or about 6% of the full year would be practical in this part of the
world. ' o

Disease is a real threat especially Al. We have been very fortunate not to
have any diseases in 15 years.

While access to the outdoors is feasible for other livestock, our conclusion
is that it is not practical for The Country Hen.

We are open to further discussions and would like to meet with you at
your earliest convenience.

Sincerely
A BM
George S. Bass

Enclosure: 1.) Picture of farm
2.) Summary of Space & Light Standards
3.) Rainfall- 15 May-15 Sept-5 years- Barre
4.) Al in PA article
5.) Wild Birds- Diseases of Poultry
6.) Influenza- B.C. Easterday ET AL-4 pgs.
7.) Avian Influenza- VET Pathobiology-5 pgs.
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has possible resurgence ot-Al

The Assoclated Press
'HARRISBURG, Pa, — A

~atwin of avian influenza that

contaminated chickens in east-
central  Pennsylvania and

 caused agriculture officials to

order the gassing of 135,000
birds appears to have been con-
tained, but poultry farmers say
it’s too early to let their guard
down.

The disease, which also af-
fects turkeys, ducks and geese,
can be spread bird-to-bird, and
though most strains do not
make humans sick, humans can
pass the disease to birds. It can
also be carried by trucks or
equipment exposed to infected
fowl.

The virus first appeared in

.early December in two flocks

in Union- County, then spread
rapidly to four other flocks
nearby.,

State agriculture officials
said Jan. 8 that testing in two
additional flocks — one in

Union County and one in Juni-

ata County — led them to order

" quarantines at’ those farms,

though they will not know for

sure ‘whether those birds have
the same disease until they get
final test results back in about
10 days.

_ The original six Umon Coun-
ty farms affected remain quar-
antined, and state officials are

stil]. adv;smg :Pennsylvania’s
"nearly 6,000 large-scale’ poul-

try farmers to limit access to
flocks and disinfect trucks or
equipment used on farms other
than their own.

Poultry farmers and others
linked to the $634 million-a-
year ‘industry -— the nation’s
sixth-largest — said they can’t
relax yet. They recall a 1982-
83 outbreak, when a more pow-
erful strain of the virus wiped
out 16 million chickens and
cost about $100 million.

“We're holding our breath,”
said John Fidler of Pennfield
Corp., which sends feed trucks
to farms within a 10-mile radius
of the infected ones,

“We try to impose procedures

to minimize the possibility that.
-we contribute to the spread,”

Fidler said. “Beyond that, we
pray to God . . , because it could

be devastating.”

Pennfield and other poultry
companies are now routinely
disinfecting feed trucks and or-
dering drivers to wear dispos-
able coveralls and boot covers
when making deliveries to
farms affected by the virus,

Farmers who were ordered to
destroy flocks are eligible for
reimbursement of up to 66 per-
cent of the value of each bird.
The total value of the destroyed
chickens is estimated at about
$120,000, said John Enck, the
state veterinarian, .

Although any outbreak of
avian influenza should be taken
seriously, the virus in Union
County is less likely to be fatal
to birds than other strains, said

"Ed Curlett, a spokesman for the

USDA Animal & Plant Health

Inspection Service. As a result,

no countries have banned im-
ports of Pennsylvania fowl, al-
though China banned poultry
from Connecticut recently after
the virus turned up in a flock
there.

If the Union County problem

‘had not been quickly identiﬁved,

the dxsease could have . spread
and mutated into a more lethal
strain, which is what happened in
1982-83, said R. Michael Hulet,

a poultry science professor at

Pennsylvania State Umversxty
Jim Shirk, assistant vice pres-
ident of the Poultry. Council,
said the Union County outbreak
is likely connected to a virus

“found in live bird markets in

New York -and New Jersey,
where some -Pennsylvania
farmers do business.
The-disease has circulated in
the markets for several years,

and plans to eradicate it there

~—— with *~'n from USDA —
have n been implement-
ed, Hule. 4.

POULTRY TIMES, January 18,.2002



WILD BIRDS
FROM
“DISEASES OF POULTRY”
TENTH EDITION
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY PRESS
PG 10-11

Wild birds are capable of carrying a variety of diseases and parasites. Some cause
illness in the wild birds themselves; for others, the birds act as mechanical
carriers. Every effort should be made to prevent their nesting in the poultry area.
Imported zoological specimens destined for zoos are not a direct contact threat -
because the zoos are located in cities, but they should be considered as a potential
source of introduction of an exotic disease or parasite. Exotic ornamental pet birds
constitute a real hazard because they become widely dispersed and may be
purchased by poultry workers. On numerous occasions, exotic birds in or
destined for pet stores have been found infected with a virulent exotic form of
Newcastle disease virus, which in at least one instance was the source of a serious
and costly outbreak in poultry. Stringent entry quarantine requirements to
apprehend and destroy infected birds provide a good barrier against introduction
and dissemination by carrier birds, but failures can occur (illegal smuggling), and
producers should be wary of such personal pets. Domestic pigeons can also be a
source of dangerous strains of Newcastle disease virus. :




“The Organic Omega-3 Egg”

SUMMARY OF SPACE AND LIGHT STANDARDS
OF THE COUNTRY HEN

1 SPACE PER HEN- 40% SLATTED FLOOR: 1.5 SQ FT

2. FEED SPACE PER HEN PER RUNNING FOOT OF TROUGH: 6 HENS
TOTAL- 3 ON EACH SIDE

3. SCRATCH AREAS (LOOSE LITTER & SHAVINGS): 40% OF TOTAL
FLOOR SPACE

4. SLATTED AREA: 40% OF TOTAL FLOOR AREA
5. NESTING AREA: 13.4 SQ IN. PER BIRD

6. WINDOW AREA: 8.45 SQ IN. OF GLASS PANE PER HEN FOR OLD
BARNS, 16.9 SQ IN. FOR NEW BARNS

P. O. Box 333, Hubbardston, Massachusetts 01452 ~ 978-928-5333 — Fax 978-928-5414
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Five Year Analysis of Rainfall
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Adminstration National Weather Service

At Barre Falls Dam, Massachusetts
16 May - 15 September

Total Days Days
Month/Yr Days Total Rain =>15 <.15
May-97 16 1.42 2 14
Jun-97 30 1.15 1 29
Jul-97 31 5.88 5 26
Aug-97 31 5.15 9 22
Sep-97 - 15 » 034 1 14
Totals 123 13.94 18 105
May-98 16 0.48 1 15
Jun-98 30 8.23 12 18
Jul-98 31 2.52 5 26
Aug-98 31 1.53 3 28
Sep-98 15 0.56 1 14
Totals 123 13.32 22 101
May-89 16 2.18 5 11
Jun-99 30 1.58 2 28
Jul-99 31 2.68 8 23
Aug-99 31 3.7 7 24
Sep-99 15 4.48 5 10
Totals 123 14.62 27 96
May-00 16 2.16 4 12
Jun-00 30 6.51 7 23
Jui-00 31 49 6 25
Aug-00 31 3.62 8 23
Sep-00 15 2.45 5 10
Totals 123 19.64 30 93
May-01 16 2.19 5 11
Jun-01 30 7.87 6 24
Jul-01 31 2.92 7 24
Aug-01 31 229 5 26
Sep-01 15 1.22 4 11
Totais 123 16.49 27 96

Five Year Average 97-01 123 15.602 24.8 102.2
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Influenza
H. C. Easterday, Virginia S. Hinshaw, and
David A. Halvorson

INTRODUCTION. Iniluznza is an infection
andfer disease syndrome caused by any type A n-
fluenza virue, o member of the Orthamyzoviridae
family. Influenza A viruses are responsible for ma-
jor disesse problema in birds, as well as in humans
apd lower mammals (26, 67, 98 123). Lierlly
thousands of viruses, belonging 1o many different
inligenic subtypes hased nn hemazglunnin (HA)
and mewraminidass (MAj suiloue antigens. havs
been recovered from domestic and wild avian
spesics throughout the world, [nfections among do-
meslic or confined birds have been associaled with
4 varimy of disease syndromes raaging from sub-
clinieal to mild upper respirtory discase o loss of
¢pp production 1o acute zenerafized fatal disease.

I domestic species. infucnza virusea have
caused considerahle cconomic losses. The U5,
government capended aver 60 million m 198384
lo ermticate a mghly pathogenic HINZ virus in
poultry in the Pennaylvania-Virgina—New lersey
cnthreak. The pomnnial cost of the discase withour
the sradication program was cilimatesd  be muny
iimres higher (109}, The $60 mullion included the
cost of eratication (diagnesis, qguarantine. flock dis-
pasal, ¢lennup, decontamination, epidesniologic 1n-
vestigation, and other regulaory procedurss) and
indemaity payments o fock owners. Consumers
paitl an estimated additional 5348 mulhan in covers
the incrocased retol] cost of table sgas as 3 result af
lust egp production in the quarantine area (109)
More limied outbreaks of avian influenza are also
yuitz cosily, For sxample, an onc chicken farm in
Australin v 1985, an cuwtbreak invelving a highly
pathagenic vinus cosl over 52 million o cradicae
{a1)

The sconemic jmpact is not limited (o chickens:
lusses have besn soffered by lurkey producers for
many years in scveral coantries in Europe, in the
United States, and in Isroel (10, 118, 139, 172, 185).
an epidemic in Minncyota in 1978 cost wrkey pro-
ducers in cxcess of 55 million (140): the sstimated
nst of culbreaks in Minnesota since 1977 oizled
mor= than 510 militen (139

In most cases, losses cannot be predicied when
an infuenza outhreak appears. becauge many tac
vors influence the outcome of infoction. These fac-
jor% include the vanation ia the bislogic charncter-
aties of  the wirss, concureat  infection,

environmenial sirerses, age and sex of the bird, cte.,
with the result being thar the morbidity and mecal-
ity rates range fram negligible o near 100%. Any
calculation of ceonemic impaet muat include all of
thase [zcioes that impinge on the cost of production,
ez, medicntion, extra fecd, st care, quaranune
mensarcs. vaccines, decreased carcass qualiny,
cleaning and sanitizing. and loss of local and inter-
national trade, Unformnately, thers are insuffioenl
duia 1o provide a reasonabie sspmarc of ovian in=
flucnza loases oo a natlonwide hasis for any coun-
1.

in contrast 1o domestic ar confined binds, free-
flying hirds typically do not experiencc sigrficant
diseasc problems due to influcnza viruses: yet, thess
infections are wigespread in many of these birds
(67. 75). lnfluenza viruses are readily recoversd
fram migratory waterfowl. particularly ducks,
theoughout the world. Them is considerable specu-
lation akout the epidemiclogic significancs of this
wery large resarvoir of vimses in wild hirds; than
this reservoir ean serve as a source of viruses for
other species. including humans, lower mammunls,
and birds. and that such 2 high rate of infecton pro-
vides the opponumity lor the martenance  and
emergence af “new” and potestislly highly patho-
senic strmns through the process of mutatioa and/or
genelic rrassortment, The genetic diversity of avian
inAusaza vimses moche wildlife mservoirs may be
{mportant in the overall survival of these virses in
nature,

Beczuse of the significant lpskes from avian in-
fuenza, internanonal sympotia were convened 10
1981, [986, =nd 1992 o cachange information o
chis virus: the Arsc (143) focused oo Jefimdon of
highly pathugenic strains and dentification af
sgurees af the virus; the second (147). on the virus
and on the problems and possible solutions s oul-
breaks invalving highly pathogemc influenza
wirtscs in chicksas and herkoyss and the third {1443,
on the Srculaten af the virus and plans for deuling
with loealized vutbreaks of mild disease and funure
outhreaks of highly pathcgenic avian influcnra, Io-
Ausnza |8 an inlemaiional problem, 5o solutioas
will requira ineernativaal < forts anrd cooperation.

HISTOAY. Fowl plaguc, now knawn o be

caused by highly pathogenic slraing af avian in-

583

E
d
b



§84 5. C Exstarday, Virginia 5. Hinshsw, snd David A. Haivorson

fluenza viruses, was descnibed by Perroncito as a
serious disease of chickens in laly in 1378 and
caused by a “filterablc”’ agent (virus) by Centanni
and Savunozzi in 1901 (169). It was not until 1955,
however, that it was demonstrated that fowi plague
vimscs were actually cype A influenza viruses
{155}, Viruses related o the origined “fowl plagoe"
isclaies (surface anlipens-HIN1 and HTNT) caused
high mortality arnong chickens, hrkeys, and other
specics, Disease outbreaks invelving these partcy-
lar strains have besa repored in many areas of the
warld during this century, incleding North and
Soath America, Morth Africa, the Middle and Far
East, Europe, Great Britain, and the former Soviet
Union. Highly pathogenic stming belonging to the
HS subtype were detected in chickens in Scotland,
chick/Scot/59 (HSNI) and common [ems,
tern/5.A /6] (HSMNI); bath species suffered severc
disease problems. Thesa isclations led to the specu-
intion that all HY and HS vinisss were highly path-
agenic, but thig was not found e Az an example.
2 virus, avirulent for chickens, with an H7 Ha was
recovered from lurkeys in Qregon in 1971 (21, 22}
Since that time, many other viruses with the HS and
HT HAs have been isolated from domestic and wild
birds in various areas of the world, and many of
these ars avirulemt for any species (3, 67 It should
be mentioned, however, that histerically, the most
severe diseass problems have been due o virmses of
the HS and HT subrypes.

From 1950 1o 1960, the discoverics that the fow|
plaque virus was an influenza A virus and dhat in-
fluenza vimzes could be rmeovered from many dif-
{erent domestic and wild avian species injtated n-
crensed efforts to understand avian influcnza
viruses, Since dewiled histories of the soladon of
[nflucnza viruses in this cestury are available (3. 46,
§7), only more recent events are described bere.

Reports of severs discase outbresks involving
highly pathogenic influenza A vinises during the
pest 20 yr have, fortunately, been infrequent
Alexander (6) listed five substantiaed outbreaks
since 1975; these occurred in Ausiralia (1975 and
19853, England (1979). the United States
{1983-—84), and Ireland (1983-84). In the Linited
States, the only scvere outhizaks weee reporied in
1979 (169) and 198384, indicating ihe infrequency
af such events. Much information cn the oulbreak
in Pennsylvania during 1983-84 s presented in the
Proceedings af the Znd [nternational Symposium on
Awian Influenza (143}, but some specific aspects
{47) are mentioned here. The first isolaies wern ob-
tained in Apeil, 1983, from chickens expericncmg
scute respiratory disease with O-15% momality and
declining egp production. The virscs were identi-
fied as HSMNZ =nd, based on chicken inocularion,
were nof classified as being highly pathogeme, This
problem continued ac 2 low level, with about siz in-

fectad flocks present at any given time until Ocro-
ber 1983 when moxtality increased to 50-89%, with
the birds cxperiencing scvere depression, tremors,
and a complete cessation of cgg production, Viruses
isolatcd from these birds were also HSN2 but were
designated as highly pathogenic based on chicken
inoculation. Thia apparent change in the disrase fed
the U.5. Department of Agriculture to declare an
“extraordinary cmergency” wath the geal of comdi-
catiof, The eradication effor included strict quar-
antive:; ol pouliy population surveidlance with
destruction of all focks with clinical, serelogic, or
vimlogic evidenes of HSNZ influcnea; environmen-
@l cleancp followed by deconmmination; aod in-
tensive education on biosecurity (51). Over the nexx
2 yr, this effort had 10 inclode not only pouloy
farms, bus also live-bind merkets in mezopalitan ar-
gas such 1s New Yok City becxuse these markers
were found to be invelved in the muntenance of the
vimus and exposure of poulty flocks (38), The
highly puthopenic stain was successfully elimi-
paled: however, avimulent H3M2 viruges have sines
besn recovered from farms and live-bicd markets in
severnl states,

The Grst shservanon of clinical signs compatible
with avian influenza in Mexico is thought 1o have
heen in the fall of 1993, The virus was identified a4
avian infoenzn with HSWN2 surface antigens in the
spring of 1994, and it was classifisd ar that time 2s
heing of low pathogenicity. Experitncs in the feld
was compatible with thar determination. A nation-
wite serologic survey determined that poulury
flocks m 11 statcs of central Mezico had beon in-
fected. Flocks in the north and sontheast of Mesico
weae serologically negauve atchat lime,

In December, 1994, and January, 1995, Alocks in
the states of Puchla (predominantly layer chickens)
and Quecrcoun (prodominantly broiler ehickens) ex-
perignced greatly Incrrased mormality and declines
in epg production. Ving isvlated from thete focks
prodaced signs and lcaions compatible with highly
pathogenic avian influenza in labortory st Nu-
merous Mocks representing millians of chickens in
throe states to the south and posth of Mexico Cicy
were subscquently infectad with the highly pamo-
genic virus. The smtc of Yucaian and fomc siated
hardering the Unlted Stares have since been deter-
mined 1o have seropositive flocks. Vaccination with
inacrivated, oil-cmulsion vicsine has apparenily
been cffective in reducing mornsality and egg-pro-
duction loases, but nonvaceinated sentinels left in
the vaccinated flacks have seroconvened at 3 high
fale, indicating thet the nonpathogenic vinus i

likely circulating in the fiocks.

The events in Mesico over the past several yoars
represcnt the moat widsspread and lengthy Engwn
pecurrence of avian inflienza virs in pouliry, The
change in the pathogenicicy of the virus after many
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months of circulanog in pouliy focks was not un-
like the experience in Pennsylvania in 1983, al-
though the moleculsr basis of those changes dif-
fered (80D

A repart from Pakistan (125) described a severs
rype H7 avizn influenza outbeeak that began in De-
cember 1994 jo broier breeders. It eventually af-
fected all classes of poalory from 7w 66 wk of age,
with an overall mortalivy of 63% in the aren of the
|nitfal outbreak There was also an outbreak of
highly pathogenic avian influenza (HIN3) mn chick-
cas in 1994 in Queensland, Ausiruiia. The birds on
the affected premiscs were slaughtered and nearby
fiocks were monnoced by serolegy. The HA-cleav-
sgr sitc contained 1 sequence that differed from the
previous three highly pathogenic HT avian in-
fuenza (AL} vimises isolaied from disense oytbreaks
in Australia (139)

§ines the first influenza isulsies from morkeys in
North America in 1963 (104), these viruses have
frequently caused discase problems. Viruses found
in wmkeys on open range are often thought io have
been inmoduced by migratory waterfowl (82, 67).
As interesting situation in mrkeys bas developed
| during lhe last decade in that HINT virases oy pi-
cally associated with pigs have been responsible for
- gnthrenks in tugkeys (72) characterized by respira-
tory discase and diminished egg producton (1207,
' This swine-nrkey connection was the first indica-
tion that mammalisn viruses could be responsible
for infection and disease in birds, Swdics on HINI
isolates From pigs and birds throughout the world
{12, 13, 73) supgest that swine vinuses arc being
gansmitted 1o narkeys aod, in addition, that HINL
yirnses from ducks are being transmitted 1o pigs in
some arcas of the warld,

Although evidence for the infection of wald birds
exipied prior to the 1970z, it was not until then that
the high infecnon e among Mgy waterfowl
was recoguized, Survaillance studies revealed the
widespread distribution of influenza viruses in these
' birds, particulnrly ducks (66, 69), and mare recently
" in shorehirde (93). Such wmdies (67, 70) have
shown that virtually all known antigenic subtypes
. of rype A influcnza viniscs and combinatons of HA
and NA surfice antgens exist in the avian wildlife
. reseryoir, the viruscs are fypically avirulenr for the
hests; the viruses powscas broad host anges, includ-
. ing other birds and mamumals, genetic reassoament
between (heir viruses occurs in the namral seitng;
and intesonul replication of the viruses in these
birds may be o imponant factor in the efficien
tranamission of these viruses amoag warerfouwl and
potentially to other species. This reservaoir in
wildlife occopies an impertant role in the ecology
- of Influcnza.

During the last |0 yr yuuses typically found ia
aviun species have been recuvered from outbreaks

H
th

i,

W

VRIS
“rn
'ed

i
ap=
ith
o
T
=
xt

ry
==
g
i
he g
M=

s in

22 [ifveers 589

af dizease |p mammals, such as seals (74, 108, 181)
and mink (49, 101}, and have been detected in
whales (76). These findings suggest thal the associ-
atica betwesn birds and mammals o (e patoral se2-
ting may lead lo tmnsmission of avian viruses, re-
sulting in significant discasc problems.

INCIDEMCE AND DISTRIBUTION. Avian
infleenza viruses e distributed throughout the
werld in many domestc bds, including turkeys,
chickens, pmnca fowl, chuksrs, guail, pheasants,
geese, and ducks, and in wild species, meluding
ducks, gecse, sandpipers, saoderling, nuidy tam-
stpaes, 1ems, Twans, shoarwabess, heroms, guille-
mats, pufins, and gulls {sez 5,7, 10, 46, 67, 129).
Mipratory waterfowl, particolarly ducks, have
yiclded more vimses than any other groog, while
domestic nokeys and chickens have experienced
the most subsnbnl discase problems duc W io-
Huenza. Influsnza vimses have aiso been isolared
from caged birds, including mynahs, parakests, par-
fols, cockaioos, weaverbinds, finches, snd hawks (4,
85 160, 154, 165). Thess birds were olten being
held in quarantine and the significance of infechon
in these hirds is not yet clear, Passerme birds have
yielded relatively few influsnza wincs, particu-
larly in view of the size of thiz bird populaton.
There have been some isolations from passerine
birds in contact with sick domestic bnds, =, Star-
lings in Tarmed (112) and Aastralia (31). Sthudies on
the Australian isolate, Afstarling/Yictoria/5156/83
(HTNT) {131), led the suthors to seggest that lughly
pathogenic viruses were wansmuned between do-
meste poulry and passerine tneds.

