
February 20, 2002

Mr. Richard H. Matthews
Mr. Mark Keating
1400 Independence Ave., SW
Room 4008 South Building
Washington ~ C;}O:J.60 -O;J-co

Dear Mr. Matthews & Keating,

Thank you so much for the opportunity to meet with you on the 23rd 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 INSillE THE BARN: 1.5 sq. feet for brown birds which
ar-e 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 in
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 "average," 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 of3i4" to allow the
droppings to fall to the cement floor. The 4'x 8' rectangle consists of2"x
4"wood. On each side of the barns we place the wooden 4'x 8' slatted
benches. Our barns 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.) FEEDERSPA~: 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 runmng foot, or trou~ 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, I have a tlleory that many pathogens can collect in
tlle litter and serve as a constant challenge to the immune system. Therefore
the scratch area protects the hen. I 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
accommodate 59 hens during the day.

6.) WINDOW AREA: 8.45 SQ~. 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 13"x 39". There are 55 of these
windows on each side of our 275' long barns. The length of space within the
barn is 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
1 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 of300' long. Each window is 2'6 Y2"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
19.3 5 inches as recorded only 7 miles away from the faIm.

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 tlle day there would be only about 12 days of
rain during tlle 4 months. Therefore, rain-free free ranging in good weather
would amount to only 4 montlls 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 tlle year might be about only 27% good days for access to tlle outdoors.

8.) DISEASE: As to the factor of disease in free ranging, Avian Influenza seems
to be the main threat. The attacheg article from the Poul:try Time, J an 10,
2002 mentions the 1982-1983 outbreak where 16 million birds died or were
gassed causing a $100 million loss. If AI were discovered on our fann, all of
our birds would have to be killed. Other wild birds are also a threat as
indicated by Pg. 10&11 "Diseases of Poultry", the bible of the industry
regarding Avian b~th. 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
waterfowl (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&GERR Y
2.) EGGLAND'S
3.) SAUDER'S
4.) EGG INOY ATIONS

603-638-4207
800-922-3447
717-626-2074
800-337-1951

Monroe, NIl
King of Prussia, PA
Lititz, PA
Port Washington, WI

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



303-381-8100
608-625-2602

5.) GOLD CIRCLE FARMS Boulder, CO
6.) ORGANIC VALLEY LaFarge, WI

9.} A~~ESS TO nIB OUTDOORS: I admire Mark Keating "Draft
Recommendation ACCESS TO nIB OUTDOORS FOR POill.TRY NOSE
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. Poul~ 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 Ian 23,2002 "A Chicken
Is Not A Cow") Any outside area would have to be wire enclosed like an
aviary at a zoo to protect against the threat of AI from Canada geese. Oth~r
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 ~ 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 morning s:ince all their
eggs would end up on the ground.

The most important limits for organic laying hens in the barn are floor
space per bir~ space at the trough per bird, window panes per bird, space in the
nest per bird, and space at the waterers per bird. 1. thiDk 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. I have
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 morning 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.

Disease is a real threat especially AI. 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.

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

Sincerely

~ .4. r::; t).$'(
George S. Bass

Enclosure: 1.) Picture offarm
2.) Summary of Space & Light Standards
3.) Rainfall- 15 May-IS Sept-5 years- Barre
4.) AI 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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Wll..DBIRDS
FROM

"DISEASES OF paUL TRY"
TENnI EDmaN

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 Qigeons can also be ~
source of dangerous strains of Newcastle disease virus.



SUMMARY OF SPACE AND LIGHT STANDARDS
OF THE COUNTRY HEN

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

2.

FEED SPACE PER HEN PER RUNNING FOOT OF TROUGH: 6 HENS
TOT AL- 3 ON EACH SillE

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 33~ Hubbardston, Massachusetts 01452 -978-928-5333 -Fax 978-928-5414
E-mail' countryhen@net1plus.com -Website: www.countryhen.com



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
JuJ-97 31 5.88 5 26

Aug-97 31 5.15 9 22
Sep-97 15 0.34 1 14
Totals 123 13.94 18 105

May-98
Jun-98
Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-98
Totals

16
30
31
31

15
123

0.48
8.23
2.52
1.53
0.56

13.32

1
12

5
3
1

22

15
18

26
28
14

101

May-99
Jun-99
Jul-99

Aug-99
Sep-99
Totals

16
30
31
31
15
123

2.18
1.58
2.68
3.7

4.48
14.62

11
28
23
24
10
96

May-OO
Jun-OO
Jul-OO

Aug-QO
Sep-OO
Totals

16
30
31
31
15

123

2.16
6.51
4.9

3.62
2.45

19.64

4
7
6
8
5

30

12
23
25
23
10
93

May-O1
Jun-O1
JuJ.O1

Aug-O1
Sep-O1
Totals

16
30
31
31
15

123

2.19
7:87
2.92
2.29
1.22

16.49

5
6
7
5
4

27

11
24
24
26
11
96

Five Year Average 97-01 123 15.602 24.8 102.2

5
2
8
7
5

27



~
~\1\ 

~

~"'~
 

~f't,

C
l\t~

~
 ~

 
f\

~
 

" 
~

"" 
~

~
 

\'\

t
~

 
~

~
 

~
~

~1;\
"''1"\

~~~i~C
.J\

~~
\~~~

~

~~~:i;:
t-~~~'t\~("\
~I~

~\.A
i

IIII



env1ronnKntal Stresses, age ~nd sex. of the bird, ctc..
with 1M rcsuJl ~ing that the morbidilY and roorTO1l-
ity raId rang,c from negligible to near 100%. Any
calculiluon of cl:onomic impkl must include All of
those fact(1~ (hat imping~ on me cost of production.
e.g.. mcdicnlion, extra feed, t~~ ca~. q~:lnlinc
mC:lSIJECS. vaccines. dccreasw carr;ass quality,
cleaning and S2nitizing. 3nd loss of loc;}! and iDtcr-
nalioml trade, Unfortunately. dlcre are jnsufficicnl
1J~la to providc a ~;uonabje t;Srimalc of avian in-
ftucnza 10-'.~e5 an a nation...ide basis for ~y coun-

[1)'.
In contrast 10 l1ome.~tic or confincd birds. frec-

flying birds typically do not experieocc significall'
di.~a5C prob(em.~ due £0 inJJucnza viruses; yel, lhcsc
infections arc widespreJid in many of these oiR1s

(67. 75). fnlluenz:l vizcuscs are readily recovered
from mlzntory waIerfowl. particul:lrly ducb.
1t\1'(1\1ghout thc world. There i.\ consick:roible specu-
lation aboul the epidt:mioloei(; sigJ1ifiC;ln~ or ,his
very 1arge reservoir of viruses in wild birds: thaI
this rcscrvOtr CAI1 .~erve as a source of vinlse." for

other spccic$. including humans, Iow<r mammals.
and birds. :lnd thaL sllch ~ high r3re of infection pro.
~ the opportunity for the maintenanc~ ~d

cmcxgellce of "new" and potentially highly parho-
genic strains thl"ougb the pro= or mutation and/or
gl:J\t:tic rC:l.~~ortmCnl. The genetic divcrsity of aViO1n
intluen2:1 viruses in Ihc wild lift: reservoirs may bc
importanr in thc: I)v~~1 survival of thesc viIU~~ if!

naWrt:.
Bec;:lUR of the significant l~ from aviw in-

fi~117.2, inrcm:lcional $ym~ia were convcned in
1981. 1986, :1M 1992 [0 ucb8nge in.~tion on
this viJUs; th~ IifSt (142) focuscd 011 definition of
highly pathogenic Strains ~ M!cnrificalion of
sources of tbc viruS; the second (143). on the virus
and on the problcm~ and possible solutions ill QUI-
breaks involving highly ~alJlogenic influCf!xa
yiruscs in chicutls and turb:ys; and the Itlirti (144).
on Ibc l:ir<:ulatlOfl at" the vinlS MO plans for ~lit\S
with loc3Jizcd IJlltbreilks of mild disease and futUte
ou£breW of highly pa£l\ogeoic avian int\ucnza. In-

ftuenza is an illlcmatiot\aI problem. .~o solutions

will require in(P.r1lwunal c:lforu and c:oopention.