Precise distribution and prevalence of infloenza
viruses mre difficult to delermine because of the
sampling snomalies. The World Health Organiza-
tion has encournged and suppented surveillanes
programs lo (ncrease the available data on the
prevalenee and distribution. Even 30, mosl surveil-
lance efforts are conducted by investigators who
have a specific interest in avian mfluenza andfor the
ecology of influenza

Distribution data on avian jnflienza ore clearly
influenced by the distribution of both domestic and
wild species, the locality of pealory production, mi-
gratory routes, seasom, and disease repofung Iys-
\cms, Prevalence i3 also influenced by some of the
satne factoss, Accurate prevalencs rates are difficult
1 determine becapse of the variety of surveillance
systems and procedures employed. For any one
episode of 1vian inflnenza in 1 domestic specied, 2
reasonable prevalencs rate can be determined; how-
ever. the prevalence and distnbulion are ol re-
diernhle For maample. in turkcys in Minnetou, s
prevalence has besn very high some ycars and
neary nonexisicnl during others (139 The absence
i1 nol doc to residual immunity but, rather, 1D b un-
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explained absenes of the viruses Warerfow! have
boen wiewed as 2 significan: sounce of viruses for
turkcys on open mange and this may be important in
areas such a5 Minsesota and Wisconsin, which are
located along a major Ryway [nvestigators thers
(62, 53) have recovered many influenza Viruses
from free-flying and sentinel ducks dorng the fall
migration and have established thar the cutbreaks in
turkeys coincide with the presence of the migratory
ducks. Even so, it is difficult to predict which virus
will appear and cause problems in the urkeys af any
Eiven Qme.

Surveillance of migratory warerfowl in Nosth
America Indicated that up to 50% aof juvenile
EFM@M_JW by canereruie In mar-
shalling areas prior 1o migratign (63, 73). As the

Birds muigrate, the ric of vina recovery drops pre-
cipitously. Smee docks fave bezn shown o excrete
virus for as long as 30 days (120}, this means thal
few cycles of transmission would be required o
muintin the vimses. It seems possible that the
viruses are maincined in the wild dack population
by passage to susceplible birds, even ata low Jevel,
throughout the year until the pext breeding sczson
results in 2 new proop of susceptible juveniles
Transmission can readily oooer dis 1o the eicreton
of high quantities of the virus in the feces, resultung
in heavily contaminated lake or pond watsr (68).
Recent stndies (93) on shombirds (sech &5 sander-
tins, ruddy munstones, and sandpipers) and gulls
suppesied that they constitute 3 significant meervoir
of viruses. The invelvement of wild birds, partieu-
larly waterfowl, with influenza viruses underlines
the seed for producers of domestie, commercial
birds o provide separaton between demestic and
wild bird popalations.

There have besn only thores incidents af influrnza
wiruses in chickens in North America smoe the [ast
fow! plague outbreak in 1929 Alsbama in 1373
{83, B4}, Minneson in 1979 (61}, and Pransylvania
during 198384 (48). There arc reports of influenza
infections in chickens in several other countries in-
cluding Belgium. Scotland. [taly, the former Saviel
Union, Australis, Hong Kong, Belgium, France,
and larael (5, 118). Influsnza infections of domestic
ducks have been detrcted in many arcas of the
world, incleding North Americe (154), Influenza in
turkeys has alto been reporied in many counteies,
including Husguery, France, Haolland, Italy, Treland,
England, Canada, the United States, and Isract (3.
&). Alexander {3), Hinshaw ef al. (70} and ihe sym-
posia proceedings (142, 143, 144) provide informa-
tian and tabulations of the countries, years, and sub-
rypes of virnses in wild waterfowl, cluclent,
domestic ducks, and mrkcys.

In considering the prevalencs and distribution of
influsnza viruses in avian specics, il becomes clear
(hmt many vinmses circulste in birds throoghout the
word. o wview of that, it is pozzling thal avidn n-

fluspza viruses are not responsible for more exten.
sive poultry disease problems.

ETIOLOGY

Classification. Awan influenza viruses, along
with all ather influenza viruses, constimuie the virus
family Orthamyzoviridae (38, 123). These arc me-
dium-sized, pleomarphse RNA vinoes with helies)
symmetry and glycoprowcin projectons from the
euvelope that have hemagglunnating and NA sctjv-
ity, There are three andgenically disting rypes of
influenze virmtes: A, B, and C. The type specificity
is determined by the antigenic nature of the mucleo-
proein (NP and marmx (M) mbgens, which ara
closcly relited among all influenza A vineses. Types
B and C are typically found only in humans. Type
A inflecnza vinoses me found in bumans; in Swine:
in horses; occasionally in other mammals such as
mink, seata, and whales; and in many avian specicy.

CLASSIFICATMON BASED ON THE HEMAGGLL-
TININ AND NEURAMINIDASE. Typc A vimscs are
diviced into subtypes acconding w the antigenic na-
ture of the HA and MA. There are carrently 15 dis-
tincl HAS apd nins distingt NAs, A sandard system
of nomenclamure for infloenza viruses was proposed
in 1971 (186) and revased in 1980 {187). The nanie
of an influenza virus inctudes the type (A, B, oc O},
host of origin {(sxcept human), ptegraphic origin,
strain number (if any), =nd year of isolation fol
lowed by the antigenic description of the HA (H)
and NA [N) in parenthesss. For cxample, & type A
influenza virus isolated from wrkeys in Wisconain
in 1968 and classified as HIN4 13 desipnaicd
Adturkey/Wisconsin/1/68 (HEN4), The H and N
subtype designarions, which include the previous
and current descriptions, ace listed in Toble 231,

Table 221, Type A influenza swinype somencizture
Hemagglutdnin Meuramialdate

1580 1980
Prescat Previous Presen Provimis
H1 Fd, HY, Hewl Ml M
H2 H2 o N2
H3 H, Hegd llav? ] Marl, Navd
H4 Hav o2 Mawd
HS Havi NS Mav]
M Hawd ME Mawl
HT Hawl, Hegl N7 Hegl
HE Hav@ 3 Megl
HY Havd Ny Havt
HiD Havl
HIl Hav3
Hi2 Haw I
HI3 Havll
Hi4 —_
H15 —_

Smirceys (94, 150, 187
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Dh2001\Avisn influenza chapter

Avian infinesza
(Al; Influenza)
DEFINITION
Avian influenzs (AY) is 2 viral dissase charactsrized by respiratory sigps, depression sud roduced
foed sod water intake. In egg laying birds there is 3 decline in ogg production and quslity. Thers are two

pl&mi of AI virgs: the most commaon is low pathogenic Al (LPAI) xud the other is highly pathogeaic
Al 8

The most virulent form (HPA{) was once called fowl plague. At the 1981 International
SmimnAMhm.hmhﬂpm:memmﬁgNyW'
influenza virus iafecdon. The Al epidemic of 1983-1984 pequircd yot new terms to desczibe relative
pathogenicicy of different isolates of the same serofype (nonpathogenic, low-patbogenic, highly

patbogenic).
OCCURRENCE

Al outhresks bave occurred throughout the werld. LPAI js common in large nxkey-producing arcas,
pacticulsrly where sami-conflaement or rauge-fesring ié still widely practiced. Outbreaks are more
spoesdlc in other arcas of the United Stues, Memmwinw&li%& In the United
States, mot outbreaks have boen in nkeys. “A few outbreaks have occurred in Humans, hoxses,
pigs.ndanm:wild!iﬂ-.xpecicsmybemm‘dthinﬂmvms.mducyﬂebetmm-ﬂ
swine exists.

A Pannsyivania chicken outbreak of L PAI in 1933 yutseed into HPAI in 1983-1984 rcsulting in 3 foderal-
state eradication program that required the depopulation of 17 million birds. Similar outbreaks of LPAI in
Mexico in [992 and Inly in 1999 also mutated into HPAI causing severe losses.

HISTORICAL INFORMATION

Highly pathogenic AI (fowl plague) was first documented in Italy more than 100 years ago. Highly
mmi:&ﬁmmmdmmumdmmwz‘-ms mmm&mwmmm
&mmepiduutEPAlintsznUnimdSHmhISB'lmmtomeﬁlimdnlhnnd
required over 2 years ta eradicare. The Ui ited Stases has been HPAI froe since 1986, ithough LPAI
vim::snepmmdmh:vemsedsipiﬁuuhmhpmm.

It wag in lwmwumvmafhwmm:upmmatymﬁmmmmmyud
myhnwdmdmthﬂmdSnmpwhymywﬁmclm.

An Interpational Cormmission for Contral of Avian Influsnzs monitors outbreaks of HPAI and has
Wumubm”mub-mm In the United States, the National Vescrinary
mmmmxmmmwmmmpmm

ETIOGENESIS

AmMismay.uAmmmmmmvmw. The agax
gddiﬁuhnenidnﬁﬁﬂuﬁbndyntypeAm

Iofiluenze viruses have two impormnt surface antigens, ing ndmmmdln,ﬁnpumb
Mwamedﬂ:vitm(q.M). Thuemlsmgglmm9mmm
200 NNOD{1 A9CT10I40HLYd SIQ LCLZ 98Y 098 V4 9¢:¥yT G3A ZO/N-LZO
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for » large number of possible vinug subtypes. Influenzy viruses sre subtyped by hexnagglutination
inhibition and neuraminidase inhibition tests, Cros-protection does not occur between subtypes.

Infiuenza viruses vary widely in pathogenicity and sbility to spresd smong bxrds. Two pehotypes are
recognized: LPAI and HPAL These pathotype designations are derived from labozatory inoenlarion of &
mwpdblcchmﬂﬂkdammnwhﬂmsof%:ﬁckeaudli?.uiwlmanwdndxin6
of more. AhonghmlﬁsMmhobmmmwpmvmnm&mmMouthmdu
to HS or H7 vituses.

All influssza vimses hemagptutinate chicken red blood ocils. Most grow readily i exabryonating chicken
eggs and tiszue cuituce, mmwmmwmm

EPIZOOTICLOGY

Waterfowl and shorebinds (wild and dogwetiested) are the major satural reservolr of influcaza vinuscs.
Wild waterfowl s ssymptorustic, mey excrete virus in tha feces for long periods, may be infeced with
more tan one sebtype, and often do not develop 3 detocmble antibody respanse. Influenza virus has been
recovered directly fom laks and pond water utilized by infected wild ducks. Coatact of these hirds with
Wilm@:ﬁcﬂhm&m&hﬂ- This source of infection often
results in 2 seasonal fncidence in some steres.

Two other reservoirs weorth mantion sre live bird markets and comnercial swine fucilizios. Live bird
markets have existed in age citics forever, but they are an cmarging phenomicoon in soae areas. They
mu;ﬁedpointforgxmuingmdhaxingmymdhhdsdmmthenwidinwmundlup:
ciges. Mmmlmmﬂyuiwwmwmeaﬁnmumufmpﬂk
pdﬂhmhwkmnhmomqhvmm&mmm%hmm
the opportumity for viruses 10 be carricd back to susceptible pouliry flocks. Swine have been known to be
inkcwdwi!h!wincﬂu(mm)m&c193m,buxm&ymmbtyp¢(m!u)h:hecnspudh;in
swine populations. Transmission of iofiuenza from swine 1 Drkeys has been docurncated.

Al virusey have been isolated from imported exaric birds. These infected birds axe 3 potential thicas 1 cage
birds, wild birds, and poultry.
mmdmmr«mmmmmmwmswm
seroconversicn. [nfluenza virus is feleased in respiratory socxctions and cxcrerions and droppings of
M&&wknilhmmﬁbymmmmhhﬁhhmmﬁw.hnm
survive for months in 3 cold cavironment. Influcpza virus hes beon isalared fom tuzkey oggs add sammen,
but there is a6 evidence of ¢gg tranumssia, Improper disposal of infected eggs conld potentially exposc
other suscepaibla birds, bux such transmission bas not bean absorved.
muuummdummmyuwmmmmwamuwm
mummumm«wmmmmmmwuw
movemest of birds.

CLINICAL SIGNS

£00 NNOJ1 X90TOIS0HLYd SId LeLZ 8%Y 099 Yvd 8C:yT QIA 20/8T/30—
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Morbidity and mortality aye highly vanable, depeading upon the same factors that determmme slimical tigns

HPAI is  zevere form of influenza usually secn in chickens. Viruses of high pathogenicity msy cause fazal
infections preceded by faw signs. Onset is suddea, the course is short, affectad birds are quite i, and
mortality may spproach 100%. Signs may relste to the respinatory, enleric, of aeyvous systemns, Thers may
be diarrhea, edeens of the head and face, or nervous disorders.

LESIONS

With LPAI outbreaks in poultry there i mild to moderstc inflammation of the trachex, supses, air sacs and
conjunctiva. In [aying bixds thexe aften is ovarian srregis and involution of the oviduct. Various degrees of
congestive, hermomhagic, ransudstive, and necrotic lesions have boen described.

In HPAI infection, gross lesions in poultry specics ate the most extensive and severe. Fibrinous exudsres
may be found on the air sacs, oviduce, pericardial tac, ar on the pesitanenn. Small foci of necrosix may be
appadent in the skin, comb, 2od wanties or in the livey, kidney, mpleen, or lungs. Indications of vascular
darmsge ofier include congestion, edecna, and hemnazrhages at many sited,

Classical Jesions of HPAI in chickens include cyanosis and edema of the head, vesicles and alceration on
the combe, edema of the feet, blochy red discolomation of the shanks, petechize in the sbdomipal fat and
verions mucosal and serozal surfices, sud necrosis or hemorrhage in the mucoss of the ventriculme and
praventriculus.
DIAGNOSIS

History, signs, and lesivas may be suggestive of LPAL but are scmilas o other diseases. With HPAL
lexions are more el in 2 presuanprive diaguosis. Confirmation of Al requiwes lnboratocy tessy inchuding
serojogy and virug detection  Confirmation of HPAI requires pathotyping the virus,

Influcnxs virus nsusily can be wolated in chick embryos from tissue o swab sampies of wachea, lung, air
sac, sinus exndats, or cloacs. The virus hemaggiutingtes chicken red blood cells. Az sgax-gel precipiiation
teat can be used to identify ype A internsl anfigen of the virus of to dernomstrate an incresse in astibody
titer between acute and cotvalescent sera,

Ioflucoza must be differcntisted fom other poultry discases incloding Newease discase, other

wpowmmmmwmmwlm Highly pathogenic Al
should be differentisted fram velogenic viscerotropic Newcastic disesse. Becausc Al viruses causing

highly pathogeaic Al are coosidared exotic to the Unimad Stases, they are reportable w the USDA, and
confirmation by virus isaistion is essential,

CONTROL

Pmﬁuutcmywmdmmmmvmw
coptact with waterfowl live bird merkets snd swine farms. Once LPAI is introduced into

the poultry industry, ml‘nhrgﬂydepend:mnnvolnum‘ycﬁnsmm"emcﬁcalmw
eradication progras.

] Rmmbgkmmdbhduegydknﬁbdyuudmmwmuha
boes & peoblem. This cffort provides carly desection of an outbrask and pexmts other
messures such as isolation and sanitation o de ased early.

s Reporting outbreaks 1o industry personncl who are in disect or indircct coutact with poultry i
necessary 10 Gt peopls can take xppropriste measros

. Vc&wymhmndww-hmpaﬁhﬂwdhomudhmm
preven: Tanamission W ather flocks. (Often dning nothing is the single most haporte thing
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500

devaloped for poultry. Only killed, injectabls vacciges are aviileble apd cumrondy USDA
prohibits use of HS or HY vaceinea, "

Hiswryhummthupnvmﬁonofﬂruishndmwwofﬁs«mnu.
meUSDAmudmmmﬁwed&eMﬂq of introducing highly pathogenic influenz:
whmmﬁmofpudkymuodcbkds.

ﬂWMdWthm&mhsmmw&m
health autharities.

TREATMENT

There it no effective veatment am,mmm,mmmumm
m%mymehmmmhﬁcm.
ZOONOTIC POTENTIAL

MMMMmmumkmiﬂiQBﬂBpeoplehHon;Kongfeﬂﬂlheu
3 BPAI HSN1 virus, 8ix people disd. Endiuﬁonoﬂh:ﬂl‘.ﬁoaﬂ:nkwusmxﬂdudmm
Qccurmred.

bumsa infection
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Table 1. Aviax influenza introductions is Minnesota (1978-1999)

- —— SuUSLYpTE

1978 141 HINI1, H4NB, H6N1, H6N2, H6NS, HON2

1979 30 HAN1, H6N1, H6N2, HINZ, H10N7

1980 22 H4AN2, H4N6, HaN3, H7N3, H10N7

1981 50 HS5N2, H6NS, H10N7

1982 59 HIN1, H3N2, H4N2, H4NB, HSN2, H6N1, H6N2, HONB, H6N?, HIN2,
HIN2

1983 2 HSN? :

1984 13 HIN1, H2N3, H4NG, HENS, HEN4

1985 73 HINI1, H2N7, H4N2, H4NG, H4NS, HSN2, H5NG6, H6NB, H7N3
1986 20 HINI, H4N3, H4NG, HANS, H6NS, HINS

1987 38 HI1N1, H3NB, H5N2, H5N8, H7N7, HONS

1988 258 H2N2, HANG, H5N6, H7NY9, HEN4, HON2

1989 16 HINI, HAN3, HANS, HON2, H10N7

19%0 14 HINI, H6N2, H10N7, H13N2

1991 110 HINI, H4N2, HANG, HINS, H5N2, H5N3, H6N1, H6N2, H6NS, H7N3
1992 17 HINI, H4N2, H6NS, HIN3

1993 4 HIN1, H4NG6, HSNS, HIN2

1994 8 H5N2, HEN?, H7N1

1995 178 HIN1, H6N8, H9N2, H10N7

1996 5 H2N2, HON2, H'N2
1997 0

1998 1 HINI, (HSN2 pheasant)
1999 HINI, H6N1

2000

: I230
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| Egg Innovations, L.L.C.

3420 Highway W, Port Washington, W1 53074
¢ Tel: (262) 284-1619 Fax: (262} 284-9333
Email: speciaity@egginnovations.com
| joternet: www.egginnovationts.com -

March 12, 2002

National Organic Standards Board Livestock Committee

Members of the Committee:

This letter is being written in opposition to current recommendations to allow organic
egg producing chickens outside access. We believe this is contrary to what is :
fundamentally best for the chicken. We discount organic consumers expectations when
they are contrary to avian health. It is first and foremost our concern to what is best for
the chickens that are under our care.

We oppose the standard for the following reasons:

1, Regional prejudice: Because of latitude this rule cannot be consistently
enforced throughout the United States. In Southern States this may be
adhered to all year long and in Northern States there are several months where
it is poor husbandry to expose birds to wind and cold.

2. Diseasc vectors: Almost all of our facilities are located in rural areas where
exposure to wild birds, rodents and other vectors will expose the chickens to
disease pressures they would not normally run into contact with. This is made
worse by the fact that organic production allows for extremely limited
avenues to treat chickens once they get sick, i.e.... prevention is the best
method. :

3. Predators: I cannot speak for other producers but I assume they have similar
predators such as a fox, mink, raccoons, and birds of prey that will view a
domesticated chicken as a more favorable target and easier to catch then prey
caught in the wild. Additionally once they know where to look it can be
assumed that this pressure will increase over time. We do not subscribe to a
program of acceptable mertality that could have been prevented.

4. Consumer Expense: This practice will inherently cost consumers in the form
of higher costs of production being passed along. These costs will arise from
more labor, lower numbers of gradable eggs and higher overhead of :
maintaining a pasture. -

5. Environment: Some of our facilities sit in a priority watershed that
occasionally floods. In a pasture environment this will wash fecal material
into the water, which is against our environmental management plan.
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6. Avian Biology: Birds lay eggs in response to increasing photoperiod (day
length). This is why wild birds lay eggs in Spring. A pasture system has a
decreasing photoperiod beginning halfway through the Summer. A related
issue is temperature variation. As an example, this past Saturday March 9, it
was 55° at 9am; this is a temperature which birds could be given outside
access. By 1lam a front had come through and the temperature dropped to
33°, snow started to fall and the winds kicked up to 40 miles per hour.
Because of the speed at which the climate changed it cannot be assumed that
people are present 24/7 to open and shut doors and move the flock back
inside. These temperature fluctuations are common in the Midwest in Spring.

In summary, I support allowing producers to give outside access on a voluntary
basis. I would even be comfortable if they wanted to label them in that manner,
but I firmly believe that a program that mandates outside access is counter to
avian science and the best health of the chicken.
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TAMPA FARM SERVICE, Inc.

P. O. BOX 800
DOVER, FLORIDA 33527-0600

PHONE (813) 558-0805
FAX (813) 653-0197

"Producer and Packer of Fresh Florida Eggs”

VIA FAX ~ 202-205-7808 (2 Pages)

March 15, 2002

Ms. Katherine Benham

The National Organic Standards Board
Room 4008 ~ South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001

Re:  NOSB Livestock Commitiee Draft Recommendations for Poultry

Dear Ms. Benham:

As a producer and marketer of certified, organically produced shell eggs, I
wish to comment on the proposed recommendation from the NOSB Livestock
Committee’s draft of December 21, 2001, concerning access to the outdoors
for egg laying hens. We respectfully disagree with the Committee’s
recommendation concerning yard access. Itis our experience and belief that
access to the outdoors is not in the best interest for the welfare of the hens
and, therefore, undesirable. I would like to briefly share our reasoning with

you.

Chickens with outdoor access are more vulnerable to parasites and there
exists a greater potential for exposure to avian diseases, both of which pose
real health concerns for the hens. Sudden, adverse weather conditions, such
as thunderstorms, may result in undue mortality due to piling and
suffocation as the birds huddle tighfly together. There is a far greater
potential for the inbrusion of predator animals into a yard area thanin a
secured barn, resulting in significant and undue mortality within the flock
Because of the difficulty of rodent control in a yard setting, the potential for
salmonella contamination among the hens is greater in a housing design that
features exterior runs or yard access. Additionally, manure runoff from the
yard area will be difficult to control and poses a potentially serious
environmental concern. Through years of experience with hens in non-caged
barns, we have found that the naturally occnrring behavioral patterns of the
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Ms. Katherine Benham
March 15, 2002
Page20of 2

hens are not inhibited by the absence of yard access, since all such behaviors
are routinely and regularly observed to occur in the barn setting.

For all of these reasons, we believe that we attain a higher level of well being
for the hens in a barn where sunlight and fresh air is available through the
secured sides of the building, than would be possible with a building design
that features outdoor access.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

TAMPA FARM SERVICE, INC.

@;ﬁﬂ?gw“

President
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Poultry Council

mnAg Industries Association
wthwoods Office Center
$15'Forest Hills Dr., Suite 33
arrisburg, PA 17112-1093

1: 717-651-5920

:717-651-5926

‘Mail: jshirk@pennag.com

March 26, 2002

The National Orgariic Standards Board
¢/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 and Independ :nce Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear National Orgunic Standards Board:

Thank you for the opportunity of sharing the egg industry’s concerns with the National Organic
Program Final rule 7 CFR §205 dated December 21, 2000. We have serious concerns that the
final rule will have a significant negative impact the production of organic eggs in the state of

Pennsylvania.

The industry’s con:erps center op §205.238 “Livestock health care practice standards™ and
§205.239 “Livestock living conditions.” Regulations for the organic production of eggs which
potentially harm the health of the chickens contravenes the basic tenet of the final rule in its
attempts to alleviate stress in the animal. What we hope to convey is an adjustment 1n the final
rule that would prcvide outside access as an optional component of organic certification for

poultry in the nortt.east.

There are four maj ir areas of concern we would like to highlight where the proposed standards
will create hardshi'> for organic egg producers in our region: 1) weather, 2) disease susceptibility,
3) food safety, and 4) environment and water quality impacts. Each of these arcas has the
potential 1o negatively impact the health of organic poultry.

The colder weathe * patterns of the northeast mandate farmers provide adequate shelter during a
significant part of “he year. Producing organic certified eggs in northern states will be virtually
impossible during the winter months under the final rule. The rule will create a regionally
discriminatory effcct favoring one region at the expense of the family farms in anotber area.

The Poultry Council believes the regulations should be interpreted to consider the winter months
in cooler climates 1s conditions under which the health, safety, or well being of_ the birds would
justify confinemert rearing of chickens and be consistent with the stated objectives.



03/26/02 TUE 11:24 FAX 7176515926 PennAg industrlies ASsOC. ous

Disease control is 1 significant challenge for any poultry producer in Pennsylvania whether they
produce for organis or other markets. All producers must establish appropriate housing and
sanitation practice:: to minimize the occurrence and spread of disease. Access to the outdoors to
comply with the proposed organic standards will without questing increase the risk of disease
introduction into paultry houses:

According 10 a garae and fisheries specialist at Penn State University, many species of waterfowl
and other birds migrate through Pennsylvania as a part of their natural flyways. As evidenced in
Minnesota recently and during studies conducted in an outbreak of avian influenza in
Pennsylvania in 1683, devastating poultry diseases are commonly carried by waterfow] and can
be transmitted to a2y poultry they or their feces come into contact. Exposure to the outdoors will
increase the likelihood of chickens contracting disease and will have a tremendous economic
impact on all farm:: in the area.

The poultry industry in Pennsylvania experienced devastation to poultry flocks as a result of
exposure to Al-inficted ducks and geese in 1983. Over $63 million dollars was spent to destroy
tlocks of chickens and turkeys infected by this disease and created an incredible economic
impact on the family farms who depend on poultry as their only source of income. It is
imperative to miniinize the risk of exposure to disease not only for the health of the birds but also

the viability of the poultry Industry.

Consumers buying organic foods make their buying decisions on a belief that organic foods are
safer for their families. The safety of the eggs produced under the proposed organic standards
will be compromis >d with the required access to outdoors. Unrestricted access of rodents to
come into contact with the chickens will dramatically increase the risk of salmonella enteritidis

contamination in e;gs.

The Pennsylvania Iigg Quality Assurance Program (PEQAP) is considered a national leader in
food safety prograras for egg production in the United States. We have very stringent criteria for
rodent control in a layer facility as a primary too] for reduction of Se in poultry houses and to
increasc the safety of our eggs. A high level of management and expense to maintain the
integrity of the house and keep rodents out is at the heart of our food safcty program.

Mandating umrestrizted doors for poultry to access the outdoors is an open invitation for rodent
infestation in poult:y houses and will lead to a higher risk of egg contamination. Outside access
clearly decreases tt e level of food safety consumers expect when they purchase eggs,

specifically eggs with organic labeling.

Water resource protection 1s a high priority for egg producers. Sound nutrient management to
protect water qualily has been a priority of the poultry industry for decades. Mandatory outside
access has the potential to create a sitwation where soil levels of nitrogen and phosphorus become
elevated and create a water quality hazard. Rainfall on unprotected outside pens will leach
nitrogen and potentially phosphorus into groundwater and contaminate water supplies.

Flies will also become an even greater nuisance as they increase their popydaﬁons m the icllwl
environments outsi le access will create. Allowing for covered protection with an impervious
floor is the best wa;/ to manage poultry manure and protect our water resources.
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Today’s organic ef;g production practices have resulted from a growing demand for N
economically prodaced eggs while providing an environment for the chicken which minimizes
disease and inclement weather challenges, increases food safety, and protects the environment.
These production practices ultimately prove less stressful on chickens and should be adopted as
acceptable production practices for organic poultry. At a minimum, we would recormmend
existing organic egg production facilities be grandfathered into the standards providing they
make practical modifications which provide direct sunlight and ventilation for the chickens.

As a final note to our comments, we have difficulty understanding the inclusion of outside access
as a provision of the consumer expectations of organic standards. We have seen no published
data which would < upport outside access as something consumers are demanding. Without this
basis, we would hcpe outside access would become only an optional part of meeting the

standards for orgaric egg production.

Sincerely,

Jamg€ A. Shirk
PennAg Poultry Ceuncil
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Room 4008, South Building
1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham:

United Egg Producers (UEP) representing nearly 90% of all the shell eggs produced and
United Egg Association (UEA) representing 95% of all the further processed egg product
appreciates this opportunity to comment on Draft Recommendations Access to the
Outdoors for Poultry to the National Organic Standards Livestock Committee.

Both UEP and UEA strongly oppose the Board recommendation in the outdoor
requirement in the Final Rule §205.23 9(a)(1) for three reasons. First, the stated intent by
the Board for the access to outdoors is to “...reduce stress, strengrhen mmumty, and
deter illness.” This intent will not be accomphshed by having chickens outdoors. -
Enclosed are the references from seven scientific research articles demonstrating that
chickens in outdoor environments have increased mortality, increased parasites, increased
predation, increased pecking, and increased chances of developing diseases such as
Avian Influenza (AI) Recently a nationwide ban on all U.S. poultry and eggs was
instituted by Japan due to an outbreak of low pathogenic Al in Pennsylvania. Wild
migrating birds are known carriers of Al and chickens in outdoor environments will have
increased susceptibility to this disease. The economic impact from trade bans amounts to
the loss of millions of dollars by the commercial poultry industry.

Secondly, the Food & Drug Administration has published i its current thinking documents
on egg safety encouraging unproved b),osecunty through rodent control. Havmg access
to the outdoors allows access to the mdoors forrodents 'I'Ins may ‘pose a human bealth

risk from Salmonella conta.mmanon.

Thirdly, the Environmental Protection Agency will be issuing a final rule on
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations this Decetnber. The egg industry has worked
hard at developing an XL Project with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that

‘ *Aflania, GA 30350 » Suite 200, 1303 Hightower Trail » (770) 587-5871 « Fax {770) 587-0041
**Washington, D. C. 20001 « Suite 800, One Massachusetts Ave., N.W. » (202) 842-2345 o Fax (202) 682-0775 or (202) 408—7753



will be the means of containing poultry manure so as not to endanger watersheds from
runoff. Chickens in outdoor environments will pose problems for runoff containment.

For these reasons, we strongly encourage the Livestock Committes to alter the langnage
in its recommendations to exempt chickens from-the outdoors. Egg producers seeking
certification for organic production can provide housing for chickens that allow free
roaming in a bam, have easy access to organically-produced feeds, fresh water, fresh air
ventilated into the barns and direct sunlight by means of windows and curtain sidewalls.
To mandate outdoor environments for chickens will increase actually barm the chicken.

Yours sincerely,

W ﬁ(/ff(/ww p@z, 2 /é P e

Elliot Gibber Al Pope Ken Klipp
UEA Chairmnan President Vice President for
Government Relations

Encl.
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National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham '

Room 4008 - South Building

14" and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001.

March 18% 2002

Dear Katherine Benham

Draft recommendation of the NOSB Livestock Committee:
Access to the outdoors for poultry

On behalf of the Humane Society of the United States, the nation’s largest animal
protection organization with seven million constituents, we wish to support strongly the
recommendation of the NOSB Livestock Committee that organic poultry should be

allowed access to the outdoors.
out scientific research on behavior, housing and welfare

ultry Research Centre, Edinburgh and the University of
USA in 2001. I am senior author of a book on the

For your information, I carried
of poultry for 20 years at the Po
Edinburgh, before coming to the
subject (Appleby et al 1992).

PRINCIPLES IN FAVOR OF OUTDOOR ACCESS '
We agree that “Access to the outdoors fulfills an integral role in health care and living

condition requirements in organic poultry production”. Our support for your
recommendation is based on all four of the principles you list as its intent:

1. To satisfy their natural behavior patterns .
In addition to the natural behavior patterns you mention, these include foraging

(which is a pervasive aspect of behavior in birds fed on concentrated diets), dust bathing
and exploration. All these behaviors are much more readily carried out in the varied,
extensive conditions provided outdoors than in the limited conditions of high-density

housing.
Furthermore, varied, complex environments have other benefits: birds reared in

such conditions show more adaptability, less susceptibility to stress and less fear of
humans than those kept in barren conditions (Jones 1982).

2. To provide adequate exercise area '
Adequate exercise improves foot condition and leg strength, as you say. It is also

important for wing bone strength (Knowles & Broom 1990).

Promoting the pratectien of ail animals
2100 L Street, NW, Washington, DC 20037 » 202-452-1700 = Fax: 202-778-6132 m www.hsus.org



3. To provide preventive health care benefits :
We concur with the statement that cutdoor access has health benefits. Disease

exposure can be avoided by (a) fencing outdoor areas to reduce ingress of wildlife, (b)
feeding poultry indoors, which largely prevents the potential of wild birds to spread
disease and (c) using different outdoor areas for successive flocks to prevent build-up of
disease organisms.

Health benefits include reduction of stress and strengthened immunity. They also
include varied nutrition where this is available. We understand your decision not to
require such nutrition, but it should obviously be encouraged when possible.

4. To answer consumer expectations of organic livestock management
Your comment that consumers expect organic livestock to have outdoor access is

consistent with our understanding and with the general NOSB Principle (paragraph 1.3)
that “The basis for organic livestock production is the development of a harmonious
relationship between land, plants and livestock.” Denying this principle would devalue
the whole standing of organic standards in the perception of the public.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST OUTDOOR ACCESS
Three arguments are sometimes made against giving poultry outdoor access, but these

can readily be addressed:

1. There is increased danger of predation
While this is true, it can be reduced to negligible risk by shutting poultry into the

house at night, fencing outdoor areas and ensuring that people walk around the area
occasionally. The latter provision is sufficient to deter daytime predatory birds such as
hawks and should be normal practice for inspection of stock anyway. '

2. Not all birds in large flocks go outdoors

This is no argument against providing access to outdoors for those birds tha
utilize it. _ . '
The fact that not all birds go outdoors is caused by two main factors, the
unnaturally large flock size (combined with the fact that birds tend to move as a flock)
and the lack of cover usual in outdoor areas (remembering that chickens evolved in
forests).
We are pleased that the recommendation includes a requirement to “illustrate how
the producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors™ as this will maximize
the number of birds that benefit.

The producer should provide ample doorways to allow egress from the house and

should also consider providing cover (bushes, incomplete fences etc.).

3. It is sometimes claimed that free range birds have more problems such as
cannibalism '

This is not true. In birds that are not beak trimmed, cannibalism is worse in large
groups than in cages, but is no worse in free range than in other non-cage systems. In any



case, beak trimuming is just as effective at preventing cannibalism and feather pecking in
birds allowed access to outdoors as in other systems. ‘

RESERVATIONS ABOUT THE PROPOSED STANDARD

The proposed standard covers all species of poultry, and three diverse categories of birds:
layers, broilers and breeders. Yet it is very brief, with some aspects very loosely
specified. It may be appropriate in the future to expand the wording to give more detailed
specifications for different categories of poultry, but we recognize that this would be
ambitious at the present time. We are concerned about the following:

1. Minimum outdoor area should be specified
No indication is given of how much outdoor area should be provided; so a producer

could, in theory, meet this requirement by providing a tiny area. It is difficult to specify
an area appropriate to all categories of poultry but we suggest, as a starting point, that the
outdoor area should be at least the same size as the area of their housing.

2. Planning should include poultry well-being and environmental protection
Provisions 2¢ and 2d allow confinement to safeguard the well-being of the poultry and
the soil or water quality. However, there is a risk that these provisions will be used to
Justify confinement in circumstances that should have been foreseen. The producer’s
organic system plan should include measures to protect the well-being of both the birds
and their environment. This is implicit in the current phrasing but should be made

explicit.

3. “Temporary confinement” is not defined

There is also a risk that producers may confine birds for most of the time under the
provision allowing temporary confinement. However, we recognize that it is difficult to
define this term in a way appropriate for all categories of poultry and all circumstances.
For now, we wish to emphasize that the word “temporary” must be retained in the final
wording of the standard.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The key points we have made above would be clarified by alterations to the

Recommended Standard, as follows. The word “temporary” is highlighted in the second
clause to emphasize the importance of its retention.

1. Organically managed poultry must have DAYTIME access to AN OUTDOOR
AREA AT LEAST AS LARGE AS THE AREA OF THEIR HOUSE during the
months of the year when feasible. The producer’s organic system plan must
illustrate how the producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors,
BY PROVISION OF AMPLE DOORWAYS AND OTHER MEASURES SUCH

AS COVER (FOR EXAMPLE BUSHES OR FENCES).

2. The producer’S ORGANIC SYSTEM PLAN SHOULD EXPLAIN HOW
BOTH THE BIRDS AND THEIR OUTDOOR ENVIRONMENT WILL BE
PROTECTED, INCLUDING, FOR EXAMPLE, JUSTIFICATION FOR



CHOICE OF SITE. IN EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES EXPLAINED IN
THE PLAN, THE PRODUCER MAY provide temporary confinement because

of:

a. Inclement weather;

b. The stage of production, up to 5 weeks of age;

c. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry could be

Jeopardized;

d. Risk to soil or water quality.
We further recommend that consideration be given in future to more detailed standards
for different species and categories of poultry.

Representatives of the Farm Animals and Sustainable Agriculture section of The Humane
Society of the United States will attend the NOSB in Austin in May.

Yours sincerely,

Dr MC Appleby .
Vice-President, Farm Animals and Sustainable Agriculture Section
The Humane Society of the United States

Telephone 301 258 3111, Email mappleby@hsus.org

References '
Appleby MC, Hughes BO & Elson HA 1992 Poultry Production Systems: Behaviour,

Management and Welfare. CAB International
Jones RB 1982 Effects of early environmental enrichment upon open field behavior and
timidity in the domestic chick. Developmental Psychobiology 15, 105-111
Knowles TG & Broom DM 1990 Limb bone strength and movement in laying hens from

different housing systems. Veterinary Record 126, 354-356



U3rs 22702 11:37 TELTYZ3644U KADLU BRUS iINC WUv2/y03
- ]

-

¢

iR 2dlo Brothers, Tng
Warerom, MA 024 o Since 1916
WATERTOWN, MA 02472

TEeL: (617) 926-7070
Fax: [617) 923-6440

PROUVUCERS AND EXPORTLRS - FRESH SHELL EGGS

March 22, 2002

Ms. Catherine Bepham
USDA
Washington, DC

Dear Ms. Beoham:

1 write to you as an incredulous generic and Organic producer and distributor

Of Eggs with regard to the Final Rule governing Organic Eggs. In our industry, we have
worked very hard to ensure Biosecurity and Food Safety. The Final rule put forth by the
NOSB does everything in its’ power to not only make our conditions and food more risky
aud unsafe, but it also serves to potentially tarnish the reputation of USDA.

The Proposed Rule as it applies to laying hens mandates that outside access
For chickens be required. This means that exposure to rodents, and a variety
Of enviromments that will increase the risk of Avian Influenza, Salmonella
Enteriditis, and other deadly pathogens into our food supply. Secondly,

As a preducer in New England where there are winters and cold weather, this
Requirement is not only ixrational, but also impractical.

In addition, currently, we have eggs packed under USDA supervision which

Means that we have to spend $hundreds of thousands of dollars$ in sanitizing,
Cleaning, maintenance and repair, and washing and cleausing of product, in addition
To Shundreds of thousands of dollars$ anmually in Food Inspection Costs.

This is not small change for American Farmers like us.

Meanwhile, the USDA Organic label(See Attached Exhibit “A”) gives the credibility of
the USDA, while providing NONE of the abovementioned Food Safety benefits.
Customers who buy this “USDA Organic” product will buy it under the false sense that
they are getting A USDA quality product PLUS organic. Nothing can be farther from the
Truth, When the consumers and the media picks-up that USDA is putting~out an
“saferior egg” while labeling it “USDA,” it may cause more problems with regard to
Uniform standards than there currently is now. Furthermore, if any

Person gets sick because they fee] that they were misled by the USDA in thinking

That the product is as good of quality as reguiar eggs with the USDA shield,

USDA will be i very unenviable position.
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March 22, 2002
Radlo-USDA
Page Two

Perbaps, USDA needs to review its’ entire program so that regular egg producers
Will no longer have to pay a fortune of money both in inspection fees and
Maintenance up keeps which “Organic Farmers” will not have to perform.
Today, if I want USDA Cage Free or Orgauic, I must subscribe to the same
washing and sanjtizing as regnlar eggs. In October, if the rule does not change,
The standards will be quite less to get a “USDA Organic” label on the shelf.

A Iot more work needs to be done to rationally look at this issue before USDA
Creates more issues through its> good intentioned regulations.

%Sm%

David Radlo
Owner and President



1-4195-375-4838 FT. RECOVERY ERUITY 157 Pyl MAR 19 ‘@2 13:12

FT. RECOVERY EQUITY INC.

Main Office R&R Eggs
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March 19, 2002
The National Qrganic Standards Board
Attention: Katherine Bepham
Room 4008 Scuth Building: 1400 and
Independence Avenue, SW:

Washington D.C. 20250-0001

The poultry indusiry has evolved and grown over the years, due to increased productivity and
contimiing umprovements in bird Gvability and genetics, These improvements came from
good sound animal husbandry practices and good nutrtion.

Access to the outdoors will decrease livability due to predators such as fox, skunk, opossum,
weasel, coyote, hawks aud other predator species attacking these unsuspecting, domesticated
birds. Fences will not keep predators out there shear presence of predstors will severely
stress the bixds, The potential of these birds contracting diseases from the wild that they are
not vaccinated agammst is also a serious threat. The wild animal presence also leaves the
increased incident of tracking diseases from farm to farm. Bio-Security is paramount i
teday’s environmennt.

To volatility of the weather, such as pop up thunderstorms will compromise health and
maybe the life of the bird. Another thing that will add stress would be a sudden cold front
that can drop temperatures 30 to 40 degrees in a few hours or dumps 5 to 6 inches of snow
or more. Would the birds get inside quick enough? Probably not and that is why we have
cregted environmentally controlled bams.

We provide wipdows to allow sunfight 1o enter the barns, and air inlets that work with
exhaust fans to allow the right flow of air. Even if the wind isn’t moving and it is 100

degrees outside the birds stil gets a mice breeze through the barn, On the other side if it ig
~20 degrees and a 20 mile hour wind blowing the barn stays at a nice comfortable
temperature with good air quality,

Eggs produced outside in the mud or manure laden soil don’t promote better, safer eggs.
You have actually increased your odds of saimoneils in the environment. Please, for the
betterment of the bird and the consumer, don’t require outside access.

Sincerety,

b Yo

Arnie Surmer
CE.Q. Live Production Manager
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Barrie Wilcox [bWilcox@wiIcoxfarms.corh]

From:
Sant: Friday, March 15, 2002 6:16 FM
To: Katherine Behnam

Subject: Organic Standards .

aar Ms Behnam:

I am an egg producer in the Statc of Washington and I agree with the URP
opposiiion to your proposed standards of requiring chickens expasure to the

outdoors.