HISTORY. Fowl plague. !lOW kc()wn to be
~JAu.-.ed by highly ~(hogcnic :!Irain:\ of avian ;11-

INTRODUCTION. Innucnz.O1 is an infC!:tion
al\d/or dis~35~ syndrome cnU$~d by any tYpe A in-
flUCnl3 vinAS, 11 member of the OrrhomyxoviriJae
family. InRuenz~ A viruses are r~Sl'Onsible for ma-
jor diSC1lse problems in birds. as well as in humans
;lnd Jowcr mammals (46, 67. 98. 123). Litcr.1Jly
Ihou$~s of vjruSd. b.:lcnging 10 many different
.Jnli&c:nic ~ub!y~~ h3.~ed "a h~maggJurinjn (HA)
:Inti neuraminida.~ (NA) "Ufl~II:': 3n[igen.~. have
bcen recovered from domestic and \IIiJd avian
species throughout the world. Infections among do-
nle:llic or confined birds have been assoc1alal with
a vilriety of dis~ syndrom~ T1lnging from sub-
.:linicaJ 10 {nild uppcr respi~[ory discasc to los.~ of
~gg P'"~uc;tion to acu(G gcnc:ralized f..1a! disf::1sc:.

!I\ d()me~tic spccies. influcnza viruses hav!:
causcd considerahlc cconomic losscs. Thc U.S.
governmcnc c~~ndcd over 560 million in 1983-&4
10 c~icalC a highly palhngcnic HSN2 virus in
lXJultry in ttle Pcnnsylvani~Virgini:1-New Jer$ey
oulbre3k. Thc potential cost of the disasc wi~ut
[~ ~I':ldjcatjon program was c:;ti~aled [0 bc muny
\irnes highcr (109). The $60 milliO'1 indudrd !~
cost of etadic:1ucn (diilgno.~is; Qu;&rilntine. Rock. dis-
posal. ,leanup. dcconlaminarlon, cpicklniologic in.
vestigiltion. and Other rcgulall)ry proccdures) and
indemnity payments [0 I!ock owners. Con~umCJS
pOlitI an cstimnlcd additional OS3"9 fllllli,)n It) covcr
lhc in'=Tca~d retail cost of tabi~ eggs ~ a resulL ot'
10$\ egg production in the quacanrine area (109).
More !imic.:d oo[b~w of avian Influenza are ~Iso
'1ui~ cosily. For c~~mplc. on one chic:~en f;mn in
Au:ilr.tlia in 1985. an outbre;lK involving a tlighly
puthogcnic virus casl ova S2 million 10 crMicale

(41).
The economic: impact is not limtted 10 cbickcns:

10Ii.'\e-" !lave been sut'fered by turkey I'r(dlcCl"S for
m:1ny ye»s in :;e.eral counuics in Europe. in thc:

U"i(.:dSlate$.:mdinls~I(IO.118.1)9.172.185).
An ~pidemic in MinnaoQ in 1978 cost turkey pro-
duCl:rs in c~c:e$$ of $5 milliOC1 (140): Ihc c~"tim;ued
cost of OUlbrl:Sk., in Min~ul~ since 1977 IO(~cd

mc~ It\:In 510 miJlion (139).
In moSt C35C-'. lo$,.<e.~ C:1nnot bc prc.dicted when

011\ inft~l,a outbrcak a~- bec:\use many t:1C-
tors innuence thc oulcome 01 infcclion. These fx.
[011\ inclu~ Itle ~ri:lli()n iD Ih~ biologic cftUDCter-
iilli.:" of {he vir\l~. I:,)ncurrcnl infection.~
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Durio! Ih..
avi:m speci(~

ftuCiza vi~, WE dacribcd by perroncilo ~ a
serious disease of chickens in Italy in 1878 itnd
caused by 5 wfiller3b/C" agenr (virus) by COJlallf\i
and Savunozzi in 1901 (169). II was not unliJ 1955,
howcyg-, that it .wu de1ftonsttafed dial fowl plagu~
vimscs were -=tuaUy type A influenza viro=
(J5S). Viroses ~!aled ro me tXiginaJ "fowl pique"
isoiatcs (surface antigens-H7Nllnd H7N7) caused
high mortality a~g: chickens. tlarkcys. and otbes-
$peclc. Dise...sc outbreaks inYQlving ~ palticu-
lar strain.! have bc::n roponed in many aIC8S of me
world during mis century. including North and
SoudJ AJOCrica. North Africa. !fie Middle and Pv
East. EIJropc. Great Britain. and ~ fomtcr SO~
Union. Highly paJbogenic strains bclorlging to !he
H5 subtype ~e dclecled iD chickens in ScouarKJ,
CbiCkJS~Dtl59 (H5Nl) omd COmlnOO tems,
!enI/S.A./6J (H.5N3); both spec;ie! suffcred ~vuc
discasc: problems. Th~ isolations led to the specu-
J~on thaI all H7 and H5 virusc.s were highly path-
ogenic, but this was not found true. A~ an example.
a virus, avirulent fOf' chickens, wilt! an H7 ItA w:1.~
mrovered from tuckr.ys in Oregon ill 1971 (21,22).
Since thaI time, many other vinlSCs with !be H5 and
H7 HAs have beeP isolated from domestic and wild
bir~ in v2ri0U5 areas of the world. and many of
these ~ avirulent for 3DY species (5, 67). It should
be mentioned, howevcr. m~ historic"lly, the nt()6t
sevcrc disease problems have b~n due [0 vin1se3 of
the HS and H7 subtypes.

From 1950 to 1960, the disc:ovcrics !hat the fowl
plaqQC virus was all influenza A virus and milt in-
ftuenza v;roses could be ~covered from many dif-
ferent domestic and wild avim spetiC$ initiated in-
creased cffor1S to understand avian influenza
viroses. Since detailed histories of !he Isolarion of
influcnza viruse3 in !.his CenflJry are av~lable (5,46.
67). only n1()fe reccnt events are described bere.

ReportS of severe disease outbreak$ involving
highly pathogenic influenza A virozs during the
past 20 yr have, fortUI\~ly, been infrequent.
Alexander (6) listed five !ubstaDtiatetJ outbrC3b
sioce 1975; th~ occlUTed in Australia (J975 and
1985), England (1979). the Ur1iled Stalcs
(1983-84), and Ireland (1983-84). In the United
Sliltes, the only scvcre o~aks we~ repoltcd in
1929 (169) and 1983-84. indicating the infrequency
of sl1Ch eventS. Much information on tlr; oulbrak
in PQ1l\Sylvania during 1983-&4 is pr~enled in me
Pmceedi",s of the 2nd Inte11lGiional'symposium 011
Avian llljl~"~a (143), but some specific D1/CCCS
(47) are mentioned here. The first isolal~S ~ ob-
tained in April, 1983, from chickens expcricnclllg
acute respiratory disease with O-ljrr. monaiilY and
declining egg produCtion. The vinISCS wc~ ilknti-
lied u HSN2 and. based on ~icken inoculabmJ,
we~ lIot c:lassilied a$ beiDg hi~y pathogenic. This
problem COl\riJIUed at a low 1~Yl:I, with about :.u ;Q-

fed.ed ftocu prescnt al any givcn time IJnuJ Octo-
ber 1983 when mac1aliry increased 10 SG-S9~ wid!
~ birds cxperleflCinc sev~ depression. ~
and a complete ~atiOD of egg prochlc:tion. Viruses
iwlaccd from thcsc bi~ wcrc aJso H5N2 but w~
designated 45 hiehiy pamogcnic bQSed on chickCIJ
inoculatiOCl. Thu I9Parr.!It r:hangc in the disease !cd
the U.s. Depanmcnt of Agricwture 10 declare an
"extraor~ry cmcrecnc;y" wirb die goal of ctadi-
canon. Thc eradi~on effort included striCt quar.
anriue; ICtal poulu-y ~ulalion survcillaJK:c with
dcslnICliOl1 of all ftoc.tswitb clini~J. serologic, or
virologic evidence ofH5N2 influcnza: environmal-
tal cleanup followed by deconwainalion; aDd ill-
tensive ed\K:lcioo on biosccurily (52). Over the ~
2 yr, this enor1 had 10 include DOr oaly POUlt%)'
famts, but aLso Ijyc-biJ11rnarlcctsin metropolitan ar-
eas such as New York City beclU~ dlcse marketS
~ found co be involved in me maintenance of Ihc
V\nJs and exposure of poultry ft(X;Xs (58). Thc
bi&bly pathogemc strtin was su~essful1y elimi:-
naled; however. avirulent HSN2 virlJscs h:tve since
bccn t'ecovcrcd from fornlS and live-bird macket$ in
sevaai ~.

The first observatioa of clinical signs comparlblc
with avian inftllcnza io Mexico is thoughs to nave
been in the fall of 1993. The virus was identified J~
avian infl.xnza with H5N2 surfac: antigens in the
o'i]XWg of 1994, and it was classified 3t !hat time ~
~ing of low palhogcnicity. Experience in thc field
was comp.atible with Ihal de~catiOl1. A [\alion-
widc serologic survey dccennined lb., poulU'Y
ftoch in II siatcs Dl ccnual M~ico had bccn in-
fected. FI~ks in the north and southea!\1 of M~xico
wCIC serologically negative a~ dlat tim~.