. From a practical standpcoint in cold wealher ne birds will go outside and
if one tried to make Lhem go thers would be lots of negative raesults.

2. From a discase standpoint it would be negrative.

Fraom a food safety standpoint il concerns me that it c¢an be a potential

3.
problam.
4 Finally the potential manure run off could be a hazard.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Barrie Wilcox
Wilcox Farms
Roy, WA S85R0

i
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March 22, 2002

The Natiopal Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham '
Room 4008 ~ South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washinton, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members,

I am writing to voice opposition to the “Draft Recommendation Access to the
Qutdoors for Poultry.” The Draft Recommendation created by the Livestock Committee
is based on false and fundamentally flawed arguments. The most distressing argument
made in the recommendation is that of the “poultry health™ benefits resulting from access
to the outdoors. The recommendation states: “Access 1o outdoors means exposure 10
direct sunlight. There are concerns with increased disease exposure for powitry but many
orgartic poultry producers feel this is not the case and in fact there are health benefits. ™
1 pose the following questions: Who are the “many organic poultry producers” m this
staternext; is the opinion of this “many” representative of the majority of organic poultry
producers as a whole; and most importantly, what is the opinion of poultry health
experts? Clearly, the opinion of poultry health experts has been ignored, and I suspect
you will be hearing from a host of poultry health experts soon.

The recommendations made by the NOSB Livestock committee pose a
significant risk to not only organic poultry production, but to poultry production as a
whole. Mandating outside access for organic poultry could lead to parasitic infestations,
and most importantly, a high likelilood of exposure to Avian Influenza from wild foul
The effects of an Avian Influenza outbreak on an organic poultry farm coukd, and
certainly would threaten commercial poultry producers and their markets both domestic

and abroad.
Thcpouhryindusuyhaswmkedﬁrclesslywredmcthcincidcmeofsamncﬁa

contamination. These efforts have been concentrated on rodent contro! through rodicide
use, and improved building construction and farm sanitation. Rodicide use is rightfully
not an option in organic production leaving only sanitation and improved building '
construction. I pose the question: how can & farmer possibly control rodents through
mmproved building construction when this recommendation mandates openings in the
building wails for hens to enter and exit. This proposed rule could shatter the consumer
perception of organic food as healthy and safe. The effects of this proposed ruile will also
be in direct conflict with the FDA objective to reduce the incidence of salmonella.
chmdhssofthcsalmmﬂaﬁsks%pmctbewiﬂpose,howwouﬁmnsumﬁsmpond
mﬁmimageofm@snavaﬁngfeedmughatnigmwﬂmgbchmdfcccsammtbm
hens will consume the next morning.

The proposed rule of the NOSB Livestock Committee also poses a
significant environmental conflict by introducing what will certainly be an unacceptable
amount of feces onto land that is “bare soil, lightly vegetated, or pasture.” Mamure
mzmgemcn!isarmlityofanypoultryoperatbnofanysizcorcomposition. Mandating



outside access for arganic poultry contradicts cffective manure management practices,

and invites certain conflict with EPA regulations.
The NOSB Livestock Committes has chosen to ignore scientific fact in makmg

this recommendation and the result will be to the detriment of both organic producers and
consumers. [ hope the NOSB as a whole will make a more informed and balanced

Jjuadgment on this issue.

Sincerely,

Jesse Laflamme
Pete and Gerry’s Organic Eggs



March 27, 2002

Dr. Eric Sideman

National Organic Program
1400 Independence Ave, SW
Washington, DC, 20090

Dear Dr. Sideman:

I am, again, writing in regards to our organic broiler chicken program, which is certified
by an independent certifying agency, Quality Assurance International (QAI). We grow
these chickens in North Carolina, with substantial changes in our regular production
methods (including direct access to the outdoors), on independently owned contract
broiler farms and process the chickens in our processmg plant, again with significant
changes in our normal process. In fact, I am writing in regards to this one issue:

Access to the outdoors
Important points of livestock living conditions are:
A. Biosecurity and Disease Control:

Animal disease is a “hot” topic with the current epidemic of Foot and Mouth Disease in
Western Europe and South America. The United States is by no means immune to these

situations.

Poultry have their own contagious infectious diseases, which include avian influenza
(AI), chronic respiratory disease (CRD) as caused by Mycoplasma gallisepticum,
Newecastle disease as caused by mesogenic and velogenic strains of that virus and cholera
as caused by Pasturella multocida. These diseases cause extensive animal suffering,
devastating emotional and financial hardships for people, and increased usage of
medications. These diseases also have the potential, if unchecked, to reduce the available

food supply to the American people.

Al virus is endemic in the wild bird populations of the world where it causes little if any
problems. However, access of these birds to chickens and turkeys results in transmission
of the virus causing disease, which has proven catastrophic. In the mid 1980’s, USDA
spent 67 million dollars in Pennsylvania and Virginia to eliminate Al. Even with that



program, the disease still occurs in fowl delivered to live bird markets of several major
metropolitan cities. This serves as proof that the virus is well established in the wild bird
population of this country. The current outbreak of Al in Virginia and North Carolina
continues to illustrate the reality of this problem. In fact I have just been requested by the
North Carolina Department of Agriculture to refrain from allowing our organic chickens
access to outdoors until this current episode subsides.

CRD is a disease, which the commercial industry continues to attempt to eradicate. While
tremendous progress has been made in this effort over the past 40 years, outbreaks still
occur. The most recent outbreak of this disease occurs yet today in the state of North
Carolina, where the outbreak has involved over 100 commercial farms over an 18 month
period. While the understanding of the epidemiology of this outbreak is incomplete, the
role of “backyard and free flying birds and the personnel who handle them” is substantial.

Mesogenic and velogenic Newcastle disease viruses have been virtually eliminated from
poultry in this country because of the severe disease they cause. The most recent outbreak
in commercial poultry occurred in California in the early 1970°s with devastating
suffering and losses. Periodically these viruses are found in wild and pet birds being
imported into this country and in wild and pet birds brought into this country illegally.
This further demonstrates that a reservoir of infection is still present in this country.

B. Health of Organically Produced Chickens:

Chickens are sensitive to temperature fluctuations. The organic meat type birds we will
be raising will be processed as young healthy chickens. Chickens require a high
temperature for the first three weeks of life of 90@PF at placement decreasing gradually to
70@F by four weeks of age followed by a temperature of 67@F until processing at
approximately 8 weeks of age. The presence of a physical opening in a chicken house
from October through April in virtually all areas of this country will not allow ‘
maintenance of these temperatures. As chickens experience temperature fluctuations,
their enhanced susceptibility to respiratory disease becomes a significant issue. This
susceptibility results in increased suffering due to sickness and mortality, which requires

medications not allowed, or wanted, in this program.
C. Vulnerability of Chickens to Other Animals:

Poultry are weak animals, which make them very sensitive to predatory animals (foxes,
wild dogs and cats, rats, raccoons, snakes and others) found normally in a rural
environment and to animals, which under proper circumstances are not predators, (pet
dogs and cats) but often become so if allowed unrestricted access to birds. As an industry
we have worked hard to rid our houses of these animals and to keep them out. When I
first entered this industry in the earty 1970’s, chick mortality cansed by rats was a
frequently encountered problem, which caused suffering and hardship. While
exterminators and their chemicals may take great credit for this accomplishment,
restricted access to poultry houses is the most critical aspect of this successful control. 1



might also add that we are attempting to produce an organic chicken, not a wild bird. See
attachment II.

D. Meat Quality:

Bacteriological flora of chicken, especially the meat, is under increased scrutiny in
regards to both food borne disease and antibiotic susceptibility profiles. Salmonella and
Campylobacter species are the subject of great interest to public health officials. I
might add that at one time Salmonella was a big issue in poultry health, but through
testing, elimination of infected flocks and more intensive biosecurtiy, Sabmonella poultry
pathogens are not a significant issue today.

Contamination of poultry meat with these bacteria is a big concern to the American
consumer and to our industry. We are making great strides in reducing this problem
through interventions in the field and processing plants. The interventions in the field
focus on reducing litter wetness, which has been shown to be a significant cause of high
Salmonella numbers in young growing poultry. Specifically these interventions include
the use of closed (nipple) water systems, precise formulation of feeds to keep dietary
levels of sodium and chloride at bird requirement levels and ventilation equipment, which
include fans, screens, curtains and sidewalls. Even with the changes in the ventilation
system that we have made to accommodate the organic program, we can accomplish our
goal of reducing the incidence of food borne bacteria. I might add that when I worked in
the turkey industry in the late 1970’s and early 80’s, that industry was moving away from
“total range” and partial confinement/range production because of problems with disease
(cholera), predators and wet litter resulting from mud and water being tracked into the

house by the birds.
E. Openness of our Organic Production Facilities:

These young chickens will roam freely through out the chicken house with a generous
allowance of 1.5 square foot per bird, will walk, scratch and nest on wood chip litter and
dirt floors, have open access to fresh air and sunshine as allowed by nature and consume
only organically produced feed supplemented with fresh water for maintenance and
growth. There is no opportunity for these chickens to roam and consume “unknown
entities” on the outside. Chickens flourish under these conditions. They are much
different than cattle, sheep and pigs ecologically, nutritionally and in their behavioral
patterns. Thus we believe that our organic production program meets the definition of
free access as described in NOP. ,

In closing, I would like to say that as a company, we are committed to our organic
chicken production and recognize that we are new to it. However, we are not new to
raising and processing chickens, but still recognize that we don’t have all the answers.
Thus, our comments are submitted to vou as a constructive attempt to enhance the health



and welfare of not just our organically produced chickens, but also those of other avian
species and the people who depend on them for their livelihood and the people who need

them for food.

If you have any questions please contact me.

Sincerely,

Spangler Klopp, DVM, Dpl ACPV
Corporate Veterinarian

cc: Mr. Mark Keating/USDA
nosblet
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p Office of Commissioner I3 )
25 Capitol Street PO Box

2042
Concord NH 03302-2042

NewHampshire
Department

Of Agriculture, Markets
& Food

March 28, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
C/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008-South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001
Fax: 1-(202) 205-7808

Dear Sir or Madam:

Attached please find a letter authored by NH Agriculture Commissioner Stephen H.
Taylor regarding the draft recommendations from the NOSB Livestock Committee
concerning access to the outdoors for pouitry, dated December 21, 2001. The letter
explains the Departments opposition to the Janguage of the draft. The original letter

will be mailed forthwith.

Sincerely,

Ms. Victoria M. Smith <7/ 4% & W

Organic Certification Coordinator

/\/j/azjif 7‘77"75)
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New Hampshire
Department of Agriculture,
Markets & Food Stephen H. Taylor, Commissioner

March 28, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
¢/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008- South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001

Re: Draft Recommendation: Access to the Outdoors for Poultry
Authored by: The NOSB Livestock Committee, Dated December 21, 2001

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Board:

The New Hampshire Department of Agriculture, Markets & Food (NHDAMF) subnits this letter
to the National Organic Standards Board regarding the NOSB Livestock Committee’s draft
recommendation as a clarification for poultry for the access to the outdoors in the Fipal Rule
(Section 205.23%(a)(1)). The NHDAMF is opposed to the drafi’s current language.

The NHDAMF has been certifying organic poultry operations for over six years. These are ail
egg producers. Th&gc flocks have numbered as few as 25 up to more than 50,000 birds.

The largest certified operation houses birds in two state-of-the-art floor barns. Fresh air, natural
light and adequate floor-space is provided for the flocks in these barns. In addition, fresh potable
water and certified organic feed is readily available. The barns have been designed to prevent
predator intrusion, and the manure is removed daily by means of an automatic system.
Consequently, pests and disease occurrence is not an issue. These barns house over 18,000 each.

The second largest certified organic egg producer has floor birds in'similarly built barns, which

also provide fresh air, natural light, and adequate floor-space to over 4,000 birds. The birds also
have freedom of movement, access to fresh water and organic feed. Fowl mortality rates are
very low at both of these farms. Outdoor access for the flocks is not addressed in our current

program.

We oppose the draft’s language regarding the outdoor access requirement for poultry for the
following reasons:

Logistically, the movement of such a large number of animals to new fields would allow
predators access thereby increasing mortality rates. Smaller producers can prevent
predator attacks with adequate fencing and outdoor structures. The larger operations
could not effectively or efficiently protect the flocks.

Office of Commissioner 25 Capitol Street PO Box 2042 Concord, NH 03302-2042

TDD Acesss: Reisy NH 1-800-735-2964
{603) 271-3551
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* There would be environmental impacts with the accumulation of animal manure,
especially poultry manure, on the land, Manure run-off and the leaching into waterways
would contribute to environmental contamination. Water quality issues would prevail.

The increase of pests as a result of manure accumulation could have detrimental health
effects. ‘

A high density of animals in a confined area would strip natural vegetation thereby
increasing the possibility of environmental contamination.

* The processing of eggs would not figure into current comunercial packing operations.
Poultry do not always lay in the provided nests. Eggs gathered from the ground could
result in overly dirty eggs, requiring excessive cleansing, and possibly reducing egg
quality.

The draft recommendations state that access to the outdoors fulfills an integral role in health
care, and contributes to preventative health care management. Biosecurity issues come into play
here, Commercial poultry producers cannot take the chance of flock exposure to diseases, such
as avian influenza from contaminated land or contact with wild bird populations, or have the
flock become infected by poultry mites, sourced from the ground. This not only becomes a
health issue but also a financial one. Flock replacements due to disease mortality would cause

undue financial strain on producers.

Finally, the comments regarding the humane consideration and consumer perception of how
poultry are raised should not be included in the draft. Poultry housing that allows freedom of
movement, and provides adequate nutritional substances constitutes humane treatment. Organic
production is not a “’social” issue. It is an alternative agricultural practice. Outdoor access for
poultry should not be a requirement within the National Organic Program. When practical and
financially feasible poultry producers should provide cutdoor access at their discretion.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
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March 11, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
¢/ o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 - South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

I am writing this letter in opposition to the “DRAFT RECOMMENDATION
ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS FOR POULTRY.” Please find listed below the reason
for my position:

A clear definition of “outside” is not given except in the
IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES section where it says in line five “This
requirement means clearly that livestock must have the ability to choose
to be in the housing or outside in the open air and direct sunshine.” This
vague description stills leaves open the interpretation that if open air and
direct sunshine was asscssablc that this would mect the requircment. If
this means to go and come to a pasture, the pasture description needs to
include specific square feet per bird, environmental management system,
and required 100% of the time. Anything less would be hypercritical to
all items listed in the INTENT and BENEFITS sections.

Indirect conflict with statements in the BENEFITS section regarding
POULTRY HEALTH birds in free-roaming houses with 1-1/2 square feet
per bird will have all the same benefits without the exposure to natural
predators such as wild birds that transmit disease such as Avian
Influenza and parasites such as worms and mites. It is not humane too
purposefully expose animals to such conditions if adequate alternatives

are available.

Environmental contamination will be difficult if not possible to prevent
due to rain water run off from shelters that concentrate in pasture areas
allowing fecal materials to go into local water supplies. This is controfled
in free-roaming houses where waste is handled according to EPA and
local soil and waters guidelines.

Braswell Milling Co. = Brasweil Egg Co. ® Carolina Egg Co., Inc. * Glenwood Foods, LLC
: Natures’s Finest Foods, inc, ® Carolina Egg-Development Co. : -
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Consumer perception for organic is that of free-roaming animals that are
non-caged and humanely treated. If consumers were exposed to wet,
cold, worm infested birds, organic productions of poultry would take a
tremendous backward step. With more than 20% annual growth,
consumers have enjoyed eating quality products at reasonable prices do
to family farms properly taking care of their pouliry in humane
conditons.

In the original wording of the NOSB rules, Section 205.239(a)(1), Livestock
Living Conditions, it states that poultry should have access to the outdoors, I would
submit fo you that birds housed under a roof with open side walls at a 1-1/2 square
foot per bird will meet not only the letter of the rule but the spirit as well. Pleasc find
listed below a description to the access issue that most of the current organic poultry
housing meets or exceed: .

Access to Quitdoors -

All of our houses have direct sunlight access for 75% of the day with 25% time of
shade.

Access to Shade

All houses have covered areas in pravide shade.

Access to Shelter

All houses provide shelter with outside curtains to prevent wind, snow and
olher unhealthy dimate conditions. Shelter also is provided to contain run off of any
manure or litter materials as to camply with all state, federal and local laws.

Access to Exercise Areas

All houses are free-roaming with a minimum 1-1/2 square foot per bn’d Water
and feed are available at free will consumption along with access to large dirt scratch

areas.

Access to Fresh Air

Houscs have natural winds flowing through the houses for majoﬁf-y (.af the Hime,
if weather condition’s permit. During excessive hot periods, power ventilation and
water fogging is used to cool the birds.
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Access to Sunlight Suitable to the Species

Hens do not require direct sunlight to produce, but our houses supply a
minimum of direct sunlight availability 75% of the timc: Curtains being in the open
stage will be documented daily to insure the maximum amount of time that sunlight is
available. Curtains are also clear in color to allow sunlight tn enter even with the .
curtains are in the cdlosed position with minor reduction in light intensity.
Documentation for reason to have curtains closed is required on each farms daily log.-

I you should have any questions regarding this issue, please call me at 800-849-
9057. Our company will be willing to host a tour of our facilities that are located just

outside of Richmond, Virginia.

Sincerely yours,

BRASWELL FOODS

Gob FLA

Bob Pike
General Manager

Original Signed By Bob Pike
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March 27, 2002

National Organic Standards Board
Clo Katherine Benham

US Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Marketing Service
Room 4008, South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Dear NOSB Members:

My brothers and I are in a family business in Michigan that produces organic eggs. We supply numerous
grocery stores and health food stores. Our flock of 98,000 hens are housed inside curtained, cage free houses.

This allows hens access to sunlight and fresh air, while still protecting the hens. Our production process is
‘fied organic by Quality Assurance International (Q.AI).

This letter is in response to the NOSB proposal to require our laying hens to range outdoors. We feel this is
exactly the wrong practice to attain your stated goal of “reducing stress, strengthen immunity, and deter illness”
in organic livestock. Outdoor access will expose our hens to increased mortality, increased parasites, more risk
of predation, increased pecking and most significantly, increased exposure to the Avian Influenza virus.
Migratory wild birds are known carriers and chickens outdoors will have direct exposure to this disease.
Recently, Japan banned US poultry products due to an AL outbreak in Pennsylvania This has had huge
economic consequences and even greater for the future of all €xXports.

A. second concern is an increased risk of Salmonella contamination from contact with rodents. The F.D.A. has
published its opinion on trying to reduce exposure to rodents as part of an adequate bio-security plan.
Salmonella has been significantly reduced in regular shell eggs by adopting this plan.

Our last concern are the potential risks to the environment by having birds outdoors with contact to the surface
water drainage. Our industry has worked hard to contain poultry manure and not subject it to the watershed run
off. Chickens outdoors only increase the risk to the environment.

We therefore, strongly urge the NOSB to exempt chickens from the rule requiring outdoor access for organic
cgg production.

SinZely,
J -
Greg Bérbruck

"A GOOD name is rather 10 be chosen than great riches™  Proverbs 22:1a
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The National Organic Standards Board /
C/o Katherine Benham ’
Room 4008 ~ South Building -
1400 and Independence Avenue, SW @
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001 I

Dear Ms. Benham.

The following comments are in reference to the“DRAFT RECOMMENDATION
ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS FOR POULTRY" Final Rule (Section 205.239(a)(1)).

There appears to be an intent and benefit written into this recommendation, however, itis
not apparent that it is directed at the welfare of the poultry for which these regulations are
intended. The stated intent of requiring aceess te the outdoors in order to provide for
living conditions that allow and encourage poultry to go outside their housing structure to
satisfy their natural behavior patterns, provide exercise area, preventive health care
benefits, and address consurner expectations. This enly satisfies a single intent that of
consurner expectations as presented to thern by a smal} segment of the organic sector.
Access to the outdoors by laying hens should not Be-a requirement in the Organic
Standards Final Rule. The health and welfare of the laying hen can be just as well served
with the use of curtain sided buildings which allow for the outdoors to come into the
building. There are always preferences in husbaadry practices that promote one
environment over another however; mandating one practice over another does not
improve the care of the animal in question. This is dictated more by the producers care of

the animal.

Lets examine these intents associated with access to the outdoors in‘order. First, is to
provide for living conditions that allow and encourage poultry to go outside their housing
structure to satisfy their natural behavior patterns. The nature of poultry behavior is quite
the opposite of what is proposed here. Chickens do not voluntarily venture into the
outdoors that is open and without cover. This action would violate their instinctive
behavior associated with aerial predators. This has been demonstrated through field

-observations in the United Kingdom. - The hens that were peovided access to range did

not venture into it to a great extent. Feral chickens will avoid open areas and remain
under cover as best as possible in nature. It was estimated that more than 90% of the

hens never left the building due to their petential:expésure to predators.

In addition, chickens have a preference for housing conditions similar to Emp't:fvm;ﬂ a: prea :ﬁgg‘“
the conditions in which they were reared. Dawkins (1983) indicated that 700 e . aqn o
chickens prefer the environments with which they are the most familiar. handicap. North Caralina Stats Universiy

cir natural behavior is open to interpretation (Duncan et al.

(1978); Eskland, (1 977); Andersen, (1987)). Chickens are hi_ghly adaptable and v.vill
modify their behaviors to fit the conditions that they are provided, and that behavior
pattern in that instance is their natural behavior. Mandating access 10 the outdoors does

not enhance the hen’s welfare.