In D~embcr. 1994, and January, 1995. flocks in
the states ofPucb1a (predominantl)' layer d1ic~CDS)
and Qucrcwo (prcdorninanlly broiler chickens) e~-
IXric:nced greatly incrcascd mottalily and declines
it\ egg production. ViIU$. i5oJaced from tbdc IIcx:ks
prodLlced signs and JC3ions compatible with highly
~thogcnjc: avian inllucn'l3 in laborarory tcSlS. Nu-
merous ftcxKs rcpf1:5Cnling millioU5 of chickcns in
thrcc stares [0 ll1C south and nonh of Mexico City
were sub~uencly jnfcct~d with tile highly p~tbD-
genic virus. The 5t"4IC of Yucatan and $omc s~tcs
bordering rhc United StalC3 have ~ince been deter-
mincd to havc xropo$itive ftocu Vac:cination with
inactivared. ail-cmulsion v~ine has appaRnlly
been ctfCGtive in reducing ITXInalily ~ egg.pro-
d~ion I~cs. but notlvaccinated $efttincls left in
die ~lI:cinatcd flocks have serocoDvencd al a high
rate. iodic;~ting IhAt the nonpathogenic vilUs is

likely ci~latiDg in Iht ftQcb.
The events in Mexico o"Cf" the past several yeatS

rep~nt lbe m031 widc$pread and (withy known
(Xcurrcncc of avian influenza vi~ in poultry. ~
ma!'ge in the p~gcnicit)' of the virus after many
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of cin;ulaliDl in poulay flocks was nor 1m-
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of disease in mammals, such as seals (74, 108. 181)
and mink (49, 101). DId have ~ detected in
whilles (76). These findings suuat mal tIx ~i-
acion between bird$ and miimtmls inlJle. DaUllaI set-
ting may lead fa tl;ln~mission Or avian viruses, re-
sulting in ~ignilic~t diSCa3C problc~.

INCIDENCE AND CISTRIBU"TlON. Av~
influenza ViN5C3 an: distributed d1rou~ th~
world in many domcstic birds, including !wXcys.
chaens. gwl2ea fowl, chubIS. quail. ptleas.ants,
getcse, and ducks. and in wild ~ic3, i~luding
ducks, gecsc, saadpipen, saoderUns, nxidy tum-
stoocs. 'erns, SWaM, shcarwa~, herons, guiUe-
mots, puffins. and gulls (sec 5. 7. 10,46.67,123).
Migarory waterfowl. particularly d~ks, have
yiclli:d more viroses than any ~er group, whik
dornc.'DC turkeys and chickens have experienced
thc most substantia! discasc problem" due to in-
fillcnza. InduenZ3 viruses have also beeft i!OWEd
from caged birds, including mynahs, palUceLs, par-
rotS, cccntCX>s, wcavcrbirds, fim:bes. and hawks (4,
86. 160. 164, 165). These birds were oftcn being
I.-.ld iIt qu~rine and the silnificance of infection
in thcsc birds is no' yet clear. ~ bird;, ~vc
yielded rela.uvdy few influenza viruscs. pllrticn.
lady il1 view of the :li~ of this bin! populalion.
The~ have bct;n some isolaUons from passerine
binb in contact with sick domestic: binls, e.g.. star-
lings in Isrncl (112) 3nd AIlStlaiia (41). Studies on

the AlJStralian isolate. A/scarlingfVictoria/5156'85
(H7N7J (131), led thc authOt$IO 3Uucst that hi&hlY
pathoge~ viruses werc transmitted be~aI do-
mcsric ~Iay and pa55Cnnc bin1&.

PIecisG distributioo aDd prevaleoce of inftucnza
viruses arc diffic;ult to determine becaU5e of the
.gmpling anomalies. The World Heallb Organiza-
tion ~ CDCOutJ&Cd and .'iUpportcd ~naJIce
prognms. to increase the available data an !tic
prevaJcncc and distribUl.iOll- Even so. most surveil-
larx:= effom ~ conduCted by investigators woo
ha.ve a $pecific iuIercs~ in avian Jllnucnza aJld/or Ihc

ccolo;y of i"ft~.
Dioltributicn dAtA on avian jDftuClZa ~ clearly

illfluenced by the distribution of both dotneSnc 1nd
wild species, ~ locality of poultry p~lion. mi.
gr;~f?C"J rautes, season. aIld ~e ~ns sys.
tc:m$. PrevQlence ~ also iattuel\ced by ~e of the
!anx: factors. AcCUr:lte pRvaicoc: ra1CS 3JC difflcull
to delemliDC because of the v.nety of Sl.-Yr.iJl.,~
systems ;uKi procedures employed. For anyone
episode of !vian inftuenZ3 in I. docnescic ~ies. a
reasonable ~V8lcDC= rale can be detenDined; how-
ever. die ~valcncc and dismbutioD are not ~
dicuble. FOi' example. ic IUrkcyS in MiDlJeSOIA. ~
pre~eftCe has been very hi&f1 $O~ yars and
nc;uiy "onexist~ durin g ~ ( \ 39). Th~ AbseftCe
is oot doc to rc:sidual imm.mitY but, rather, to M\ un-

1ft

11

Ii

ace ~irc contained a ~\Ia'ce that diffcrcd from me
p~viaus thtee high!, Pad1O&enic H7 avi:m in-
I!u£nza (AI) ~es isol~ted from discase outbreaks
in Australia (159).

Since the first influenza istJlOIlt:' front rurk.eys in
Norm Amcn<:a in 1963 (104). tbcsc vinl5eS h~ve
rrequentJy caus~ disease problems. Viruscs fo~d
in turkeys on ~n r~e ~ often tilougbr r.o have
been introduced by migratory waterfowl (62, 67).
All ilt~g situation in ~eys has developed
during me la$l decade in thai HIN1 v~es tYpi-
co1l1y IoUociated with pigs have becn responsible for
Ollm~ in tUfxeys (12) chanc~rittd by respira-
tory disease and dianinishcd egg producr.ion (120).
Thi;o; swine-wrtey connet;UOD was !~ first indioM
\io(\ tl\~ mammalian viruses ~ould be rcsponsible
for infcdion and di$e;)5r. in birds. Swdics on HINI
isolates nom pigs and birds throughout the world
(12. 13, 73) :lugg~St that $wine VUU5es are being
tr;msmiued to nuteys ~, in addition. that HINl
viruses from ducks ~ being tranmlittcd (0 ~gs in
some areas of !be world.

AJdIougb evidence for the infection of wild birds
exiiJed prior to the 1970s. it was nol until then that
Inc high infcct1on rule among migratory warcrfowl
'kU ~ognized. SurvciJ~ StIIdics ~~eaJcd the
widespread dislriburict\ of inducnn viruses in these
birds, puticularly ducks (66. 69). and more ~CC11U}'
in shorebird5 (93). Sucll studies (67, 70) ha..e
shown thac v1JtuaIly aJl known antigenic ~tbtypes
of typr; A inftucuza vif\l.5C$ and ~gmbinatiol1S of HA
and NA ~urbce ..-j8~ exist in the avian wildlifc
re$efYOi~ (he viJU5C$ are typically avirulent for Ihc
hosts; tbe. vifU$U possCS.$ broad bosl ;an:es, includ-
ing othet birds and mammals; genetic ~sorunenl
belweeo their -..ir\J$CS occurs in tM naaI~1 .~ttinG;
:lI1d intestinal ~pljation of d1e v1ruse.') in mcse
bisds may ~ aD iJD9Onant fs:tor ill tbe efficient
tran..mi$sion of dJ~ 'Jirvses amon, waterfowl ~d
potcntial1y (0 olbc:[ specia. This reservoir in
IllildJife occupaes an import;nt rolc in the ~oJogy

ofiftft~nza-
During: Lbc last 10 yr. viJuscs typically found in

avi.11 !\pecies have been ra:uyclcl from ourbrcaks
lIe

.y

-
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ftUCn2.a viI1lScs are not r~ponsiblt for mort ~Xten-
sivc poway dl~e pn)blcms.
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Classlftcatlon. Avian inJ1uenza viruses. along
with all other influenz;a viruses. consricu!c tnc virus
family OnhDm)'.rD"il'idQ~ (98. 123).1bcse ~ mc-
dium-si~ pleomorph.ic RNA viJUSC with hcliC:lI
symmeuy aod glycoprolcin projcaioO$ from tho:
CDvclQ4JC that have hemagglutinating QI1d N'A KItV.
icy. There arc Ibrec Jou.ccnicdly distinct type$ ot
inftuenza virus~; A. B, md c. The type SlXCificity
is dctcnnined by rlIe mligelli<: nat~ of ~ mscleo-
Pfotein (Nr) and mauix (M) anrigcns. which Ire
closely rclillcd among all in/!uenza A viruses. Type$
B and C ate tYIIi(:~ly found only in ttum~ Type
A inftuenza viruses lIe fo~ in /lwnans; in swine"
in hOl3cs; oc(:asion.ally in odIer mammals such ;l~
mink, !Seals. and whalcs; and in many uv;an specic:s.