The component related to th

ns. There are no differences in long bone -,

d, is to provide exercise area for the he
Second, ! v { Andarenn and Adame 1994\ Thers ara
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devalanment hatwean flnor and raga rearmo




Second, 1s to provide €Xercise area Ior the nens. 1NEFS &re NO Qifrerences in 1ong oone
development between floor and cage rearing (Anderson and Adams, 1994). There are
differences in bone strength between laying hens kept on the floor and those kept in
cages. This is related to the theory that lack of use.results in mineral and strength
degradation. Bone strength has been shown to be greater in laying-hens kept in floor
environments versus a cage. However, there have been no instances that T am aware of
that allowing access to range rather than floor confinement enhanced bone strength.
Therefore, the supposition that access to range in an organic setting enhances bone
strength and subsequent skeletal development is not supportable.

{31

The third supposition, that access to range provides preventive health care benefits to the
hens should be discussed. There has been research ongoing since Gallus domesticus was
first domesticated for the production of meat and egg, in order to enhance their health
status. Anytime birds are concentrated into one area the health status of the hen is
compromised to some extent. That is why vaccines and other health care products, i.e.
coccidiostats, wormers, and insecticides were developed to control diseases, bacterial
infections, internal parasites, and external parasites, respectively. There would be no
difference in the health care and health status of the hens kept in fleor confinement or
range (outdoors). There would actually be an increase in the use of wormers to reduce
the impact of internal parasites on the flock if allowed access to the outdoors duc to the
increased contact with wild fowl populations that act:as vectors for internal and external

parasites.

There is a need to address consumer expectations in the way poultry are housed for
commereial production purposes. Consumers have an expectation to have available to
thern a safe and wholesome food product, followed by an expectation that the animals
used to produce this product had a reasonable safe'and humane environment that
provided for their needs. There has been a false perception presented to the average
consumner that poultry are being mistreated if they do not have free access to the outdoors.
On the contrary their welfare and life has been better served through confinement and .
separation from predators, parasites, wild fowl, and other insects which can act as carriers

of diseases.

Poultry are a unique species group when it comes 0 the management and care that they
need when cared for in large groups. Due to the susceptibility of poultry to predation,
and transmittance of diseases, both viral and parasitic, from wild birds (resident and
migratory) it is better for the hen to be confined to a structure, that allows the outdoors in.
My recommendation would be to delete the requirement for access to the outdoors in the
Organic Standards Final Rule. It is suitable as an option within the organic livestock
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Systems in order to satisfy the consumer segment, which desires this husbandry pract; ce
in the production of the products they consume.

Respectfully, /

Kenneth E. Anderson
Associate Professor,
Poultry and Food Science
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Keating, Mark

ym: Livestock, NOSB

.nt: Thursday, March 28, 2002 3:13 PM
To: Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
Subject: FW: Comment on Access to Qutdoors to Poultry
From: Karen Bums{SMTP:KBURNS@LAHINTERNATIONAL.COM]
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2002 3:16:39 PM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: Comment on Access to Qutdoors to Poultry

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Committee Members:

In light of recent outbreaks of low pathogenic avian influenza in numerous

states in the past six months, | strongly encourage you to reconsider the

exposure of production birds to this pathogen. Avian Influenza is a highly

contagious virus that is commonly harbored in shore birds and other wiid

birds. This virus would be of great concern for your organically raised

birds, as mortality could be quite severe if a more pathogenic virus was to

evolve. The virus is currently creating havoc in Virginia, North Carolina

and California.

The health benefits listed in your recommendations can also be accomplished

in biosecure housing with birds placed at an appropriate density. You have

no reference o a scientific basis to the claim of healith benefits, only

narganic producers "feelings" In order for this to be added to the organic
ndards, your committee needs to completely research the detriment to
Jitry versus your perceived benefit. The other benefit listed is exposure

10 sunlight, if the ration is balanced, there is no health benefit from this

factor.

The only thing correct in your recommendation is the access to the outdoors

is a reaction to consumer perception. That is where you as an industry

needs to work more diligently to educate the public, just as the rest of the

poultry industry has to.
Sincerely,

Karen Burns, DVM, MAM
Technical Services Veterinarian
kburns@lahintemational.com




Keating, Mark
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lo: Eric Sidemnan; Keating, Mark
Subject: FW: Final Rule (Section 205.239@(1)
From: mel[SMTP:ANIMELS@SONIC.NET]
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2002 3:35:37 PM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: Final Rule (Section 205.239@(1)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

I agree that poultry shouid be allowed and encouraged to go outside. | agree
‘with the suggested wording for the final rule.

Melissa Minton

649 Southwood Dr.
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
707-546-1806

Mel



LeValle Egg Farms (A4
March 28, 2002 @O

The National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear National Organic Standards Board:

We appreciate the opportunity to express the concerns that we have in relation to the National Organic
Program Final Rule 7 CFR §205 dated December 21, 2000.

We have been producing certified organic eggs in Pennsylvania since January 1997, and our management
process begins with day old chicks. Currently we have five organic laying houses (avg. 10,000 hens) and
three organic pullet houses, located in various points in Pennsylvania, that are certified with PCO
(Pennsylvania Certified Organics) & NOFA-NY.

I would like to share my concerns that are in addition to the comments that have been submitted (also
copied below) by James Shirk from the Penn Ag Poultry Council. We strongly agree with each of the
specific concerns that Mr. Shirk has addressed in his comments

I had the opportunity to participate in the North Atlantic Poultry Health & Management Conference held
on 3/21/02, in which Eric Sideman spoke on the topic of organic standards for poultry. As part of Mr.
Sideman’s presentation, he mentioned that one of the primary requirements of the organic consumer is
that they receive a safe food for themselves and their family to consume. As a producer in organic eggs in
Pennsylvania, we too have set this as our primary objective. Based around this concept, is our upanimous
participation for all of our flocks, in the PEQAP (Pennsylvania Egg Quality Assurance Program)
program. This program is considered a national leader of the food safety programs for egg production in
the United States. The PEQAP program focuses on the specific needs that were identified by the
President’s Council on Food Safety, during the Clinton Administration, to eliminate Se in eggs. Based
upon this conflict in goals, I would make a recommendation for the NOSB have written into the final
ruling, the FDA’s official response to this meeting this requirement of poultry outdoor access and the
relationship in complying with the President’s Council on Food Safety for the reduction of Se in eggs.

One of the key components for complying with the PEQAP program is eliminating rodents from
accessing the pullet/layer house. We have worked very hard at eliminating any entry points for rodents
that are the size of a pencils diameter or larger, into the pullet/layer house. There is a wealth of scientific
data supporting the fact that both mice and rats are a vector’s for transmission of Se. If we are required to
modify our houses to comply with the current draft recommendation, by creating un-restricted access
points to the outdoors for the hens, this will diminish all of the accomplishments we have worked so hard

to obtain.



The draft recommendation also identifies that the organic consumer is expecting the production of organic
eggs to come from hens that have the ability to go outside. During my discussion with Mr. Sideman, he
identified that he was not aware of any data supporting that the consumer is actually having this
expectation. Mr. Sideman responded to me, saying if anyone would know of any such data it would be
Dr. William Lockeretz Acting Director, Center of Agriculture, Food and Environment and Program in
Agriculture, Food and Environment at Tufts Nutrition University. I had contacted Dr. Lockeretz on
3/22/02 to discuss this subject, and he responded that he was not aware of any such information, that
identifies the organic consumer has these expectations (organic laying hens need access to the outdoors).

I do support that there is an opportunity for the production of organic eggs that are raised on pasture,
because I believe there is a market for this commodity. But, I would request that the NOSB not try to
meet the needs of these two markets, by combining the requirements into one set of standards. I would
make the recommendation, that there be two types of organic poultry standards developed. One that
would be certified organic pasture, and those flocks have the requirement to access the outdoors, and the
other for cage free/roaming that would be following the current standards, w/o requiring access to the

outdoors.

As you prepare to make decisions that will clearly effect the future of our farms producing organic eggs, I
would ask that you please base the final decision from the wealth of scientific data identifying how
detrimental it will be to the hens, consurmers, farmers and environment if the hens are required to access

the outdoors.

Once again, I would ask the NOSB to review the public comments listed below by Mr. James Shirk
with the Penn Ag Poultry Council, as these comments were put together by a group of dedicated
and experienced poultry resources.

Sincerely,

Chris Pierce
LeValle Egg Farms
Annville, Pennsylvania

2043 HORESHOE PIKE ANNVILLE, PA 17003
Phone: 717-867-8366 « Fax: 717-867-8361 <Email: CPIERCEG@GNBN.NET



Public Comments submitted by Mr. James Shirk, Penn Ag Poultry Council:

March 27, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Thaok you for the opportunity of sharing the egg industry’s concerns with the National Organic Progfam
Final rule 7-CFR §205 dated December 21, 2000. We have serious concerns that the final rule will have a
significant negative impact the production of organic eggs in the state of Pennsylvania.

The industry’s concerns center on §205.238 “Livestock health care practice standards” and §205.239
“Livestock living conditions.” Regulations for the organic production of eggs which potentially harm the
health of the chickens contravenes the basic tenet of the final rule in its attempts to alleviate stress in the
animal. What we hope to convey is an adjustment in the final rule that would provide outside access as an

optional component of organic certification for poultry in the northeast.

There are four major areas of concern we would like to highlight where the proposed standards will create
hardship for organic egg producers in our region: 1) weather, 2) disease susceptibility, 3) food safety, and
4) environment and water quality impacts. Each of these areas has the potential to negatively impact the

bealth of organic poultry.

The colder weather patterns of the northeast mandate farmers provide adequate shelter during a significant
part of the year. Producing organic certified eggs in northern states will be virtually impossible during the
winter months under the final rule. The rule will create a regionally discriminatory effect favoring one
region at the expense of the family farms in another area.

The Poultry Council believes the regulations should be interpreted to consider the winter months in cooler
climates as conditions under which the health, safety, or well being of the birds would justify confinement

rearing of chickens and be consistent with the stated objectives.

Disease control is a significant challenge for any poultry producer in Pennsylvania whether they produce
for organic or other markets. All producers must establish appropriate housing and sanitation practices to
minimize the occurrence and spread of disease. Access to the outdoors to comply with the proposed
organic standards will without questing increase the risk of disease introduction into poultry houses.

According to a game and fisheries specialist at Penn State University, many species of waterfowl and
other birds migrate through Pennsylvania as a part of their natural flyways. As evidenced in Minnesota
recently and during studies conducted in an outbreak of avian influenza in Pennsylvania in 1983,
devastating poultry diseases are commonly carried by waterfowl and can be transmitted to any poultry
they or their feces come into contact. Exposure to the outdoors will increase the likelihood of chickens
contracting disease and will have a tremendous economic impact on all farms in the area.



The poultry industry in Pennsylvania experienced devastation to poultry flocks as a result of exposure to
Al-infected ducks and geese in 1983. Millions of dollars were spent to destroy flocks of chickens and
turkeys to this disease and created an incredible economic impact on the family farms who depend on
poultry as their only source of income. It is imperative to minimize the risk of exposure to disease not
only for the health of the birds but also the viability of the poultry industry.

Consumers buying organic foods make their.buying decisions on a belief that organic foods are safer for
their families. The safety of the eggs produced under the proposed organic standards will be
compromised with the required access to outdoors. Unrestricted access of rodents to come into contact
with the chickens will dramatically increase the risk of salmonella enteritidis contamination in eggs.

The Pennsylvania Egg Quality Assurance Program (PEQAP) is considered a national leader in food safety
programs for egg production in the United States. We have very stringent criteria for rodent control in a
layer facility as a primary tool for reduction of Se in poultry houses and to increase the safety of our eggs.
A high level of management and expense to maintain the integrity of the house and keep rodents out is at

the heart of our food safety program.

Mandating unrestricted doors for poultry to access the outdoors is an open invitation for rodent infestation
in poultry houses and will lead to a higher risk of egg contamination. Outside access clearly decreases the
level of food safety consumers expect when they purchase eggs, specifically eggs with organic labeling,

Water resource protection is a high priority for egg producers. Sound nutrient management to protect
water quality has been a priority of the poultry industry for decades. Mandatory outside access has the
potential to create a situation where soil levels of nitrogen and phosphorus become elevated and create a
water quality hazard. Rainfall on unprotected outside pens will leach nitrogen and potentially phosphorus
into groundwater and contaminate water supplies.

Flies will also become an even greater nuisance as they increase their populations in the ideal
environments outside access will create. Allowing for covered protection with an impervious floor is the

best way to manage poultry manure and protect our water resources.

Today’s organic egg production practices have resulted from a growing demand for economically
produced eggs while providing an environment for the chicken which minimizes disease and inclement
weather challenges, increases food safety, and protects the environment. These production practices
ultimately prove less stressful on chickens and should be adopted as acceptable production practices for
organic poultry. At a minimum, we would recommend existing organic egg production facilities be
grandfathered into the standards providing they make practical modifications which provide direct
sunlight and ventilation for the chickens. 4

Sincerely,

James A. Shirk
PennAg Poultry Council



Mar-28~2002 03:18pm

U.S. Poultry & Egg
ASSOCIATION

1530 Caoledge Rnad

Tucker, GA 30084-7303_ USA
Telephane: 770/493-9401
Facsimile: 770/483-8257
www.poultryegg.org

Charman
Ralph Simmons
Nacogdoches, TX

Vice Chairman
Jacques Klempf
Jacksonviille, FL.

Treasurer
Bill Lovette

Springdale, AR

Secratary
Normarr Robinson
Atlanta, GA

immaeadizte Past Chairman
L awton Wofford
Demorest, GA

Prasident
Don. Dalfon
Tucker, GA

From-US POULTRY & EGG ASSN T70~493-4257 T-333  P.001/001  F-38)

*Pinpointing e UPRPCTTUINIUES = \ANILSH U Gt 15 4660 amos e ane

March 28, 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Marketing Service

Room 4008, South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 26250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham:

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Board recommendations
associated with the outdoor requirement in the Final Rule §205.239(a)(1). To
require that layers have access to the outside is not a sound idea for severai
reasons including predation from the air and on the ground, parasites and
disease exposure. ‘

My primary concem is about their exposure 1o avian influenza. The U.S.
turkey industry didn't stop the annual introduction of avian influenza viruses in
their flocks until they moved away from range-rearing o enclosed housing.
The Canadian industry had the sarne experience. The avian influenza viruses
are widespread in apparently heaithy migratory waterfowl. As they migrate
across the U.S. from the Canadian breeding areas, they excrete the viruses in
their droppings which serves to infect unhoused domestic pouitry. Some of
these viruses are the H5 and H7 serotype which can become highly
pathogenic to pouitry causing catastrophic production and death losses, not {o
mention the cessation of exports. As an experienced avian influenza scientist,
| would strongly urge that the outdoor requirement be deleted from your rule,
It is definitely not in the best interest of the layers involved nor for the pouitry

industry as a whole.

Sincerely,

Charles W. Beard, D.V M., Ph.D.
Vice President, Heseafch and Technoiogy
cbeard @poultryegg.org

CWB:eh
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March 21, 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building
1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

National Organic Standards Board:

Following are comments by the National Campaign for Sustainable Agriculture Organic
Committee and Rural Advancement Foundation International in response to the National
Organic Standards Board (NOSB) Livestock Committee’s proposed wording as a clarification
for poultry for the access to the outdoor requirement in the Final Rule (Section 205.239 (a)(1).

Because the nature of these comments so closely mirrors previous comments by the National
Campaign (as well as many of the over 300,000 comments to the proposed Rule), which object
to factory farming in organic agriculture, we are additionally asking for a formal response
concerning the role of public comments and the NOSB in National Organic Program (N OP) final
rule implementation clarifications. There is an obvious conflict emerging when ongoing NOSB
clarifications are characterized by an NOP official as being completely optional guidelines rather
than binding interpretations of the final rule. In view of the fact that NOSB clarifications are the
public access points to the rule implementation process, this conflict threatens true public access.

In addition, it has been brought to our attention that in individual communications with the NOP,
certifiers may not have been given consistent interpretations of the meanings of the final rule.
This points to the need to implement the critical peer-review component of USDA accreditation
process. The peer review process would provide a clear measure of consistency in the evaluation
and interpretations of the rule for certifiers. Without such a process there is a undermining of the
“public/private partnership” originally intended by Congress in the framing of the law (OFPA).
We strongly urge the NOSB and NOP to immediately install the peer review panel to ensure that
certifiers are evaluated in a consistent manner. :

Poultry — Access to the Qutdoors

It has been an ongoing concern for the NOSB and public partners that the ‘temporary
exemptions’ to outdoor access not become loopholes. As has been repeatedly stated, the public
does not want factory farming in ‘organic’. In order to remain true to this very clear public
message, organic livestock exemptions must be narrowly defined and well justified. To
accomplish this with the poultry standard, we urge the NOSB to expand their recommended
language in the ‘Recommended standard’ section of their draft.




The suggested expansion of wording would simply frame NOSB’s intent in to standards
language where it will have the most force. Every single production cycle where the 5 weeks of
age’ exemption is used must be justified and documented and every operation must be
completely able to meet the requirement for outdoor access before they opt for a ‘temporary
exemption’ from outdoor access. This would not only further clarify that this exemption is not a
loophole for factory farming practices but it would also solidify the NOSB’s ongoing intent that
exemptions not be permanent allowances due to limitations of the land available to meet
requirements for outdoor access.

Recommended Standard lan ¢ should be specifically amended as follows [deletions are
indicated by strikethrough and additions are indicated by underlining]:

Access to outdoors for poultry

1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoors during-the-months of

the-year-when-feasible. The producer’s organic system plan must illustrate how the
producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors. All producers must identify

and be able to meet the outdoor access requirements prior te the producer seeking to
justify any temporary confinement of poultry as described in (2).

2. The producer of an organically managed poultry may, when Justified in the organic
system plan, provide temporary confinement because of: :

a. Inclement weather;

b. The stage of production, up te 5 weeks of age; ,

c. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry could be
Jjeopardized;

d. Risk to soil or water quality.

3. Should the producer seek to justify temporary confinement because of the stage of

production as provided in 2(b), the producer must justify and document such

decision for every production cycle.

Public Comments Past and Present .
One of our key concerns regarding these and past public comments is the feedlot issue. The

concept of feedlots was introduced in earlier NOSB clarifications without making it clear to the
public that the recommendations would indeed allow for ‘organic feedlots’. Despite specific
public opposition to dry lots as an allowable outdoor environment, and standard feedlots
generally being unacceptable in organic production on a diversity of levels, the topic has been

broached with the public peripherally at best.

We have been, and continue to be, ardent supporters of the NOSB’s role in the px}bﬁc{priyate
partnership. It is disturbing to us to have such a key issue as ‘organic feedlots’ raised indirectly
and not be given the benefit of full and informed public comment. We urge the NOSB to be very

Comments to NOSB Livestock Committee Page42/ ]q/j; ;

NCSA Organic Committee and RAFI



clear about the process that is being followed for full consideration of the comments received
and how legitimate concerns are to be further addressed by the NOSB in a direct and public
manner. The public also needs to be very clear about the process whereby an NOSB
recommendation becomes ‘final’ in the public/private partnership currently in place.

What is the Actual Role of NOSB Clarifications?
Following the last NOSB meeting, there is increasing confusion as to the role of NOSB standards

clarifications. These clarifications are being viewed by many as providing specifics for certifiers
to be in compliance with the NOP’s final regulations. But the recent NOSB meeting notes record
Richard Matthews stating that certifiers can choose to enforce or not enforce the clarifications. In
short, it appears that all the ongoing hard work of the NOSB clarification of the regulations can

simply be ignored.

This places us at-a crossroads where we look to the NOSB for guidance about how to proceed
with public input in a respectful and truly meaningful manner. The public’s adamant comments
to keep factory farming out of organic sent a very powerful message to the NOP. If the NOSB
clarifications are only optional standards and the public voice is no longer truly relevant to the
enforcement of organic standards beyond the existing regulations, then the public should be
informed that this is the case. The public should also then be informed how they can engage in a

meaningful manner to insure that factory farming is not allowed into organic production.

In conclusion, We strongly urge;

> The NOSB to make recommendations concerning livestock including poultry and their
access to the outdoors which are consistent with the volume of public comments to not
include “factory-farming and feedlot “ practices in organic agriculture.

> That the NOSB and NOP clearly state the exact role of public comments and the NOSB
recommendations regarding final rule clarifications.

> That the NOSB and NOP immediately install the peer review panel to ensure that certifiers
are treated in a clear and consistent manner.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment and look forward to your timely response.

Sincerely,

The Organic Committee of the National Campaign for Sustainable Agriculture:
Michael Sligh, Rural Advancement Foundation, International
Joe Mendelson, Center for Food Safety

Comments to NOSB Livestock Committee Page 3 of 3
NCSA Organic Committee and RAFI 4/1/02
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m: Livestock, NOSB

.nft: Friday, March 28, 2002 1:24 PM
To: Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
Subject: FW: comment outdoor access usda nop
From: Steven Manrt{SMTP:JUDYFARM@JUDYSFARM.COM]
Sent Friday, March 29, 2002 1:25:54 PM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: comment outdoor access usda nop

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To: National Organic Standards Board March 28, 2002
Katherine Benham

Room.4008 South Building

1400 and independence Avenue,SW

Washington, D.C. 20250-0001

From: Steven P. Mahrt
700 Cavanaugh Lane
Petaluma CA 94952

ar NOSB,

. am a dedicated certified organic egg producer since 1996. | have also
been raising free roaming laying hens since 1983. As a caretaker of
these hens, | am concerned by the recent NOSB livestock committee
recommendation that requires outdocr access. The 250,000 responses to
the first publication of the rules seemed to imply that organic egg
production could occur in cages. The organic consumer was adamant that
organic laying hens not be kept in cages. My personal communications
with our arganic consumers through cur web site, or in person, has
validated that finding. However, when | explained to our organic
consumers that while we let the birds run and exhibit normal chicken
behavior, we don?t want them to go outside because it is not humane,
environmentaily sound nor does it provide for adequate foocd safety. Once
provided the explanation, our consumers appreciated the thoughtfuiness
of our systematic approach to ail aspects of organic egg production. Qur
sales have continued to increase. The intent of the requirement for
cutdoor access is to ensure that poultry is not raised in cages.