CLASSIFICATION BASED ON THE HEMAGGLU-
"J1NfN AND NEURAMINmASE. Typc A viruses are
divided into SllbtypeS xcardi1lg to the :sncigcnic n~-
cure of the HA and N'A. TIIeIC arc 'WTCntly 15 dis-
Unt;{ HAs and mnc dislilX."t NAs. A swJdant ~$tem
of nomcnclatu~ for infl~22 vinlses was proposed
in 1911 (186) and rcviscd in 1980 {I 87). Thc mntc
of In influenza vinIS includes the type (A. B. or C).
OO&t of origjn (CiCcpt human), geographic: origin.
strain number (if any). and year of jsaJ;)tion fol-
lowed by the antigenic descripuon of I!1e HA (H)
and NA (N) in parelltneae8. For e~ple, a Iypc A
int\ucnza viru& isolatCtl from lurtcys in Wisconsin
in 1968 aI\d clas~6cd as H8N4 is dcsignaccd
AJlurkc,IWJSa)f1sin/1/68 (H8N4). Thc H and N
subtype ddignarioos. which incl~ the previous
.1fId CUlTenl de$(:riplions. a.te lislN ift Table 2'2.1.

explained .J>scnce of me viruses. Warmowl have
!x;cn viewed as a significant 500rce o( viruses for
twicys cn open r3ngc and this may ~ important in
~as iUCh as Miftftesct~ and W~ODSin, which are
lOCated aJong a m~jor ftyw3.Y. lnve$lipwrs dle~
(62. 63) have recovered many iJlt!ueaza vilUses
from rice-flying and senlillel ducb during tht. fall
migratiort and hAve establjsh~ mar the outbtcw in
rurXCY3 coincide with rhc prcsaJCc of thc mig~cry
duds. Even so, it is difficult to predict which virus
will appeaf~ ~usc problems in the tUrXcys al any
giV~D rime.

S~eiJlaJx:e of
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cipirously- Siucc ducks have been shOWn to CXCtttt
virus for 2S long as 30 daY3 (180), Ibis mcms that
few cyclC3 of transmission would be required to
maintain IIIc vil,!lses. It seems possible thai £tie
viruses are lDail1uincd ill t~ wild dllCk population
by piUSage to susccptible birds. evcn III a low level.
throllghout ~ Jar \XlIii thc nc~t mccding 3CDon
results in a new group of suSceptible juveniles.
Transmission can =dily occur due to die cxcrction
of high quantities or the vinJS in rhc fecr.s, resuJting
in heavily contaminated lake or pQnd water (68).
Recent StUdies (93) on shoo:binls ($uch as sanda-
lins, tuddy twnstones. and sandpipers) and guUs
suggested that they con...titure a significant reservoir
of viruses. The involvemcnL or wild bird3. panicu-
larly watelfowl. ~ith inAucnza viruses I1nderfine5
Ihc: I1ccd foc producers of do=tic. commert;i;I]
birds to provide separ:1cnn IJe!ween domestic and
wild bird populations.

'rhcrc have becu only thICC iucidc.nrs of inftucnza
viJuscs in chickens in North Ametica 5ince IJ\e l:1$t
fowl P~g1JC outbreak in 1929: Alabama in 1975
(83,84), MinJlC3ola in 1979 (61), and PennsylvUlD
during t983-34 (48). ~ arc tCpotU of idft~nza
infCCriODS in chickens in seven) Dlber counuies in-
cluding Belgium. ScOiland. Italy. the former Soviet
Union, Awtl-aJia. Hong Kong. Bclgium, Frana:.
and I§lXI (5, 118). Inftuenn infections of domeStic
ducks have been detect~ in many QtW of ttlc
world. including N<X'th Amcria (154). Inftuenza in
turkeys bas 81&0 btaJ ~pmtcd in many countries,
including Huaguy, F~e. HoJland. Italy. Ireland,
England. C;xnada. the United Sutcs, a~ ISlKI (5.
6). Alexander (5). Hinshaw et 11. (70) and tne $)'m-
po5ia pr~gs (142. 143. 144) provide infonna.
lion md r.abulations Df ~ counuies. y~. and sUb-
types of viruses in wild watelfowl. c~s,
domestic ducks. and tw-tcys.

In ~sidering the pleV:11e!\ce ~d distribluion of
intlueuza vins.- i" avian specics, it DecoI1'lCS cIe.ar
that many viruSes c:iJ1:U- in birds mrou~ !he
world. In view of that. it is puuJing that avian in-
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Table 22.1- lYpe A inftuellu $Ub(yJ)e 1IO1I1eI1C1~Ufe~I' ..-

~uluctl\in Neut3ll\ilMt3Je
1980- 198G-

~a' ~iOlls I'n:...cnI rreViDU-'~:-_. HI HO. HI, If.wl NI NI

H2 H2 N2 H2
HJ HJ, Heq2.lbv7 ~ Na.2. Nay.)
H4 HaY4 ~ N.~
lIS HayS N5 N.y~
H6 HA~ N6 Nay!
H7 ~vl. ~~I N7 Neq!
H8 Ko\..a N8 Ncq2
H9 Hav9 N9 Nav6
HI~ ~av2
Hl1 Ha..3
Ht2 HAy 10
HI) Hayll
HI' -
HIS --
s~; (94. ISO. 1&7).
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~ ~ -L:~...f".:t'd 6-{,z.,., q 7 fi- ~? 8 -~ 4/ tr
Db2001\Avi8D~~ chaprer

'~;;~~:"d'"1.~:~;,t~~

AviID ~
(AI: ~)

DEFINITION

OCCUIUNCE

AI ~ Dave ~ thrO\1g1laut u., -aid. LPAI is CCIDOXJa ill ~ tmk=f.prod-!..~ine ~
~y -bare laDi-cont\DC~t Dr IJl1gc.r.ring is sriU 'Ni£k:ly~. OIIa.8IkI -D)te
.~ iD odMIr ucas of the Unircci SIatcs, AI eIn ~"IIt in :MIl if I1Qtal1.spocjc;a of ~ In * t.1mted
Slat., DJQlt outtxcab bave bccn ia nKbys. A fewou~ }a--;;-o&:C~iU -e~. HUIbIDI. bones.
pi,.. -.IUIZ .ikilifc ~ca may be iDti* wiw ~ vUUlCS. &DC .cycle ~~ birds ..I

i w8 all.

HISTOJ.1CAL JNPORMA nON

It Sa 1964 dI8a iafl~~ viNleS of low ~ padMJpDicit)' ~ fiB1 ~ i:A pgu1uy -
(bey have bcca ...~wDen m UBitcd StIres poultry every )'ell' Iiacc IM4.

mooKNBSIS
It. vila ~ it ca..- by a 1* .4. int1IaCDA vil1I8 ~ Ia !be gr1baIQyXOvjr1d-= f8aIi1,J. The 181 ~ -idaali&a aubady -tJpe A ~~.

:O/~:OL~J.Z 99t 099 IVd 9~:t1 a3£NNO~ll ~O'10IgOH.tYd Sola~OOfIJ
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for a large mDhu of poaible vituI SUbC)'pC" IftftUeD21 Yirluel -~ by ~1IdDatio:l
~iC:OD aad =aril-~i.lu. j:Dhl0jd0D ~Ira. Qoa~tecdou ~ -~ ~~ ~t)'pa.

IDftuem.a YinIICI vuy _idely in padlOScmcicy aDd ability 10 ~ad ~~. Two ~~ arc
IC~: LPAI.-ad flPAL ThcIe pachot)'pe <XIigIIaaoDi ue dai'Ycd ftom ~~cory iMcU181iM of I
~dble ehi~'i LP AI iSG1ates caUIC death ia 0 to S of B ;biWDI lad HP AI isolates QjJK ~ m 6
«mcfC. .._~h _I H$ -H7 bollZ8C ~ 10- pith viJ1JICI. 10 k all HP.Al outhtakl _VO ~ 4ue
~ US « R7 ViraIeI.

AU ~~~ YinIRs .heaaluli- c_~ raf bIocxl Qcjb. MO8 IJO'" readijy iA ~-,~ ~
CaP -bs;ue cW~. They.xc !,~"),L. m 8et&aD. diI~~ aDd -z.t.

EPIltXmOLOOY

Wara:fGwl -IiMJrcbildl (...;Id aDd dc~) ate ~ major unlni ftlCEYcMr u£ ~ vjnSICS.
Wild Wltcrfawi 8W ~~rnadc. -y am~ ~ in tho f=CI for loa! paiodl. I18Y 'be i*~ wi«b
~ ThaD QJX J~. am oftcu do IXIt dc'Jclgp I dececable lDDbody ",pcmae. InfIUCDU YirIa ha been
",overed directly !rom Jab II1d POll" Waw nci1i2811 by iIJ1ected wild IhIcka. ~~t o~ nma wirD
~~~ ~~ ~ 18 fA ~t ~ iA I~ outbrcW. This IaUrCe ~ iDIi:c!!-ft!! otb
~ ja a IC~~ ~id8aC8 In 8OD ,

Two other le8a'Vain wri ~DciOD ae liYC bUd ~ aDd ~.~CDI swiu~ Live bUd
awkcU bI~ .m~ m -~ ~ver. -Iky are an ~-giiii ~,,::v-~-~-"';:--"D ~ ~ ~ 1M)'
~ u a focal pomt for ~ II.t ~Q8 QPY species of'lMldllbat -= ~ sold iA or aIO\Iz.I ~
eia.. 'rIIe-= c.ci1irie. ~ lII81ly Milbcr dCII8Id ., ~'I8*- Tbe ~UOUI ~ af8\l5e pBk
poII1uy iD ~ ,.xeu tJI.~ \:~~,-~_~ ity tar ~Dl ~1cII~ -""J~-, ADd this ia tJIID lablu;ea
-~ry fIX YiIUsa .be GaI!iIXI hack. .1U~~:h1P- ~ ftoQ,. SwJae MVC been kl»wa ~ be
~1Cd Mtb s~ flu (H1Nl) s.c tbc 19301, WsIax:8iy'-- JIIbt)'pt (H3N2) Iaa beellS'C8dilll in
I" popu1a~ns. Tt-~ of iDt1ucma !om Sw1:lC TO rurD7I baa bee~ ckJCc at8d.

AI ~ have I-=cIi ~1aCa1 !nIaI ~ ~QQc ~ Thcx iD!eczd birdI ~ .poaa.I .-car » CAlC

bitdl, wild b_, ad paaJa)'.

A~h -*'fawt *4 viM for JoDI pcriIxiI. amst vOl ~ tom ~ poulIry stop& aft8r
~ Izf1U8DZ8 VN is reiC8..1 m ~iatr-y ~ aDd ~ a.s dmppiQIS of
ia«<* birda ..bere it it ~~ by ~ .-riaL Thc vinal it I8IriIe a W8IJD ~~~. bit can
snve -.-iD .cold eaviIv~ L~ vinas 181 I.- :-1.-4 bOlD: tuI8y .". but theN is AG evideDce of C8I ua---'"'" ~~ ~ of ~~':~ osp ~ POIIad8Dy ~

ot}Ja: !'~'bIe hjIdI. -~ _=sIi- bas JJat ~ ;--~

OI.:C AI iI ~uced -the ~ i-.tt)' it is ~_.~= _.J ...film tD r.rm by dIreol ..iIdiI£Ct
COD8CI. AI virusca caa be UUIn8aed OR ~tI..-,.;.tad ~ dacbiac, emtca. lad o68r ~~ &ad by

18'-"; olb~.

CLOOCAL SIGNS
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Morbidity &1M11zai81ity ..-e higb1y yui8hJ8. *PCuc!iac upoa 1k A6X fad-.I -~ Q~ lips
~

HPAl ia .levere famI of.8ftue- ~y 5eCD ia chicbDI. YIr1I8eJ of. ,~ iciIy DY C8Ute 4taJ
~~ ~ by !Iw sigIw. 0MeI a ~ die ~ is sIMIrt. ~ biIdI ua IIwlc iU, aN
axx1ality 11111 ~ 100%. SiIDI may lelare ~ !he rapu.aosy, ~ «~ I~. naen JaY
be 4iIIstIea. ~ of t1w kad « DervOI8 d1ICMdeII.

LESIONS

Wi!b I.P AI oudxab in poultry -.it DI11d to ~ ; of 1M ~ ~~ air IKS aDd
c«Ij~Ya. lQ 1I~ bRIll tM. o~ it ovarim au..ia acd invol~ ofCbe owiducL V~ ckp, of
r.~-:i¥e, bcaarilllk, IZ8D1Ud1dvc... aecr8 Jesicm ha'VC hoeD dsriJxd.

ID SPA! ~rioD. go- lesions 1m, poulU')' apccicIlf8 dsc Jrmlt eXbl1ve lad ~ Pibriaaul eDKil~1
118)' be f~ on ~ air MCS. oYidlXt, pa-bldial -.« --~ SmaJl foc:i of ucrom DaY bc
~t ia ~ ~ cud, and ~11lt1 or in !tie U-. kiIiD8y, JP1CaIw ~ l18III. ~~ of vue.
o-ge .11 ~Jude ~tion, edema, ~ hcmarrhage' at maD'1Iif8a.

Culical Je,iaas ofHP.Al iD "fti..um iD;JIoIdc CylAoeU and edema of~ bead. Wlkk~ 1M WceJaDon 08
~ ama. edema ot tbc ~ b~ !cd ~ of 1bc ~ ~ in the abd~ fat aU
v.- ~ ..~ Idcet, ~ 01' ~I. iD of thc YeDtriaI118 IIM1
,.-wv~icW~
D"ONOSIS

~. lips, aIMi ICIjga ImY be "'lICIUvc of LPAl. ~ alE IiIIaW ~ od'CI: dUcasa. Witb HPAI,
iCIjOQI are ~ ~ ia ,. p~rive diagJSQ8U, ~b of AI r.., ~ f£aII iacWiftl
seroiou aIKi ~irU8 ~ CanGrDlad~ ofHPAl tequila psthotypilJc tb&:""

~ Yit\a& atUI1Iy Cad be ~~ iD chick 51IG;f05 from ~ ~ swab amplcs oflllChea, billl.1ir
sag. .mua c~. ~~. n. vbm 1M:maggiuUuaMa chi,uo led O~ cellL All aIJr-lC1 ~illtiOla
rat ~ be IISCd tD Xiearity I)'PC A jJIIeaml ~ gf me vttu ~ ~ 4etJXIm~~ aD ~ ill a80GY
tiw --~ 8UC tad ooav-~-.
L~ Dlit ~ ~~~ a.a atbc: patIlu"i di~-s irIc~ No'Wglt]c di.-. otbao
pmmyxovilus ~ znycop12-~i.. dI1~ m=ctiC8, and ~1 claoIem. HiaJal.,.-dIopc AJ
sbmaId 1.:; di~~ iQID Ye~~ ~uDpic Ne«asllc 1Ii.-Ie. Bcausc AI vinasca ~
ii8IIIY ~~,..ic AJ U8 cODSida8I ~ m ..l1.w s~ Ibey Me rvpgrlabJe .the USDA. -
CC8&.DIdoD by vinM il8ilUaD iI.8Ct4.~.

CON1'IDL

Pi5Y~ of I.lAI i. l.Idy da.-IIh ~""i;V~ of UP*BC to ~ ~ ~ 11-- lOr ~
~ ~ ~tIri)~ -~ ~ IiYc biId .,.. aKI s.;. --.0DCe LP AI is iDwgdIICcd iDtD
me paultty i.tuIay. cmdrol :. Iarply depadena an volua&II'Y c&ts siQc:e ~ Ire -afficjal ~~
~~..- ~

..

I-~ ~ aalilDfillC 01 ~ or .~ IaSJ'bcMty ia u.ICd ill II-. .-.e AI baa
bDaI .pcobI-. Tbi8 e1foII providca cady ~- of aD a8d-.k ..~~ oa.
~ ~ .iIOI8ao8 ad ~ .be acd ~.
~ ~ D ~ipen.-l-=l ,.eo ..ia diIeCI. ~ ~ with PNiIIY is
~11 sa dat ~ QA Mblpp&-opri.. ~
Vo-.-y .Iaboa of iD!e-=d aaciI .1be ~ility at IA8 0-': ad .~UG')' fG
plIVaII ~-=--:=,-~.Ii~ ~ «bCf &cb. (0t1Ia ~ ~ is dID ~.-c ~~ -
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Year SG~1)'PeI .

1978 141 HINl~H4N8.iI6Nt,R6N2.H6NI,H9N2 -
1979 30 H4Nl,H6Nl.H6N2,H9N2,HlON7
1.980 22 H4N2. H4N6. H4NI. H7N3. BION?
1981 SO HSN2, H6N8. H10N7
1982 S9 HINt. H3N2. H4N2. H4N8. HSN2, H6N1. H6N2, H6N8, H6N? g9N2.

H'1N2
H5N?
HINI, H2N3. H4N6. H6N8, H8N4
HINl. H2N7. H4N2, H4N6. H4N8, H5N2, HSN6. H6N8. H7N3
HIN1. H4N3. H4N6. H4N8, H6NS. H9N9
BINI, H3NB. H5N2.HSNs. B7N7. H9NS
H2N2. H4N6, H5N6, H7N9, H&N~ 119N2
HINl, HAN3. H4Ns. H9N2, HI0N7
HINt. H6N2. HION7. H13N2
HINl, H4N2, H4N6, H4N8, HSN2. H.SN3, H6Nl, H6N2, H6Ni, H7N3
H1NI, H4m. H6N8. H7N3
H]Nl. H4N6. HSN9. H9N2
HSN2. I{6N1, H7Nl
HINl, H6N8, H9N2, HJ ON?
H2N2. H9N2, H?N2

I1G~

1.913
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1.995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

2
13
73
20
38

2'8
16
)4

1fO
17
4
8

178
S
0
1 HI NI. (HSN2 pheasant)

BINI. H6Nl

-~ ~ ~~
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J ~ Innovations, L.L.C.

J420 Highway W.Port Washlngtnn. WI 53074
, Tel: (26:l) 284-/6 19 Fax: (262) 284--9:133

EmaiJ: specialiy@egginnovations.com

...1~~~'!;~~gxinnovatio~~~f.~!!!..

March 12~ 2002

National Organic Standards Board Livestock. Committee

Members of the Committee:

This letter is being written'in opposition to current recommendations to alloworgaDic
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
th~ chickens that are under our care.

We oppose the standard for the following reasons:

I ~ 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 ill Northem Stares there are several months where
it is poor husbandry to expose birds to wind and cold.

2. Disease 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 nm 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 prcvcntion is the best
method.

3. Predators: I cannot speak for other producers but I assume they have similar
predators such- as a fox, ~ 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 mortality that could have been prevented.

..Consmner Expense; This practice will illherentiy cost consumers in the form
of higher costs of production being passed along. These costs will arise from
more labor, lower numbers of graciable eggs and higher overhead of
maintaining a pasture. -

.Environment: Some of OUT fucilities s.it in a priority watershed 1hat
occasionally floods. In a pasture environment this will wash fecal material
into the water, which is against our environmental man~gement plan.

4
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6.

A vim Biology: Birds lay eggs in response to increasing photoperiod (day
length). This is why wild birds lay eggs in Spring. A p~e system has a
decreasing photoperiod beginning balfway through the Summer. A related
issue is temperature variation. As an example, this past SatlU"day March 9, it
was 550 at 9am; this is a temperature which birds could be given outside
access. By 11 am a fl-ont had come through and the temperature dropped to
33°, snow started to fall and the windS kicked up to 40 llriles per hom"o
Because of the speed at which the climate changed it cannot be assumed that
people are present 24n to open and shUt doors and move the flock back
inside. These temperature fluctuations are common in the Midwest in Spring.

In StDmtlary, I support allowing producers 10 give outside access on a voluntary
basis. 1 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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March lS~ 2002

Ms. Katherine Benham
The National Organic Standards Board
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 and Independence A venue, SW
Washington, D.c. 20250-0001

Re: NOSB Livestock Committee Draft RecoInInendations for PouI~

Dear Ms. Benham:

As a producer and marketer of certified, organically produced shell eggs, I
wish to comment on the proposed recommendation from ihe 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
reconur1.endation concerning yard access. It is 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.

Qickens with outdoor access are more vulnerable to parasites and there
exisG a greater potential for exposure to avian diseases.. both of which pose
real health concerns for the hens. Sudden, adverse weather conditions; such
as thunderstornlS, may result in undue mortality due to piling and
suffocation as the birds huddle tightly together. There is a far greater
potential for the intrusion of predator animals into a yard area than in 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 housmg design that
features exterior runs or yard access. Additionally I manure runoff from the
yard area will be difficult to control and poses a potentially serious
environmental conCenl.. Through years of experience with hens in non-caged
banIS, we have found that the naturally occnrrmg behavioral patterns of the
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1v!s. Katherine BeI1ham
March 15, 2002
Page 2 of 2

hens are not inhibited by the absence of yard access, since all snclt behaviors
are routinely ana regularly observed to OCCUI in the barn setting.

For aU of these reasons, we believe that we attain a higher level of well being
for the hens in a bam where sunlight and fresh aU 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