Freedom of movement and the ability to exhibit natural behavior is an.
important part of the crganic system. A properly designed poultry bam
should allow for natural ventilation, access to direct suniight, and

room to exercise. Many years of studying chicken behavior and healith
does not support the notion that outdoor access improves the hen?s
weifare, otherwise chicken farmers wouldn?t have abandoned the practice
in the 19407s. | will elaborate in the following pages about the

concems the USDA NOP should have about cutdoor access to organic laying

hens.
mane Treatment:

One of the keys to raising organic laying hens is the reduction of

stress and limiting the expesure to unknown disease vectors and

predators. During the 707s, the West Coast lost millions of chickens
1
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due to Exotic Newcastle disease. This was traced back to exotic birds
brought in from South America. In the 80%s, the USDA had to staughter
millions of chickens because they were exposed to Avian Influenza from

‘igratory water fowl. With both of these cases, the USDA indemnified the

>ducers because of a mandatory eradication program. Is the USDA
willing to risk increasing the opportunities of these diseases or others
reappearing because of the increased exposure to wild fowl in an open
system? During the 307s, Salmonella exposure from rodents changed the
way consumers looked at the once safe egg. In every instance, these
diseases were brought on by contamination of a domestic hen by wild or
natural vectors. Vaccines have helped control some of the diseases, but
- they are most effective when combined with a rigorous bio-security

program with an emphasis on exclusion. ' B
Outdoor access creates a parasite load that will contribute to
compromising the immune system of the laying hen. Mites, a biocd
sucking parasite, coccidious, a protozoan parasite that destroys the
intestinal wall and worms, which deprive the birds of nutrients, create
much suffering and leave the bird vuinerable to a host of other
debilitating diseases. All of these threats are transferred to the hens
by rodents and wild birds. Once the hens have these, there are little or
no tools for the fanmer to use to break the cycle because many of these
diseases can lie dormant in the soil for years. One must not forget that
the laying hen has a productive life of over 2 years as compared to the
broiler of just 7 to 8 weeks. ,

Most laying hen farms have a separate facility to raise their young

laying stock. Typically these houses are isolated from their faying

operations in order to limit the disease exposure until the young bird

has been properly vaccinated and their immune system has developed. A

proper vaccination program is the organic farms number one tool o

maintain a healthy flock. On our farm the pullet (young chicken)

receives her last vaccination at 14 weeks. This proposed rule wouid
mpromise my entire vaccination program by exposing the pullet to
«nown vectcrs before her immune system can mature. Five weeks of age

1nay be appropriate for a broiler hen because they have lived 70% of

their useful life. By comparison, a laying type chicken would be almost

75 weeks old at the same stage in her life.

Many layer farms in the U.S. now have a HACCP program to ensure the
health of both the chickens and also their consumers. On my farm one of
our goals is to have no holes larger than the end of pencil eraser
within two feet of the ground in order to keep mice out, which are major
carriers of Saimoneila. The balance of the walls are open with 1 by 2
inch wire to keep wild birds out and yet allow direct suniight and fresh
air. My family has been raising laying hens for eggs since the 19207s. |
can remember seeing my uncle?s chicken ranch and asking him why he had
these wire pens next to every chicken house. His reply was that he
thought he needed them. He then went on to say that the best thing he
did for the chickens was keep them out of those yards because they
always made the chickens sick. And once he kept them inside he said
mortality dropped in half. This mortality didn?t happen immediately, it
was a gradual increase over time. By requiring outside access to laying
hens | will be threatening the flocks to inhumane disease challenges
that in most cases have no organic treatments. This will force the
organic farmer to make a hard choice, either medicate if possible and
lose organic standing or hope that the losses will not be too severe
once the disease runs its course. Neither of these alternatives are in
keeping with the organic principies of humane treatment of animals.
Those that say they have their birds go outside are simply playing
Russian roulette because it is not if something will happen but when.

vironment: ) .
2 environmental concems when allowing a laying hen outdoors varies

from ground water contamination to poiluting our water ways. The
Petaiuma area was once considered the Egg Basket of the World. 1t?s

sandy loams and rolling hills lent itself well to providing good
2



drainage for the many smaill chicken farms that kept their hens in yards
and houses. This system initially worked well because the area was never
used for chickens and the breeds available were not too distant from

ir ancestors and the outdoor access provided Vitamin D. Every one was

orant of the potential problems of ground water pailution and manure

.un off. This began in the 19207?s and continued until the 19407s. Adding
Vitamin D to the feed eliminated the need for outdoor access, but the
damage was done. This entire area is now a nitrate zone. All wells must
now be cased down to 100 feet deep so that nitrate contaminated water
will net filter into the weell. Nitrates are a problem because they
interfere with oxygen absorption particularly in young children. My
house is on an old chicken ranch and we buy bottled water because our
water has 12 ppm and safe drinking is less than 5 ppm, '
As organic eggs become more accepted by the pubiic, farm and house size
will grow. This is a naturai by product of success. One of the natural
tendencies of a hen is the desire to be near to the area where they
sleep at night. This habit tends to keep the hens close to the houses
which concentrates their manure in a specific area. This is true for
large scale farms as weil as smai ones. Also, many traditional
agricultural areas are beginning to share the land with their suburban
counterparts who are less interested in the dust, feathers, and flies
that will not be accepted, understood or allowed. During a big wind
storm in Petaluma , when the feathers were blowing ail over, many termed:
this 7Petaluma snow?. This would be undesirable to the average home
owner in the new century. Loose chickens, while cute to some make a mess
of someone?s patio. Containing the chickens would be a requirement with
a fenced area which includes wire over its top in all but the most rurai
areas. Speaking with representatives from The Regional Bay Area Water
Control District, they recommended some type of barrier that would not
allow the rain to drive the manure from the range area intc the soil. To
prevent this, some type of covering wouid be recommended so that rain

“ter does not run off this area. This would be the environmental sound

y of giving the hens the benefits of exercise, fresh air, and direct

sunfight without poliuting the area. :

Summary and Recommendations

When the 250,000 peopie responded to the first proposed rule, they

wanted {o be assured that poultry would not be kept in cages. That
recommendation was not restrictive encugh. Now, however the pendulum has
swung to the other extreme by requiring cutdcor access to poultry. This
proposai has a high likelihood to jecpardize the hen?s heaith and

welfare, causing environmental pollution and erosion, while endangering
human heaith with Salmonella disease.

The livestock committee has acknowledged that outdoor access is

problematic by recognizing the many stated exceptions. This is a

difficult issue to resolve because it has political and emotional

implications. This proposal may work in certain areas of the country

where a poullry ranch could be isolated from other birds. In the areas

of the country that receive little rainfall and have deep aquifers so

that ground water remains clear it may aiso work. The problem is that

scenario describes a very smail area of the country. The rest of the

country has on going issues that should not allow outdoor access. Many
egg producers have converted abandoned ranches and upgraded them for
arganic preduction. Is this recommendation going to put them out of
organic production even though they have been a member of the organic

community for many years? | would recommend the following standard as a

solution to the problem.

1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoors during the
nths of the year when feasible OR provide for natural ventitation and
3¢t access to sunlight when present. Poultry should have the ability

10 access a substantial portion of the house freely while providing

dusting and scratching areas. if these requirements cannct be fuifilled

because they are using a closed type house (closed walls and povyered
3



ventilation with artificial lighting). Then an area outside of the
confines of the building must be provided which provides access to
direct sunlight and natural ventilation while protecting bird heaith and
-2 environment. This recommendation has the bird?s welfare as it?s .
al point while not endangering the environment. Consumers desire for

«1€ birds to exhibit natural behaviors wili be fulfilled and all areas
of the country should be able to meet these requirements.
Sincerely,

Steven Mahrt



Keating, Mark

ym: Livestock, NOSB
Monday, April 01, 2002 1:28 AM

.nt:
fo: Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
Subject: FW: comment outdoor access to laying hens-a final thought
From: Steven Mahrti{SMTP:JUDYFARM@JUDYSFARM.COM]
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2002 1:30:23 AM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: comment outdoor access to laying hens-a final thought
Auto forwarded by a Rule
Dear NOSB,

| would like to add one finai thought to my earlier comment when you
consider requiring outdoor access for laying hens.
Consider the schedule of a broiler type chicken. Five weeks requiring
heat, no outdoor access required. Two weeks if the
weather is favorable, cutdoor access OK. Two weeks of clean up time. Out
af forty to fifty possible weeks a year they
will be only outdoors 9 weeks. This happens at most 8 to 9 months of
the year. They will only have outside access 7 to
9 weeks. Compare this with laying hens having outdoor access 9 out of 12
months and consider the amount of disease
exposure and the opportunity for long term manure build up in the soils

xt to the chicken houses. The risks associated

n a laying type chicken are 9's times greater than that of a broiler
wpe. This should not be allowed in an organic
farming system in order to protect the hens from exposures so much

greater than their broiler cousins.

Sincerely,

Steven Manhrt
An Organic Chicken Farmer - Laying Hens Oniy.



Keati ng, Mark

From: Livestock, NOSB
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2002 12:38 PM
To: Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
Subject: FW: Outdoor Access for Poultry
G_J‘

tmp.htm
From: Steve Gemperie[SMTP:SGEMPERLE@GEMPERLE.COM]
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2002 1:39:55 PM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: Qutdoor Access for Poultry

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Stephen Gemperie
Gemperle Family Farms
10218 Lander Ave
Turlock, Ca. 95380

| am writing this letter to express my concerns with outdoor access. In
California, there is a fairly high concentration of Poultry facilities,
and there is a very high presence of wild birds due to all the trees and
fruit and nut crops. We are not a state with thousands of acres of corn
fields every direction you look. We also have a high level of migratory
fowl that migrate and occupy our state on a regular basis. In fact,
within about 40 miles of my farm, the very large Kesterson Wildlife
refuge is home to many wild fowl. Because of all of these situations,
it is very poor animal husbandry practices to allow our birds to access
the outdoors. This is a breach of our biosecurity plan as written
today. To allow cutdoor access, | strongly feel | would compromise the
health, welfare and safety of the hens. | wouid not improve their
quality of life. The University of California Extension service that
advises the industry strongly suggest that buildings be maintained in
good condition, and the walls examined regularly. This stops wild birds
from accessing the buildings and compromising one's biosecurity plan.
In fact, many conventional farms consider a bird that accesses the
outside to be a risk to the farm and wiil euthanize the bird instead of
risk the health of all the birds on the farm by reintroducing the hen to
the house. The greatest risks | see are as follows: MG, MS, Infectious
Coryza, Fowi Cholera, Bronchitis, Fowl Pox, Mites, Salmonella
Enteritidis, and Avian Influenza. Once a disease enters a farm, many of
them will be on the farm forever, since the hens will pass the disease
to each new generation of birds that enter the farm. The only way to
eradicate many diseases is to euthanize every bird on the farm which is
not an option.

All the above diseases are very bad for the health of the flock,
and when one bird gets sick, the disease quickly spreads to every bird
on the farm. The disease of greatest concem to me is avian influenza.
This is a devastating disease. In the last two years, there have been
some cases of low pathogenicity avian influenza cases in the State of
California. This disease will cause significant health problems to
birds, and it will devastate production. The disease is present in
Mexico, and the migratory fowi are considered very high risk for this
disease.. | am being asked to have my hens run around outside and mix

(1) |



with these ducks, geese etc. that fly overhead on a regular basis. They
will be able to pick at or eat the wild birds fecal droppings, a very
serious biosecurity breach. If we have an outbreak of this Avian
Influenza that is typed as high pathogenicity, it will shut down
international trade for meat and eggs. Our trading partners do not
allow us to export if we have a High Path Avian Influenza outbreak.

This will financially hurt many conventional egg and broiler farms
accross America and kill at least 80% of the laying hens on the Organic
farm. High Pathogenicity Avian Influenza is that devastating.

California is currently under extremely high biosecurity to protect the
hens on our farms. Every truck that enters the farm is disinfected, and
workers wear protective rubber boots. They must clean their boots every
day before entering the poultry bamns in order to protect the hens from
disease that may be present in the fecal droppings of the wild
population of birds and migratory fow! that fly overhead daily. ! will
comply with whatever the USDA finally writes as the rule, but the health
of the hens will be compromised if the hens run free outdoors. |
predict the organic industry will see significant disease problems if
outdoor access is adopted. For the sake of the health of the hens, |
urge you to consider not having outdoor access for pouitry.

Thank you for your consideration, Stephen Gemperie
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The Organic Trade Association Proposes Refinements Regarding the National Organic
Standards Board’s Recommendation on Outdoor Access for Poultry

Tom Spiro
April 1, 2002

The Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) of the Organic Trade Association (OTA) supports
the general direction of the National Organic Standards Board’s (NOSB) recommendation on

outdoor access to poultry.

In order to clarify the rationale for temporary confinement #2.b., the QAC recommends that the
phrase “up to five weeks™ in #2.b.be changed to read:

“including sufficient feathering to prevent health problems caused by outside exposure”.

IfNOSB prefers to specify a definite time period, the QAC suggests that “four weeks” should
replace the current “five weeks” in order to have a longer period of outdoor access.

QAC also requests that the NOSB Livestock Committee add the word "operation” within
recommendation #2, to read:’ '

2. The producer of an organically managed poultry operation may, when justified in the
organic system plan, provide temporary confinement because of: ....

Headquarters: 60 Wells Street, P.O. Box 547, Greenfield, MA 01302 USA e (413) 774-7511
fax: (413) 774-6432 « e mail: info@ota.com eweb site: www.ota.com
Legislative Office: 205 South Whiting Street, Suite 308, Alexandria, VA 22304 USA « (202) 338-2900
‘ Printed on Recycled Paper
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April 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008-South Building

1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington DC 20250-0001

National Organic Standards Board,

The following comments represent a composite of feedback gathered from the Organic Valley
CROPP Coop poultry growers. It is by no means representative of all our producers nor is it the only
time some of these comments are presented since the pool of producers were encouraged to submit
comments directly to the NOP. '

The CROPP Poultry Pool currently consists of 42 farmers 20 of which are Amish producers. The
pool is responsible for135,000 layers. 65,000 broilers, and 15.000 turkeys. With so many farmers
there is not total consensus and in fact there was a fair amount of dissention, to be expected.

There was consensus and enthusiasm that the need to define outdoor access for organic poultry is
necessary. The organic poultry industry has had a difficult time establishing themselves as different
than so called "Free Range" production. By establishing these standards organic producers would
better their market position by further removing themselves from the conventional model and by
being able to represent their products as being tied to higher humane/behavioral standards. There
was a lot of discussion and desire to use this directive to effectively limit or exclude large-scale
organic poultry production. However, just as with pasture for ruminants, scale of production
regulations should be addressed separately. The challenge was recognized that even more than the
pasture for ruminants standards this outdoor access for poultry standard will encompass tremendous
diversity. Different production models for layer and broiler operations, crossing species boundaries
of chicken, turkey, ducks and even emu need to be considered. The standard must be clear enough to
be interpreted universally by various certification agencies and inspectors. Organic poultry is unique
in the fact that a producer can easily convert to organic, production is relatively quick (broilers can
be ready in 8-10 weeks) and so noncompliance issues are likely not be settled until after the product
has been sold. The way to prevent such abuses is with tighter standards resulting in a clearly

compliant farm plan.

Without suggesting specific language here are some of the major points of concern and agreement

voiced by our producers:
e "Outdoors" needs to be more clearly defined.
e Defining actual square footage ratios. Very difficult to pin down given geographic
differences. Our producers were divided on if and how best to construct such standards.
e A better approach might be to establish a definition for "Outdoors” as you did with pasture.
The same language could be used, "Land used for LIVESTOCK (including poultry) grazing
that is managed to provide feed value and maintain or improve soil, water and vegetative

Phone: 608-625-2602 * Fax: 608-625-2062 * 507 W. Main St., La Farge, W1 54639 www.organicvalley.com jim. pierce@organicvailey.com
We care for the earth while bringing you the highest quality food.



Keating, Mark

From: Don Franczyk [dfranczyk@starpower.net]
Sent: Menday, Aprii 01, 2002 6:03 PM

To: Keating, Mark

Subject: Comment on Access to Outdoors for Poultry
Hi Mark,

I hope I am not late with our comments on the Draft Recommendations for
Access to the Outdoors for Poultry. The Board of Massachusetts Independent
Certification believes that access to the outdoors is critical for the
raising of organic poultry-and all producers must meet basic requirements
for allowing their poultry to have access to the outdoors. We do not
believe that operations which "barn raise" their poultry and allow no or
very limited access to the outdoors are organic. We recommend that the NOSB
recommendations be adopted with the focllowing changes:

Access to outdoors for poultry

1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoors. The producer's
organic system plan must illustrate how the producer will maximize and
encourage access to the outdoors. All producers must identify and be able to
nmeet the outdoor access requirements prior to the producer seeking to
justify any temporary confinement of poultry as described in (2).

2. The producer of an organically managed poultry may, when justified in the
organic system plan, provide temporary confinement because of:

a. Inclement weather;
b. The stage of production, if poultry does not have sufficent featherlng

to prevent health problems caused by outside exposure.
c. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry

could be jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water quality.

3. Should the producer seek to justify temporary confinement begause of the
stage of production as provided in 2(b), the producer must justify and
document such decision for every production cycle.

Don Franczyk

Executive Director

Massachusetts Independent Certification
(NOFA/Mass Organic Certification Program)



resources. This approach is endorsed here as easier to enforce and yet flexible enough that the
producer remains in control of their farm plan. ’

¢ Temporary variances, while necessary, must not be so loose as to allow "loopholes” to producers
who choose to opt out of outdoor access at every opportunity. This issue has been well addressea
by other trade organizations including RAFI-USA. CROPP Producers are in agreement with
Rafi's position that as worded this language is weak and needs to be clearer.

* Stage of production up to 5 weeks of age is an overly restrictive standard. It does not seem to fit
the wide variety of application in organic poultry production and so should probably be extended
in scope to differentiate specific applications. ‘ -

* Particularly difficult is Pullet production. Twenty five egg producers here rely primarily on
one certified pullet producer who is very reluctant to put the birds outdoors at all for the 18
weeks that he raises them due primarily to disease concerns coupled with the fact that organic
producers are strictly limited on medication tools. o

® Another stage of production concern involves acclimating the 18 week old pullets to their
new facilities. It is generally agreed upon that 4-6 weeks of confinement are necessary in
order to "train” the birds to their nest boxes. Without this training the birds will lay their eggs
anywhere and everywhere. Natural behavior to be sure but not practical or safe.

* EU regulations should be considered so that the US standard is as good as or better than the EU
in order to avoid unnecessary trade restrictions.

® There is concern and some precedent that by mandating outdoor access some producers will
inadvertently jeopardize the 100% feed and no manure feeding rules since chickens in particular
are opportunistic feeders. We have had producers faced with decertification when their chickens
foraged on horse and cattle manure. Whatever language is ultimately developed needs to

consider this potential problem.

The poultry producers at Organic Valley fully endorse the development of access to outdoors
standards for poultry in order to differentiate themselves to consurmers and to strengthen the integrity
of organic. As it stands however this proposed standard is not strong or clearly worded enough to
accomplish the intent. Hopefully these comments, representative of many of the pioneers in the field
of organic poultry production will aid in guiding further discussion and revision of this standard.

Respectfully submitted by,

Jim Pierce, Certification Czar
Organic Valley CROPP Cooperative

Phone: 608-625-2602 * Fax: 608-625-2062 * 507 W. Main St., La Farge, W1 54639 www.organicvaﬂ-ey.com jim. pierce@organicvalley.com
‘We care for the earth while bringing you the highest quality food.



April , 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building
1400 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear National Organic Standards Board:

As individuals working closely with certification organizations, and as concerned organic
consumers we would like to support the comments made by the National Campaign for
Sustainable and Rural Advancement Foundation International in response to the National
Organic Standards Board (INOSB) Livestock Committee’s proposed wording as a
clarification for poultry for the access to the outdoor requirement in the Final Rule
(Section 205.239 (a)(1). Our comments do not represent official position of the Organic
Material Review Institute, but are our individual opinions.

Because the nature of these comments so closely mirrors previous comments by the
National Campaign (as well as many of the over 300,000 comments to the proposed
Rule), which object to factory farming in organic agriculture, we are additionally asking
for a formal response concerning the role of public comments and the NOSB in National
Organic Program (NOP) final rule implementation clarifications. There is an obvious
conflict emerging when ongoing NOSB clarifications are characterized by an NOP
official as being completely optional guidelines rather than binding interpretations of the
final rule. In view of the fact that NOSB clarifications are the public access points to the
rule implementation process, this conflict threatens true public access.

In addition, it has been brought to our attention that in individual communications with
the NOP, certifiers may not have been given consistent interpretations of the meanings of
the final rule. This points to the need to implement the critical peer-review component of
USDA accreditation process. The peer review process would provide a clear measure of
consistency in the evaluation and interpretations of the rule for certifiers. Without such a
process there is a undermining of the “public/private partnership” originally intended by
Congress in the framing of the law (OFPA). We strongly urge the NOSB and NOP to
immediately install the peer review panel to ensure that certifiers are evaluated in a

consistent manner.