v vlA4lt~vv- -
Michael H. Bynum
Pre:Sident
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The National Orgmlic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham
Room 4008 -SOutJl Building
1400 and Independ ~ce Avenue, SW
Washjngron. DC 20250-0001

Dear National OrgimlC Standards Board:

Thank you for the ('Pportunity of sharing the egg industIy's concerns with the National Organic
Program Final rule 7 CFR §205 dated December 2'1,2000. We have serious concerns that the
final rule wjil have a significant negative impact the production of organjc eggs in the state of

Pennsylvania.

The industry's con.;erns center OD §205.238 "Livestock health care practice standards" and
§205.239 "Livesto,;k living conditions." Regulations for the organic production of eggs which
potentially hann th~ health of the chickens contra,\renes the basic tenet of the final role in its
attempts to allevia1e stress in the aDimal. What we hope to convey is an adjustment in the final
rule that would prcvide outside access as an optional component of organic certification for
poultry in the nortl .east.

There are four maj )r areas of concern we would like to highlight where the proposed sWldards
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 areas has the

potential to negati' 'ely impact the health of organic poul1I"y.

The colder weathe .patterns of the northeast mandate farmers provide adequa.te shelter dming a
significant part of'he year. Producing organic certified eggs in no\"f.hem states will be virtually
impossible during the winter months under the final rUle. The rule will create a regionally
discriminatory effc:ct favoring one region at the expense of the family farms in another area.

The Poultty CoUD(.il believes the regulations should be interpreted to consider the winter months
in cooler climates 15 conditions under which The heaJth, safety, or well bemg of the birds would
justify conflnemert rearing of chickens and be consistent with the stated objec"tives.

-.~
.,..8 --

~ Industries Associ .anon
Jrthwoods Office Center
~15Fon~st Hills Dr.. Suite 3:3
3rrisburg. PA 17112. J 099
1: 717-651-5920
~: 717.651.-5926
.Mail: jshirk@penDag.ccm

M3rch 26, 2002
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Disease control is 1 significant challenge for any poultry producer in Pennsylvania whetller they
produce for organi:; or other markets. All producers mu..~ establish appropriate housing and
sanitation practice:; to minimize the OCCUITence and spread of disease. Access to the outdoors to
comply with the ploposed orgcmic standards will without questing increase the risk of disease
introduction into P;)1!-[try houses;

According to a garle and fisheries specialist at Penn State University, maJ1Y species of waterfowl
and other birds m1/;rate through Pennsylvania as a part of their n.atUIaI tlyways- As evidenced in
Minnesota recentl). and during studies conducted in an outbreak of avian intIuen2a in
Pennsylvania in lS83, devastating poultry diseases are commonly carried by waterfowl and can
be transmitted to a lY poultry they or ilieir 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 industJy in Penpsylvania experienced devastation to poultry flocks as a result of
exposure to AI-infi~cted ducks and geese in 1983. Over $63 million dollars was spent to destroy
flocks of chickens ~d turkeys infected by this disease and created an incredible economic
impact on the rami ly farms who depend on poulWf as their only source of income. It is
imperative to miniJnize 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 tlleir buying decisions on a belief that organic foods are
safer for their rami ~ies- The safety of the eggs produced under the proposed organic standards
will be compromis ~d with tile required access to outdoors. Unrestricted access of rodents to
come into contact lvith the chickens will dramatically increase the risk of salmonella enteritidis
contamination in ei~gs.

The Pennsylvania J~gg Quality Assurance Program (PEQAP) is considered a nationa11eader in
food safe"ty prograItlS 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
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 tood safcty program.

Mandating unrestri ;ted doors for poultry to access the outdoors is an open invitation for rodent
irifestation in poult:y houses and will lead to a higher risk of egg contRminllnon. Outside access
clearly decreases t'r e level of food safety consumers expect when they purchase eggs,
specifically eggs with organic labeling.

Water resource pro tection is a high priority for egg producers. Sound nutrient management to
.protect water quali1y has been a priority of the poultry industry for decades. Mandatory outside
access has the pote: 1tial to create a situation where soil levels of nitrogen and phosphorus become
elevated and crcate a water quality hazard. RaiJ1faJ~1 on unprotected outside pens will leach
nitrogen and potenlially phosphorus into groundwater and contl'lminate water supplies.

Flies will also become an even greater nuisance as they increase their populations in the ideal
environments outsi je access will Cl'eate. Allowing for covered protecrion with au impervioU:5
floor is the best ~ i to manage poultry manure and protect our water resources.
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Today's organic e~;g production practices have resulted from a growing demgJ1d for
economically prodlced eggs while providing an environmmt for the clricken which minirnv..es
disease and inclement weather challenges, increases food safety, and protects the environmenL
These production Jlractices ultimately prove less stressful on chickens and should be adopted as
acceptable production practices for organic poultry. At a minimum. we wo'u1d recoxnmend
existing organic egg production faciliries be grandfathered into the standards proViding they
make practical mollifications which provide direct sunlight and venri]arion for the chickens.

As a final note to 0 ur comm~!!ts, 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 o'utside access as something consUITiers are demanding. Without this
basis, we would hc pe outsidc access would become only an optional part of meeting thc
standards for orgaric egg production.

Sincerely,

Jam~ A. Sl1irk
Pe1mAg Poultry Cc,uncil
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National Organic Standards Board
C/o Katherine Benham
U.S. Department of Agricultln"e
Agricultmal Marketing Service
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 Rec.ommendations Access to' the
Outdoors fo! Pocltry to the National Organic Standards Livestock ~oxm:nittee.

Both UEP and UEA strongly oppose the Board recommendation in the outdoor
requirement ~ L~e Final Rule §205239(a)(1) fpr three reasons. Firs~ the stated intent by
ti}e Board for L~e access. to outdoors is to '::. .reduce stress, ~gthen immUnity, and
deter illness." This intent will not be accomplished 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 ou1break of low pathogenic AI in Pennsylvania. Wild
migrating birds are known carriers of AI and chickens in outdoor environments will have
increased susceptibility to this disease. The economic impa£t from trade bans amounts to
the loss of millions of dollars by the commercial poultry industry.

Secondly, the FoO;d & Drug Admini~R~,?as p~lished ~ts C1nTeDt th~g documents
on egg .saf~ enco~g imP:J:Q.v:t:d.b\Qsec:1irij;y .tfir6~~ r:ri.~ent contrOL HaviJ.1g access
to the outdoors allows ,aCc~s 1;6 fui!U<:ioors fof,~odell~.. This~ttiay:pose ii'hilmin health
risk from Salmonella contamination: .':..

Thirdly, the EnviromnentalProtection Agency ~ be issuing a final rule on
Concentra,ted Animal Feeding Operations this December. The egg ind'ustry has worked
hard at developing an XL Project with the Enviro~ental Protection Agency (EP A) that

*Atlanta, GA30050. Suite 200,1303 Hightl:Jwer Trail. (770) 587-5871. Fax (770) 587-0041 -
**Washington, D. C. 20001. Suite 800, One Massachus~ Ave., N.W.. (202) 842-2345. Fax (2a2) 682-0775 or (2a2) 408-7763



will be the means of containing poul1I"y mamn-e so as not to endanger watersheds from
runoff. Chickens in outdoor enviromnents will pose problems for runoff conta.imnent

For these reasons, we strongly encourage the Livestock Committee to alter the language
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 barn, have easy ~cess to organical1y-produced feeds, fresh water, fresh air
ventilated into the bams and direct sunlight by means of wiDdows and curtain sidewal1s.
To mandate outdoor environments for chickens will increase actually harm the clricken.

~C]~V\J 

Of ~
Elliot Gibber AI Pope
UEA ChaiIman President

Encl.
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SJlfffICIPllESlDmS
Martha C. Armstrong
Senior Vh:e PresKient

DearKathenn' BenhamCompan/J)l/ Animals e .
3nd Equine ProlBct/on

John W. Grandy, Ph.D.SeniorVicsPresidBnI Draft recommendation of the NOSB Livestock Committee:
vnldlire ProgramsWayne Pacelle Access to the outdoors for poultry

Senior Vfce PresKient
Communk:aJJons :mdGovemmentAffairs On behalf of the Humane Society of the United States, the nation's largest ~_n1ma1
~~= :;:=~.D. protection organization with seven million constituents, we wish to support strongly the
~:':':s=' and recommendation of the NOSB Livestock Committee that organic poultry should be

=:n~P=' B.Sc. Ph.D. allowed access to the outdoors.
r 'ollIe AgrK:lJltlJle

=:~~ For your information, I carried out scientific research on behavior, housing and welfare
~~~=n::D. of poultry for 20 years at the Poultry Research Centre, Edinburgh and the University of
Higher E~tjon Edinburgh, before coming to the USA in 200 1. I am senior author of a book on the