Poultry — Access to the OQutdoors
It has been an ongoing concern for the NOSB and public partners that the ‘temporary

exemptions’ to outdoor access not become loopholes. As has been repeatedly stated, the

public does not want factory farming in ‘organic’. In order to remain true to this very
clear public message, organic livestock exemptions must be parrowly defined and well

justified. To accomplish this with the poultry standard, we urge the NOSB to expand
their recommended language in the ‘Recommended standard’ section of their draft.

Page 1 of 3



The suggested expansion of wording would simply frame NOSB’s intent in to standards
language where it will have the most force. Every single production cycle where the ‘5
weeks of age’ exemption is used must be justified and documented and every operation
must be completely able to meet the requirement for outdoor access before they opt for a
‘temporary exemption’ from outdoor access. This would not only further clarify that this
exemption is not a loophole for factory farming practices but it would also solidify the
NOSB’s ongoing intent that exemptions not be permanent allowances due to limitations
of the land available to meet requirements for outdoor access.

Recommended Standard language should be specifically amended as follows
[deletions are indicated by strikethrough and additions are indicated by

underlining]:
Access to outdoors for pouliry

1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoors during the

months-of-the year-when feasible. The producer’s organic system plan must

illustrate how the producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors. All
producers must identify and be able to meet the outdoor access requirements prior
to the producer seeking to justify any temporary confinement of poultry as
described in (2).

2. The producer of an organically managed poultry may, when justified in the
organic system plan, provide temporary confinement because of:

a. Inclement weather;

b. The stage of production, up to 5 weeks of age;

¢. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry
could be jeopardized;

d. Risk to soil or water quality.

3. Should the producer seek to justify temporary confinement because of the
stage of production as provided in 2(b), the producer must justify and
document such decision for every production cycle.

Public Comments Past and Present : - .
One of our key concerns regarding these and past public comments is the feedlot issue.

The concept of feedlots was introduced in earlier NOSB clarifications withgut making’ it
clear to the public that the recommendations would indeed allow for ‘orga..mc feedlots’.
Despite specific public opposition to dry lots as an allowable outdoor environment, and
standard feedlots generally being unacceptable in organic production on a diversity of
levels, the topic has been broached with the public peripherally at best.

We have been, and continue to be, ardent supporters of the NOSB’_s role in‘the .
public/private partnership. It is disturbing to us to have such a key issue as ‘organic
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feedlots’ raised indirectly and not be given the benefit of full and informed public
comment. We urge the NOSB to be very clear about the process that is being followed
for full consideration of the comments received and how legitimate concerns are to be
further addressed by the NOSB in a direct and public manner. The public also needs to be
very clear about the process whereby an NOSB recommendation becomes ‘final’ in the
public/private partnership currently in place.

What is the Actual Role of NOSB Clarifications?

Following the last NOSB meeting, there is increasing confusion as to the role of NOSB
standards clarifications. These clarifications are being viewed by many as providing
specifics for certifiers to be in compliance with the NOP’s final regulations. But the
recent NOSB meeting notes record Richard Matthews stating that certifiers can choose to
enforce or not enforce the clarifications. In short, it appears that all the ongoing hard
work of the NOSB clarification of the regulations can simply be ignored.

This places us at a crossroads where we look to the NOSB for guidance about how to
proceed with public input in a respectful and truly meaningful manner. The public’s
adamant comments to keep factory farming out of organic sent a very powerful message
to the NOP. If the NOSB clarifications are only optional standards and the public voice is
no longer truly relevant to the enforcement of organic standards beyond the existing
regulations, then the public should be informed that this is the case. The public should
also then be informed how they can engage in a meaningful manner to insure that factory
farming is not allowed into organic production.

In conclusion, We strongly urge;

> The NOSB to make recommendations concerning livestock including poultry and
their access to the outdoors which are consistent with the volume of public comments
to not include “factory-farming and feedlot “ practices in organic agriculture.

> That the NOSB and NOP clearly state the exact role of public comments and the
NOSB recommendations regarding final rule clarifications.

> That the NOSB and NOP immediately install the peer review panel to ensure that
certifiers are treated in a clear and consistent manner.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Emily Brown Rosen, M.S.
25 Independence Way, Titusville NJ 08560

Brian Baker, PhD.
PO Box 12256, Eugene OR, 97440

Cindy Douglas ‘
2795 McMillan St. Eugene OR 97405
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National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham |
Roam 4008 — Sourh Building

1400 aud Iudepcadence Averue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

) We are writing regarding certain regnlations under the Natjional Orgamc Program,
particularly 7 CFR. 205, dealing with livestock health care practice standards and living
conditions. Specifically, we question the benefits of requaring chickens and poultyy products to be

prodnced m a free-range environrment.

The National Organic Program’s rules require livestock 1o bave access to pastore in order to
gain the benefits of direct sunlighn and fresh air. However, it has been brought 1o our attention that
such access would exposz chickens to a wide rauge of risks that could jeopardize tiesr health. We
are especially concemned that forcing chickens to free range would increase their likelihood of
infection from wild birds with diseases, such as avian influenza (AI). No doubt you are aware of
the impact that one report of Al Permsylvania had on the entire Amnerican poultry industry — both
organic and non-organic — when the Japanese government refused to accept U.S. pouliry exports.

Egg and poultry producers interested in marketing organic prodncts have agreed 1o provide
honsing for chickens that allow them to roam fieely in 2 bam, have easy access to organically-
produced feeds, fresh water, fresh air yuntilated into the barns, and direct snmlight through windows.

We believe the hazards facing these birds when forced 10 range outweigh the benefits of free-
runging, benefits ey van be achicved through safer mcthods. Thmfor_e, we wge you to_reconsxder
the “access 1o the outdoors™ provisions in the orgavic production guidelines o exarmpt chickens

from the requirement of being free-ranged.

Thank you for your consideration of this issug.

Smcerely,
. LULiA .
Georsal. Neshercutt,
Member of Congress Member of Congress
BobRiley / Nke Pence
Member of Congress ber of Congress
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Tim Holden

Member of Congress
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VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE
AND STATE UNIVERSITY
Department of Animal & Poultry Sciences
Virginia Polytechnic Instinxte and State University
3290 Litton Reaves (0306)
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
540/231-9184 FAX 540/231-3713
e-mail: plrus@vt.edu
March 29, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
¢/o Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

After having read your “Draft Recommendation Access to the Qutdoors for Poultry” in great detail, I am
writing generally in opposition to most of the so-called recommendations. 1 am probably better
qualified to address this topic than almost anyone else from whom You may receive comments.

I have been involved with or earned my living from poultry and egg production since my first 4—3
Chicken Project 60 years ago. I was producing poultry and eggs organically many years before “organic
eggs” were even thought about. I once had to grind up dried cow manure into my chicken feed to get a
UGF (unidentified growth factor) that my chickens needed so their eggs would hatch. (that was before
we knew about Vitamin B12). In 1947, I built what some people think was the first time-clock to turn
on a light at 3 a.m. so my chickens had “a normal amount of time to be awake” so they woulq lay eggs
in the winter months (that was before we knew about the effect of day length changes). I built anothc?r
time-clock in 1947 to tumn my chickens out of the hen house afier 12 Noon so they could get their
“sunshine vitamin exposure” (before we knew about Vitamin D3).

When I turned them outside so they could run loose in the grass and weeds and sc.:ratch in t.he dirt or p1-ck
up undigested grain from fresh cow-piles, I was also letting them pick up parasites _and dJseasesl.l Wléd
birds brought lice and mites to them. They got wormns (round, cecal, tape an(’i, cap.ﬂlary) as we z:is E.
coli coccidiosis, leucosis and salmonella. When we built them a new “modern }aymg house yv1th eep
litter to scratch in, 3 square feet of space per hen, fresh water.and'adequate nestxng and roosting splallce,
they spent most of their time inside the house. It was ‘warmer in winter and cooler in summer as well as
dry when it rained. They seemed to “enjoy”, if you will, not having to work for survival.

Since they spent most of their time in the house eating- a more balanced diet bas_ed on wgat Wevlvcgre;vs,
thetr parasites were reduced to mostly roundworms (Whlc-h we f:ould treat to get rid of) an 1tzqtpeevemed
at times and the only serious disease problem was leucosis (chxc}:en gancer). We effectively pr e
access to the house by rats and most mice and particularly wild birds and snakes. V'l\;;: c;mp werz
stopped night-time killings and mutilations by mink, weasels, rats, coons, and foxes. e hens pore
healthier with normal mortality less than 10% per year and I got over 200 eggs per hen per year up

about 150 eggs per year.
et focal rnments.
Extension is a joint program of Virginia Tech, Virginia State University, the U.S. Department of Agricuiture, and state and local gove. .

irginia Coopera i f race, color, religion, sex,
ini i on programs and employment are open to all, regardless, o , cO L . .
. agev- veteranita!ns, :a‘:o?ge:;gm,%“i;abiﬁty, or politicai affiliation. A,l,‘, equal 9ppynmuty/@anve action employer. ) !
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operations, and I would personally prefer that we could produce the eggs we need without cages

The draﬁ refers to “natural behavior patterns,” “adequate exercise areas,” “preventive health care”
“reduction of stress and illness”, and “strength of immunity.” A properly constructed structure
providing between 1 % to 3 ft2/hen, depending upon the strain used, will allow or enhance all of this.
Eggs and broilers produced under the provisions of this Draft should not be labeled as organic. Rather,
they should be referred to as “Humanized Eggs” because almost everything of substance in the Draft
comes from a concept of human fantasies about animal needs and wants. Allowing chickens to run free
in nature exposes them to parasites, disease risk, the elements of nature and the stress of predation.

ggs produced under these conditions should be

If this Draft is approved as written, then the broilers and e
that the “broilers produced and the hens that

required to carry a warning label. The label should state
produced these eggs were exposed to the elements of weather and also to the risk of natural diseases

such as E. coli in manure, coccidosis from soil, Salmonella enterididis Jrom rats and mice, and worms
Jrom natural insects. These €ggs may contain an increased level of S. enterididis due to this exposure.
Broiler meat tissue may have increased risk of E. coli contamination. This approach may seem harsh,
but the ethics of Truth in Advertising should leave little doubt as to the need for such warning.
Regardless of consumer perceptions, there is very little that is humane about the management
procedures outlined in this Draft. Consumers should be taught the TRUTH about animal and poultry
husbandry so they have the correct perception about the ways and means of nature. They. should be
taught the facts of where their food comes from instead of the fiction promoted by environmental

fantasies.

I am available to discuss in greater detail any of these points with anyone on the Board if clarification is

necessary.
Sincerely yours,

. .
%@{ ¥4 Z; W

Paul L. Ruszler o

Extension Poultry Specialist,

Poultry Husbandry and Management
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- EGGLAND'S BEST, INC.

7842 First Avenue, King of Prussia, PA 194061404
- Phone: 610-265-6500 o Fax: 610-265-8380

March 29, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
c¢/o Katherine Benham '

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 and Independenca Aveme, S.W.
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

I am wntmg In opposition to the “Draft Recommendation — Access to the Outdoors for
Poultry”. B

The draft states, “The intert of requiring access to the outdoors is 1o ensure that the
organic poultry farm plan provides for iving conditions that allow and encourage poulitry
to be able to go outside of buildings to satisfy thefr natural behaviors, provide adeqnate
eXereise aren, provide preventive health care benefits and answer consumer expectations
of organic livestock management.” '

I agree with the general idea conveyed in the deaft that our objectives as producers of
organic products should be to epsure a healthy environment for the birds and provide

consurmers the product they want. 1 am mot convinced, however, that the proposed

management requirements make a positive comtribution toward achieving those

objectives. . '

My interdepartmental PhD covering both animal husbandry and wildlife biology,

followed by a continual pursuit of information in both areas, has provided a broadened

perspective on what “natural” tuly means. When I think of aatoral, I recall several clips

from natire movies where animals have died slow, painfil aud even tortimous deaths

from predation, starvation, weather and diseass; deaths that wore fr more “cruel” thmn

wuould hupefully cver occur under any fonu of modern avimal husbandry. “N‘axm:al" for

fow!-type wild birds means 80-90% mortality in the first year. Providing an environment

for animals that is more natural is not necessarily improving their welfare. An article
from the Eggsaminer states, “A report from the Ethical Council for Domestic Animais of

the Danish Ministry of Agriculture has cast doubt on the bemefits of “free mngc” or
“arganic™ systems of egg production. The council said that the dearh ratc among birds in
these systerns is 34 times higher than conventicnal systems. Poor quality foods, illness,

lack of medicincs, feather picking, cannibalism, and stress contributed to a death rate
amoug birds of about 16 percent.” There is little question that “provide preveptive health.
care benefits” should not be listed as an advantage of providing owtdoor accsss for
chickens. Even the amount of exercise would not be sufficiently infiuenced by outdoor

access as to provide a sigoificant tmprovement in physicai health.

PR-FR] i oW ] 10 31 oS oa ) . nue -
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Our technical adviser (poultry veterinarian) offers the following ftormation:

Exposurs to soil would result in 2 marked incteasc in infestions delcterious to the
health of flocks. Bactcrial pathogens such as Saimonella, Erysipelothri.
Pasteurella and Clostridium in addition to pamasitic diseases including
coccidiosis, histomoniasis and helminth infections which persist in soi] for years
and will infect successive flocks. Mortality of up to 50% has oeciored in the EU
following miroduction of extensive housing systems.

Outbroaks of poultry discases, rendered obsolete by modemm housing and hygiene,
would be difficult to treat, as effective drugs which were available for therapy
through the 60°s and 70°s have heen withdrawn. In any event, administration of
drugs to producing flocks would be contra-indicated by concerns for residues and
would be disallowed by the restraints of organic preduction.

Extensive systems are associated with a high rate of predation loss fom raptors
apd cacnivorous mammals. In the UK, there bas been an explozion in the [ox
popdation as a result of extensive housing systens. In the context of the USA
and continental Europe, this has public henlth implicstions as a result of the
potential increase in contact with carriers of rabies.

Experience has shown that highly selected hybrid layimg strains are upsuited to
extensive housing systems, and high mortality oceurs as a result of cannibalism,
metabolic stess, discase and exposure 1o clivnatic extrEmes. This can be viewed
as a significant welfare issue.

Eggs derived from extensive systems have 2 higher level of fecal and soil
contamination compared to cggs from caged, confined- ~floor, or aviary systems.
This results in an increase in prevalence of infection with Salmonetla which is of
impertance to consumers. Exposure of floor laid eggs to Pseudomonas and other

soil-beme organisms dewacts from quality.

ancestor of domestic fowl. The Pheasants of the World by
Paul Johnsgard provides a good overview of what constifites patural behavior, habiat,
otc. for junglefowl. Junglefowl are found in ncarly all tropical to subtropical habitats.
Encowuraging outdoor access in any habitat type other than tro ical or subtxopical would
appear to be placing an unpatural stress on the species. It cox.ﬂd be argucdthai
domesticated descendants of the junglefowl (the heavier commercial lxyer strums, i
particular) are now better adapted to suvive in nop-tropical climates. However, with

rnodern sirains, cven more scleative bresding has gone into making thems adaptable o
' st likely less “patiral”

cages and an indoor environmest, o an cutdoor environment is mo :
natural ecology of junglefowd, it becomes

The red junglefow] is the wild

. L 3 : th
ta them than being indoors. As [ review the with would be 50

' MWmmebmtﬁcemgemmnMWemightwmcnp .
: and insignificant at providing for the truly natural behaviers of the species,
that the token 'mtezmittmxsmsonalaccessmthcomdoorsisnmwmhmeassccmcd

health risks it presents.

7« OO ey
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imprinting. They will undergo strong bonding with the environment they grow up in and
it becomes their “home”. Pheasants hatched from eggs taken from the nests of wild birds
can be raised indoors and they will become imprinted on and very accustomed to theijr
indoer environment. Moving them to an outdoor run can require almost as big of an
adjustment as moving wild trapped pheasants into an enclosure. Commercial strains of

coctically sclected for lilc in an indbor enviromment apd upon

laying chickens arc E
hatching they become imprinted on an indoor environment. Their welfare needs must

therefore be looked at from that perspective.

The proposal for owtdeor access appears to be simply a martketing cffort and should be
dealt with as such. As I sce jt, the most pertinent reason proposed for providing outdeor
access is to “answer copsumer expectations of orgamic livestock management.”
Eggland’s Best reccives thousands of consuzper inquiries each year, by E-mail, letters and
phone calls. A significant portion of the calls relate to keeping hens in cages. It is rather
uncommon for the issne of outdoor access 1o even be mentioned. As long aa the hens arc
not in cages and can move around freely, consumers’ welfare concerms are satisfied. The
success of cumrent cage-free (mot free-rapge) organic products attests to consumer

As you give a fnal review w this issue, please consider these thoughts.and izr_xplcmcnt
standards that are truly for the benefit of the laying bens and the organic egg mdustry_,

which in my estimation constitutes removing the requirement for outdoor accoss,

Sincerejg%\

Bart T. Slaugh, Ph> -
Director of Quality Assurance
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"EGGLAND’S BEST, INC.

SRR
842 First Avenue, King of Prussia, PA 18406-1404
" Phone: 810-265-6500 . Fax: 610-265-8380

March 29, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board

o/a Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Budlding

1400 and Independence Avenue, S.W,
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

[ have one more thought after sending my letrer of comment in opposition to the “Draft
Recormmendation ~ Access 1o the Outdoers for Poultry”. _

The Ausnerican Humane Association Welfare Standards for Chickens do not requie
outdoor access for laying hens in arder to be classified as “free-farmed™, which I fes]

adds credibility in support of not requiring outdoor access.
Sincerely,

A

. Bart T. Slaugh, PhD
Director of Quality Assurance
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For deep l;nersystcms. the use of perches above the litter floor can cause problemns with
litter management. The use of perches other than lighting mails or those provided on top
of pest boxes is therefore nnt required. Where ‘A’ frames are used, the caretaker must

epsure that litter is managed.

E27
There must be a gap of no less than 0.5in on either sxdeofanypcmhto allcwhnnstognp

the perches without risk of trapping their claws.

K28
Perches must be positioned to minjruize dmylng of :my Rens below and, where pcssﬂ)le,

must be over a droppings pit.

[ Free-range

ﬁ The AHA Welfare Standards for Laying Hewps do not require that hens

baving access to range. Where range is provuied, the follcwmg
standards must be met. .

E29
The outdoor area in fre¢-range systams must:

1. be desigued and mavaged in ways which ensure that the land arommd the house
docs not become damaged, comunnated, or soddcn.

2. copsist of pasture mamly coven:d by living vcge!:z.tzcn. ,

E3@
Hens kept in free-range systems must havc sufficient exit areas appropriarely distributed

amxmdthebmldmgtoensurethaiaﬂhenshavcrcadyacc:ssmﬁmmnge Each exit arca
must allow the passage of more than ope hex at a time. _

E31
If the dust-bathing envirooment for M range hens is only pmvlded outdoors, the hens

must have access to this area for at least 4 hours every day. Cutdoor dust-batiung
environments must have a substrate suitable for the performance of dust-bathing

behavior.

E32
Inﬁca—mgcsystems, awveroihvmgvcg:mnnshoddbemmmmmduvcr thegzzzmg

area, with active management of damaged gronod. -

© 2000 American Humane Assccistion 10
Welfare Standards for Chickens

Used in Egg Production .

September 2000 .-
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food far apimals. ?
Good for business. oo

Good for everyone. il
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Garden Valley Organic

From: Tom Hutcheson <thutcheson@ota.com>
To: <eagletop@discover-net net>

Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2002 6:51 AM
Subject:  NOSBE recommendation

Dear Tony,
Here's the words.

Yours,
Tom

NOSB ITEM FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

The National Organic Standards Board (NOSB) is seeking public comment on recommendations
regarding access to the outdoors for poultry until April 1, 2002. With respect to receipt of comments
by the NOSB during the comment period, the following provisions have been established to ensure
that your comment has the greatest probability of being received and reviewed by the Board: eMail:
Persons may submit comments on listed Board recommendations by mail to: The National Organic
Standards Board; ¢/o Katherine Benham; Room 4008 - South Building; 1400 and Independence
Avenne, SW; Washington, D.C. 20250-0001.
eE-mail: Comments may be sent via internet to respective Board committees by submitting an E-mail
to Board committee E-mail accounts provided with each recommendation.
eFax: Comments may be submitted by fax to (202) 205-7808.
eClearly indicate if you are for or against the Board recommendation or some part of it and why.

' Inchide recommended wording changes as appropriate. '
eInchude a copy of articles or other references that support your comments. Only relevant material
should be submitted. .

DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS FOR POULTRYNOSB

LIVESTOCK COMMITTEEDECEMBER 21, 2001 The NOSB Livestock Committee submits
this proposed wording as a clarification for poultry for the access to the outdoor requirement m the
Final Rule (Section 205.239(a)(1)). The following addresses what we se¢ as the intent and benefits of
the access to the outdoor requirement and includes a recommended standard.Intent: The mtent of
requiring access to the outdoors is to ensure that the orgauic poultry farm plan provides for living
conditions that allow and encourage poultry to be able to go outside of buildings to satisfy their
natural behavior patterns, provide adequate exercise area, provide preventive health care bepefits and
answer consurmer expectations of organic livestock management. The intent js to incorporate the
management plan for outdoor access as a required part of the livestock organic system plan.Access to
the outdoors fulfills an integral role in health care and living condition requirements in organic poultry
production. Access to the outdoors represents the complex task of applymg the orgamc principles to
an organic poultry operation. The organic livestock pian will be different for each farm in fulfilling this
standard and will take into consideration the difference in geographic regions, seasonal weather, farm
layout, species and breeds. Access to the outdoors contributes to preventive health care management
by enabling poultry to develop and reproduce under patural conditions that can reduce stress,
strengthen impmmnity, and deter flness. Access to the outdoors affords poultry the freedom of choice
3/27/02
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1o satisfy patural behavior patterns such as availability to the soil, direct semlight and increased
exercise area Bemefits: Access to the outdoors provides many potential benefitsto an organic poultry
farm, including:Poultry health ~ Common benefits associated with access to outdoors are related to
increased exercise with potential improved feet and leg strength, ability to perform natural behavior
patterns and increased ventilation. Access to outdoors means exposure to direct sunlight. There are
concerns with increased disease exposure for poultry but many organic pouttry producers feel this is
not the case and in fact feel there are health benefits. Consumer expectation — Public comment from the
two proposed rules on national organic standards shows a clear expectation that consumers have for
access to outdoors as part of humane management for orgavically raised livestock. Recommended
standard: Access to outdoors for pouitryOrganically managed poultry must have access to outdoors
during the months of the year when feasible. The producers’s organic system plan mnst illnstrate how
the producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors. The producer of an organically
managed poulifry may, when jostified in the organic system plan, provide temporary confinement
‘ becanse of: -
a_ Inclement weather;
b. The stage of production, up to 5 weeks of age;
c. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry could be jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water quality. Implementation issues: The organic livestock farm plan
must incorporate site-specific conditions, the unigueness of each species, overall
feed plan, environmental concerns, health concems and other issues into the plan to
satisfy the access to outdoors requirement. Site-specific conditions in organic pouliry
management include the area and make up of land available for access to outdoors
and environmental concemns. This requirement means clearly that livestock must
have the ability to choose to be in the housing or outside in the open air and direct
sunshine. There must be the ability to go outside and this standard can not be
satisfied by bringing the outdoors inside a buiiding (sunlight through
screens/windows, air transfer etc). The recommended standard provides several
temporary exceptions to provide flexibility for the well being of the livestock and the
environment. it is understood that in some cases short lived poultry such as broilers
may spend their entire life inside due to inclement weather and concem for livestock
weijl being.The requirement for access to cutdoors is not based on the nutritional
needs of poultry but rather on humane consideration and consumer perception.
Providing nutrition from land as part of access to outdoors is an appropriate option
as part of applying organic principles to the organic livestock plan but is not
required.Environmental concerns are a major part of the organic livestock plan in
satisfying this standard. Site-specific conditions and land use reguiations wiil
determine the land available to livestock and whether the land available is bare soil,
lightly vegetated, or pasture. Livestock living conditions are a major factor in the
organic livestock pian and would require that the ‘outdoors’ offered must satisfy
these requirements. The Livestock Committee recommends that organic poultry production
should satisfy the principles of organic agriculture adopted by the NOSB in October 2001.
Organic pouitry producers must document all applicable practices in the organic
system plan. The organic system plan must demonstrate how access to the ocutdoors
in an organic poultry operation enhances the well being of the livestock and the land

on which they depend.

3/27/02
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Meg Scott Phipps ?anrth (ﬂarnﬁnx David T. Marshail, DVM &/

State Veterinarian

Commissioner - .
ﬁzpﬂﬂmﬁi af ,?‘Brtcuﬁlm Assistant Commissionec ﬁé

Weldon B. Denny - of Animal Industry
Chicf Deputy Comuissioner and Uonsumer Services nusn

Heterinary Binision
April 1, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
¢/o Katherine Baesham

Room 4008 ~ South Building

1400 and Independence Ave., SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Member:

| am writing in opposition to the “Draft Recommendation-Access to the Outdoors for Poultry” as
proposed by the NOSB Livestock Committee. '

While noble in its intent, this concept is il conceived and not conducive to the mass rearing of
poultry for human consumption. Modern poultry raising strategies for meat type b:rc_is more than
satisfy a bird's innate requirements for accass o fresh ventilation and sunshine, while doing so
in an environment that promotes a quality finished product that is wholesome for the consumer.

My primary objection to the propasal Is the threat that it will present to the overall_health status
of our nation's pouitry industry. We are currently expending vast resources here m_North
Carolina battfing an outbreak of low pathogenic Avian Influenza (Al} virus infection in our turkey
and farm raised quail population. The states of Pennsyivania, Gonnecticut, Virginia, and Maineg
are also currently struggling with ar have encountered their own bouts wmj this disease in the
last four months. Pouitry exports to the country of Japan are currently na_tnona}ly e_mbargqad;
the sconomic viability of North Carolina’s our $2.4 billion poultry industry is being jeopardized.

Avian Influsnza (Al) has the ability to mutata to a highly pathogenic form yvith_extanswe _
morbidity and mortality for avian species. Itis currently endemic in the wild b‘:rd population,
particularly waterfowl, and these are the same specles that will comimingle with fres ranging
birds raised in tha type of environment you propose. {n addition, the virus 1s circulating through
the extensive New York and New Jersey llve bird market system, many of wr)ose source birds
are raised in these open environment typs operations. We also have extensive knowledge of
circulating diseases of other types including M asma gallisepticu and Mycoplasma
synoviae in our numerous “back yard® poultry populations. This type qf propqsed gystem .
negates the ability to prevent exposura to wildlife and conduct basic biesacurity protocols tha

are necessary for the bird’s health.

Post Office Box 26026, Ralcigh, Narth Cacolina, 27611 - (919) 733-5657 i”‘:',_,__
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
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Page 2
The National Organic Standards Board

| respeotfuily request that you reconsidsr this poorly conceived idaa for the sake of the heaith of
the birds and the poultry industry of our country. While the concept is probably idealistically
appealing to someone with little or on sxparience in raising poultry, | do no think the resulting
product of diseased birds of poor quality is what the organic consumers’ desire. in addition,
mass depopulation of infectad flacks by government regulators becausa of infection with
program diseases will not fare well for the growing organic industry.

can be reached at 919-733-5657 with questions.

Sincersly,

NI iy ALY

David T. Marshall, D.V.M.
State Vatarinarian, Assistant Commissioner

DTM/sbb

c: Dr. JoAnna Quinn, NCDAACS
Mr. Archie Hart, NCDA&CS
Mr. Bob Pike, Braswell Milling Co.
Mr. Kim Decker, NCDA&CS



Dear NOSB,

] I would like to take this opportunity to provide some very needed commentary
about access to the outdoors for organic poultry. In my role as Pool Director for the Egg
Pool at Organic Valley/CROPP Cooperative, I have the unique position to work with
over 40 farm families that produce organic eggs as a major source of their family income.
Our family farmers come from 4 states and have a total of 135,000 organic laying hens.
Our farmer pool has been active since 1994 and has always required access to the
outdoors. We have a prescriptive requirement of 5 ft* per hen of outdoor access and
require our farmers to provide 1.75 ft* per hen inside. We made these rules as a farmer -
group to insure that our hens had the best health and happy natural life as possible. In
almost 10 years of organic production we have never had an incident of Avian Influenza
(Al). Perhaps requiring outdoor access has the benefit of increased hen immunity.
Understand also, that the organic consumer expects organic pouliry to have
access to the outdoors. We cannot allow unsubstantiated fear of Al to influence a severe
weakening of the intent of the proposed rule. In all these years and on all the different
farms we have not experienced health problems or disease outbreak. This is a testament
to the safety of requiring outdoor access, please do not allow fear to enter the equation.
The law requires that we “accommaodate the health and natural behavior of
animals, including: (1) access to the outdoors, shade, shelter, exercise areas, fresh air, and
direct sunlight suitable to the species and the environment”. If the exception is made that
organic pouliry does not require access to the outdoors then we circumvent the spirit of -
organic farming. This will promote factory farming in the organic industry by allowing
conventional chemical farmers to become organic farmers by simply changing the feed
from conventional to organic. You will see organic egg farms with 50 houses on one farm
feeding 8,000 hens per house because they will not have to put the birds outside. In
addition to being inhumane, this will have serious repercussions on farmer pay price and
the sustainability of family farms in the United States.
Please understand that our co-op has been successfully producing organic eggs for
almost 10 years, all while requiring access to the outdoors for our birds. We must choose
to do the right thing for family farmers and provide sustainability into the future.

Concerned,

Tedd Heilmann

Pool Director — Juice, Eggs, Meat, Produce
Organic Valley/CROPP Cooperative

La Farge, W1 54639



Keating, Mark

From: JGWORD@aol.com%inter2 [JGWORD@aol.com] on behaif of JGWORD@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2002 6:19 PM

To: Keating, Mark

Subject: As discussed, USDA Organic Regulations

Mr. Mark Keating
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Thank you for your willingness to read the following

Judith Greer

March 28, 2002

The Country Hen
P.0. Box 333
Hubbardston, MA 01452

Dear Egg Farmers,

I've enjoyed your eggs and appreciate the recent enclosure on whether to put
hens outside. I'm quite sure you won't award me a trip to Canada for this
response because I'm quite ddamant on the subject and not at all in support
of your thinking. I'1ll number my comments in order you requested them, as

follows:

1. Chickens cannot defense themselves against predators
Haven't you heard of chicken coops? These would allow the chickens

outdoor exposure without danger.

2. Weather
Put the coops under an overhang & have clear plastic sheets or other

pull-downs that come down from the overhangs in inclement weather.

3. Disease from wild birds
Chicken ccops and coverhangs would protect.

4. Water pollution & devaluation of property

Other egg companies do sell eggs from free range hens. You should apply
whatever principals they use. You could have an outdoor flooring that would
protect the ground. Regarding property values, this should never be a basis
for treating animals cruelly &7?? and making hens spend their lives indoors is

cruel treatment.

5. Cost of additional land that would be required to accommodate hens
Your argument here is absurd. You quote textbooks writtem 77 and 63
years ago, respectively, that call for 100 birds to an acre to justify your

giving those poor hens only 1.5 square feet of space each. Isn't there
something in between? Land was more available in those days and concepts of
land use were very different; even people don't live on as much land and in
as large spaces now as they did back then.

If land is a problem, have fewer hens and charge more for the eggs and
sell to gourmet and organic stores where consumers are more likely to pay

I'd personally be willing to pay even $15 or more for a dozen eggs to

more.
Your profit margins -are not an excuse

know the hens are treated humanely.
for mistreating animals.



6. BAn armed border patrol would be needed to keep cut predators

C'mon. An armed border patrol? Harry Winston doesn't even have this to
guard their jewels. Surely, there's a more practical solution. Maybe
locking outside access and putting some alarms or barbed wire around the
chicken coops. And, yes, you could have a 24 hour security guard.:

7. 1.5 square feet of space
This is horrifyingly little space. If this is six times the space

conventionally given to each hen in cages, those that cage should be
imprisoned for animal cruelty and you should at least b€ heavily fined.

If needed, consumers would pay additional for eggs that appear on the market
as a result of costs associated with new accommodations for the hens. Just
put a short notice on the egg boxes and, if need, distribute eggs to
specialty shops where consumers look for higher quality products.

Thank you for your invitation to respond to these issues I intend to send a
copy of this letter to the USDA.

Very truly yours,

Judith Greer
Jgword@aol.com

212 360 6208

65 E. 96 st., 8C
New York, NY 10128
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Poultry Science Dept.
North Carolina State University
P.O. Box 7608

Raleigh, NC 27695-7608
March 27,2002

The National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benbam

Room 4008 —~ South Building

1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

Dear Board Members,

I am writing this letter in response to the Board’s request for comments on the “Draft
Recommendation Access to the Outdoors for Poultry” by the NOSB Livestock
Committee. I would like to express opposition to the recommended stipulations that the
poultry must be “outdoors” to be considered organic poultry.

First I would like to give you some of my personal background. I am currently Professor
and Poultry Extension Specialist Emeritus at North Carolina State University. I have
been working with poultry since I was six years old and have over 45 years of experience
that includes range reared poultry, cammercial pouliry and a 38 year long academic
career in poultry management. While working as a Poultry Extension Specialist I have
had the opportunity to work with a number of consumers and producers of organic eggs
and meat. This technical help included nutrition, housing, strain evaluation, marketing
and management

It is my understanding that the board’s objectives in writing the recommendations for
having poultry that are classified as organic being raised “outdoors” is to: 1) satisfy
natural behavior, 2) provide adequate exercise area, 3) provide preventive health care
benefits, 4) answer consumer expectations, and 5) consider environmental impact. 1
would like to take each of the five points and make comments to each as to their merits.

Behavior

I think one first has to realize that today’s domestic chicken does not have the same
behavior patterns as a jungle fowl from which the domestic chicken originated. One
factor of natural behavior that does remain in today’s domestic chickens is to seek the
least threatening environment and that is usually something with a roof or extremely
dense vegetation canopy. Today’s chicken does usually seek an environment that is
similar to one in which it is raised. When I was a boy and reared range layers, we had to
train the chickens to go outside. We had to feed them outside to train them to be
comfortable going outside. If we continued to feed them inside only a few would venture
outside. A few years ago I had the opportunity to visit several broiler flocks in Kentucky
that were being grown as organic broilers. All the houses had access to outdoors, but of



the five houses we visited none had birds that had ventured outside even though a special
strain was being used that were bred to be “scavengers”. It is my view that a chicken’s
natural behavior does not necessarily inchude the desire to be outside. What value is
mandating that chickens be given access to the outdoors if it they do not feel comfortable
in that situation.

Exercise

Being outdoors and exercising are not interdependent. Scientific evidence has shown that
chickens given enough floor space and freedom of movement will have enough exercise
to keep their bones and muscles healthy regardless of where they are. Iam enclosing a
reprint of research that demonstrates that adequate exercise occurs within a floor type
poultry house to promote healthy skeleton and muscles of chickens (Anderson and
Adams, 1994). I would also direct you to research reported by Rowland and Harms -
(Poultry Science 73:958-964). '

Health and Welfare

It is implied in the committee’s report that health is improved for poultry when given
access to “outdoors”. This not accurate. Some of the worse cases of internal and
external parasites and coccidiosis I have seen bave involved range-reared birds. If
chickens are forced to live in a situation such as an “outdoor” environment, which they
are not comfortable with the stress, actually could lower its immune system causing
unnecessary health problems. Physical damage to chickens by varmints, cats, dogs etc
is common for chickens in the “outdoors”. If one wants to see a sad situation one ought
to experience a group of chickens after being mauled by dogs. Being “outdoors” does
not necessary mean better living conditions. Modern ventilation, evaporative cooling and
other modern management actually will result in better air temperature and air quality for
the chickens than outdoors regardless of geographic area particularly in temperature ’
extreme situations. .

Consumer Exnectations

It is mentioned in the committee recommendations that many comments from consumers
prefer outdoors for chickens that produce organic products. The report also states that
many people “feel” that chickens do better having accessed outdoors. Many consumers I
have talked to change their thinking that outdoors has a good feeling after I explain the
previous points I have made. They continue the desire to buy organic eggs that have a
guarantee of products that are produced using organic feed ingredients, and free roaming
chickens that floor housing provides. It is my opinion that suggestions for the organic
poultry products should deal with the welfare of the chicken. Welfare can be evaluated
on the basis of fact. When one begins ta talk about feelings etc. then the situation is
being evaluated on the basis of emotion and probably the perceived “right” of the
chicken, which is theology, based. When one uses fact as basis the conventional floor
system for poultry will provide excellent welfare for poultry.



Environmental Standards

The next to last paragraph of the committee’s report mentions that being “outdoors™
would have to satisfy environmental concerns, but has little specific information on how
one would accomplish dealing with the high nutrient excreta of chickens in the outdoors.
I would estimate that nearly 2 million chickens would have to be grown to satisfy the
demand for organic eggs. This would mean that over 90,000 tons of chicken excreta
would be exposed to the elements annually by chickens producing organic eggs. Withno
specific plans for use of the nutrient rich excreta to avoid nutrients from reaching steams
and underground water this would be a serious pollution problem. In contrast standard
floor systems contain the excreta away from the elements. Then when the poultry
houses are cleaned out the nutrient rich litter can be recycled as crop fertilizer (and other
uses) at agronomic rates and timing so that the nutrients are utilized by the crops and do
pot have the potential of polluting water. Regulations are already on the books to enforce
this environmentally sound practice. Chickens raised “outdoors” do not generally fall

under these regulations.

Summary

If one were to factually evaluate the merits of keeping today’s domestic chicken in
“outdoor” situations versus confinement that provides good welfare it is obvious that
access to the outdoors is of little value to the chicken or the consumer of organic ’

products. Thank you for the opportunity to make comments

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Carter
Professor Emeritus
North Carolina State University
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Mynamislaryhffkshowsky,lanapodwfmmmlnywifcmmd
our three children, have a flock of 2800 chickens. We are an oar 3rd flock
and have had no problems in farming them in a TRUE ORGANIC intent of
fa:ymr%snivcwdoarbstlfedymmvaywbcdic‘tolme
outside scess. [ have used it for 3 years without y problams snd sl of e
other farimers in our cgg pool, with 7 vears experience, have not had a
about it, cutside acess means the chickens have accss 1o the outside, a pesture
of S squére feet per bird. You can write the law to say outside acess but you
need to 1t. Don't leave a loop hole, dorr't lie, cheat, and misrepresent
our public consumexs. I and Donna both grew up on faoms. Family farms
have mare value then ary corporate farm could ever present We need vatue

in this country of the US.A.
Since 9-11-01 this country needs "Value®. Leave your family fanms survive,

in retay you will see all parts of our wonderful U.S A grow. You will creste
more revenue for towns, and small business’, weather its machinery deslars,

feed stores, grocery stores, oct.

It is & proven fact that if you own your own "Business” a family fam, you
will strive to do your very best for quality. B
Take the flip side of this, on the factory farm and you will have personnel
thet really dor't care to be there some days. It's just a job, your a mumber, you
get a check every week and go home.

Orpanic farmeng can be a true thing. The intent is 10 be honest, hardworking,
and work the sail the way cur previous generations did. 1etting our animels
gra pasture, be and do what they naturaly do.

Ay PTG
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE

1220 N Street, Room A-114
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 654-0881 ‘
March 29, 2002 ‘/T
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National Organic Standards Board
C/O Katherine Benham

Room 4008 — South Building

1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham

| wish to submit comments conceming the Draft Recommendation Access to the
Outdoors for Poultry NOSB Livestock Committee, December 21, 2001. The above-
mentioned recommendation proposes to require access to outdoors in order to meet
organic poultry certification standards. | wish to state my concern for this requirement
since it does not consider the need for flexibility and professional assessment required
to protect the health of poultry flocks in the United States. Although some organic
poultry producers may use outdoor access, the committee recommendation is best
considered an option rather than a requirement, as explained beilow.

The central recommendation states, “The requirement for access is not based upon the
nutritional needs of poultry, but rather on humane consideration and consumer
perception”. This central recommendation does not consider the complex interaction
between flock health and environmental health, especially in poultry growing facilities
situated between urban and rural environments. In 1994, Salmonella enteritidis (SE)
Phage Type 4 was transmitted from human effluent to a poultry layer facility that
included both caged birds and birds reared on dirt floors. Significantly, the highest
prevalence of SE contaminated eggs were laid by layers raised on dirt floors (see
attached reference) and was most likely due to the fecal contamination of feed bins by
rodents and well as recycling of SE by the layers themselves. | have included the paper
by Dr. Hailu Kinde, et ai., from Avian Diseases for your review.

The draft recommendation also states that “many organic poultry producers feel” that
there is no increased disease exposure by allowing outdoor access, the scientific basis
for this feeling has not been satisfactorily presented by the committee. Interestingly,
organic poultry standards in the European Union are based on standards pertaining to

feed, not housing.



National Organic Standards Board
March 29, 2002
Page Two

Finally, the President's Food Safety Initiative has stated clearly that science-based
decision-making is vital to the continuing safety and affordability of the nation’s focd
supply. To do less, would be to undermine accepted national policy development

standards.

Sincerely, ‘
TLLLF 7

Richard E. Breitmeyer, DVM, MPVM

State Veterinarian and Director
Animal Health & Food Safety Services

DC:th

Attachment
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March 28, 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Marketing Service

Room 4008, South Building

1400 and Independence Aventie, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham:

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Board recommendations
associated with the outdoor requirement in the Final Rule §205.239(a)(1). To
require that layers have access to the outside is not a sound idea for several
reasons including predation from the air and on the ground, parasites and
disease exposure. :

My primary concern is about their exposure to avian influenza. The U.S.
turkey industry didn’t stop the annual introduction of avian influenza viruses in
their flocks. until they moved away from range-rearing to enclosed housing.
The Canadian industry had the same experience. The avian influenza viruses
are widespread in apparently healthy migratory waterfowl. As they migrate
across the U.S. from the Canadian breeding areas, they excrete the viruses in
their droppings which serves to infect unhoused domestic poultry. Some of
these viruses are the H5 and H7 serotype which can become highly
pathogenic to poultry causing catastrophic production and death losses, not to
mention the cessation of exports. As an experienced avian influenza scientist,
'would strongly urge that the outdoor requirement be deleted from your rule.
it is definitely not in the best inierest of the iayers invoived nor for the poultry
industry as awhole. '

Sincerely,

lre

Charles W. Beard, D.V ., Ph.D. _
Vice President, Reseafch and Technology
cbeard @poultryegg.org

CWB:eh
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