Randall LocXwaod, Ph Q ub. (RBSoan:hmE~Outle2dl S ~ect Applebyet a11992).

Robert G. Roop, Ph.D., SPHR
Human R$OUff:sS m ErJlUtionMelissa SeIde Aubin,fsq. PRINCIPLES IN FAVOR OF OUTDOOR ACCESS
:~~ ~=s~= We agree that ,. Access to the outdoors fu1:fills an integral role in health care and living
Anima/Resean;/I/ssues 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 ofbigh-density

housing.FurtheImore, varied, complex enviromnents 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 areaAdequate exercise improves foot condition and leg strength. as you say. It is also

important for wing bone strength (Knowles & Broom 1990).
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3. To provide preventive health care benefits
We concur with the statement that outdoor access has health benefits. Disease

exposure can be avoided by (a) fencing outdoor areas to reduce ingress of wildlife, (b)
feeding poultry indoors, wbich 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 stIess and strengthened immUDiiy. 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 genernl NOSE Principle (paragraph 1.3)
that "The basis for organic livestock production is the development of a barmonious
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 agajnst 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 nigh~ fencing outdoor areas and ensming 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. N at all birds in large flocks go outdoors
This is no argument against providing access to outdoors for those. birds that

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 ~ 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 ma:ximize and encourage access to the outdoors" as this will max:imiz~
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 trimm~ cannibalism is worse in large
groups than in cages, but is no worse in free range than in other non-cage systems. In any

2



case, beak trimming 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 ofpoultIy, 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. Weare 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 shouJd include poultry well-being and environmental protection
Provisions2c 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 cuuent 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
defue this teml in a way appropriate for all categories of poultry and all circumstances.
For now, we wish to emphasize that the word "temporary" must be retafued in the final
wording of the standard.

RECOMMENDAnONS
The key points we have made above would be clarified by alterations to the
RecoIilmended Standard, as follows. The word "temporary" is highlighted in the second
clause to emphasize the importance of its retention.

1. OrgaDically managed poultry D;lust have DAYTIME access to AN OUTDOOR
AREA AT LEAST AS LARGE AS 11lli AREA OF llffiIR 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 ~ASURES SUCH
AS COVER (FOR EXA1\.:fPLE BUSHES OR FENCES).

2. The producer'S ORGANIC SYSTEM PLAN SHOULD EXPLAIN HOW
BOTH THE BIRDS AND 'lliEIR OmDOOR ENVIRONMENT Wll..L BE
PROTECTED, INCLUDING, FOR EXAMPLE, mSTIFICATION FOR

3



CHOICE OF SITE. IN EXCEPTIONAL C1RCUMSTANCES EXPLAINED IN
TEE 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 hea1~ safety, or well-being oithe poultry could be

jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water quality.

We further recommend that consideration be given in future to m.ore detailed standards
for different species and categories of poultry .

Representatives of the Farm Animal-5 and Sustainable Agriculture section of The Hlmlane
Society of the United States will attend the NOSE 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
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March 22, 2002

Ms. Catherine Benn~
USDA
Washington, DC

Dear Ms. Benh~m:

I write to you as an ilicredulous generic and Organic producer and distn"butor
Of Eggs with regard to the Final Rule governing OrgaiJic Eggs. In our industry, we have
worked very hard to ensure Biosecmity 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
and unsafe, but it also serves to potentially tarnish the reputation of USDA.

The Proposed Rule as it applies to laying hens mandates that ou1Side access
For chickens be required. This means that exposm-e to rodents, and a variety
Of env1romnents that will increase the risk of Avian IDf1uenza, Sahnonella
Entcriditis, and otheT deadly pathogens into our food supply. Secondly,
As a producer in Now England where "there are winters and cold weather, this
Requirement is not only imtio~ but also impractical

In addition. currently, we have eggs packed under USDA supervision which
Means that we have to spend $hundreds oftho~1S3nds of dollars$ in sanitizing"
Cleaning, maintenance cmd repair. and washing and cleansing of product, in addition
To $hundreds of thousands of dolla:rs$ annu.al1y in Food Inspection Costs.
This is not sm.aU change for American Fanners like us.

Meanwhile. the USDA Organic label(See Attached Exhlnit ..A") gives the credibility of
the USDA, while proviiling NONE of the abovementiancd Food Safety benefits-
CustomeIS who buy this "USDA Organic" product "iJIill buy it under the false sense that
they are getting A USDA quality product PLUS organic. Nothing can be farther from the
Troth. When the consumers and the media. picks-up that USDA is putting-out an
"inferior egg" while labeling it .'USDA, '" it may cause more problems with regard to

Uniform stan~Tds than there CUn"ently is now. Furthemxore, if any
Person gets sick because they feel that they were misled by the USDA :in t~i1-] king
That the product is as good of quality as regular eggs with the USDA shield,
USDA will be in very unenViable posirion.
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Perhaps, USDA needs to review its' entire program so that regular egg producc s
Will no longer Dave to pay a fort1lD.e ofm<mey both in iDgpectionfees and
Maintenance up keeps -wbich "Organic Farmers" will not have to perform..
Today, if! want USDA Cage Free or Orgmric, I must subscnoe to the same
WO1sbiI1g and sanitizing as regular eggs. In October, if the role docs not change.
The Standards will be qmte less to get a "USDA OrgaIric" label on the shelf.

A Jot more work needs to be done to ratiODally look at this issue before USDA
CIeates more issues through its' good intcntioncd regulations.

c!!iL=-~
David RadIo
Owner and President
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March 19, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
Att=:1tion: Katherine ~
Room 4008 South Building: 14(JO and
Independence Avenue, SW:
Washington D.C. 20250-Q001

The poultry industry has evolved and grown over: the yeat-s. due to increa.sed productivity and
continuing improvements in biTd livability and genetics. The:Ie improvements came ftom
good sound animal husbandry practices and good nutrition.

Access 10 the outdoors "II."ill deaease livability due to predators such as fox, skunk. opossum.
weasel, coyote, hawks and otheT predator species attaclcing these unsuspecting, domesticated
birds. Fences will not k:eep predato~ out there shear presence of predators will severely
mess the birds. The potentjaJ of tbe5e birds co~ng diseases from the wild that they are
Dot vaccinated against is also a seriou.s threat. 11)e wild aurimal presence also leaves the
increased incident of tracking diseases fi"Om furm to fam1. Bio-Sec-urity is paramount in
today' s environment

To volatility of the weather, suclI as pop up Uumdet3tonns will rompromise health and
maybe the life of the bird. Another thing that will add stress would be a sudden cold front
that can dTQp tempei'atures 30 to 40 degrees in a few hours or dumps 5 to 6 inches of snow
or more. Would the birds get i~de quick enough'? Probably not and thai is why we have
created envirOIUDentaily controlled barns.

We provide windows to allow sunlight to enter the barns. and air inlets that work with
~st fans to allow the right flow of air_Even if:the wind isn't moving and it is 100
degrees outside the birds still gets a nice breeze through the barn, On the other side if it is
-20 degrees and a 20 mile hour wind blowing the barn mys at a mce comfortable
temperatw-e with good air q1.1a1ity.

Eggs produced QUtside in the 1DUd or ~ 1adesl soil don't ~ better, safer eggs.
You have actuaUy increased. your odds of sahDOnena in the environment. Pte~ for the
bettenneut of the bird aOO the consumer, don't require outside a(;ceS8.

Sincerely,

~~, ,
Arnie Sunmes'
CoE.C.

J~~
Live Production Manager
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8ame WilCOX [bWiICDx@wilcoxfarms.coml
Friday, M~rch 15,2002 6;16 PM
Katherine Behnam
Organic Standards .

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject

ear M3 Behnam:

I am an egg producer in the St~tc of Wa5hington and I agree with tbe ~P
opposition to your proposed standards o£ requiring ~~ckens exposure to theoutdoors.

1- F,Tom a pr~ctical st:~dp(Jint in cold weaLher no birds wil.l qo our.sidro: and
if o~e tried to ma,'ce LIleIn go there woul.d be lOt3 of negative results.

2. From ~ di~case standpoint it would be negritive.

3. From a food sa~ety standpoint iL concerns me ~hat it can bc a potential
proble1li.

Finally the potential manure ~.1n off cou~d b~ a hazard.4

Thank you for considering my comments.

Earrie Wilc.:ox
Wilcox FQ~~
Roy, WA 98580

t
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March 22, 2 002

The National OrgaDic St.aDdar~ Board
c/o Katbcrine Benham
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 aJ¥i lI~ence Avenue, S. W.
Washinton, DC 20250..0001

Dear Board Members.

I am writing to VOK:e opposition to ~ "Draft Recommendation Access to the
OutOOors for Poultry. " The Draft Recommendation created by the Livestock Conmrittee

is based on :talo;e and fu~menta11y flawed argumcnts. The most' distressing argument
made in tbc reconmleDdation is that of the '"poultry health" bene:(its resulting from access
to the outdoors. The recorom~ndat~n states: ,. Access to outdoors means exposure to

direct sunlight. There are concerns with increased disease exposure for poultry but many
organic poultry producers feel this is not the case and in fact there are health beneftts. "

I JX}.1c tOO following questions: WM are the "many organic poultry producers" in thi5
statement; is the opinion of this "many" representative of the majority of organjc poultry
pro~ as a whole; and mo~ jmmrtantlv. what is the opjDion of poultry health
experts? Clearly, the opinion of poultry hcahh experts bas ~ ignored, and I suspect
you will be hearing ftum a host of poultry 1a!th experts soon.

The recommendatioDS made by the NOSB Live5tock committee p3se a
significant risk to not only organic poultry production, but to poultry ~oduction as a
whole. M~odat.ing outside access for organic poultry could lad to parasitic infestations,
and nx>st jroportantiy, a high likelihood ofexp>sure to Avian In:t1uenza from wild foul.
The effects of an Avian Influenza outbreak: on an organic poultry fum1 co~ ~
ccrta.1nly would threaten commercial poultry prodlJCers and tlJeir markets ooth domestic
~aJXnad.

The poultry industry has worked tirelessly to reduce the incidence of salnX>nel1a
contaJI]in5ltinn. These efforts have =n coDCemrated on rodent control through rodicide
use, aIXi improved building construction and farm sanjf~tion. Rodicide use is rightfully
oot an option in o~c production leaving only sanitation and improved ba111ding
comtIUction. I JX>se the question: row can a film=' ~~ly control rodents through
improved building construction when this reco~~inn ~nrla.tes openings in the
btli]d1ng walls for hens to enter and exit. This proposed rule coukl shatter the comuroer
perceptK>n of organic food as healthy aIxi safe. The effects of1his proIX>sed rule will also
bc in direct conflict with tlx: FDA objective to reduce tIx: incidetx:e of sahIX>~
Regardless of ~ sahooDC1\;l risks this practke will ~se, oow would comumers rcspond
to t~ image of rodents traveling feed trough at night leaving ~bjnd feces and urinc that

bcDS will consume ~ next D¥)rDjng.
The prolX>S:d ruk: of tlM:: NOSB Livcstock Committce also poSQ1 a

significant. envirOlmlental coDflict by introducing what will certainly be an \macceptable
axoount of feces onto land that is "b8re SOI4 lightly vegetated, or past1Jre." Matiure
management is a reality of any poultry opcratK>n of any sjze or composition. Mandating



outside access for organic poultry rontI'OOicts effective man1Jre Inanagement practices,
w in'Vites certain conflict with EP A reguJatioDs.

The NOSB Livemock Cotmnittee .coosen to ignore scientific fact in making
this recoID-tneDdation and the re.-lult will be to the detriment of both organjc producers and
consumers. I hope the NOSB as a whole will make a more infOrmed and OO.Ianced
judgment on this ~e.

S~ly,
fJL.I.LL ~/
}-~ -.c.. ~~ J~ Laf1aIml3e

Pete aD:! Gerry' 5 Organic E ggs
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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 fanns and process the chickens in our processing 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 cwrent 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,
Newcastle disease as caused by meso genic and velogenic strains of that virus and cholera
as caused by Pasturella muItocida. 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.

AI 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 eliml.n~t~ AI. Even with that



program, the disease still occurs in fowl (jelivered to live bird markets of several major
metropolitan cities. This serves as prooftbat the virus is well established in the wild bird
population of this country. The current outbreak of AI 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. Wbile
tremendous progress has been made in this effort over the past 40 years, outbreaks still
occur. The most recent outbreak of this diseas~ 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 elimmated 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 ofinfectioffis 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.2Q@E at placement decreasing gradually to
1.Q@E by four weeks of age followed by a temperature of §1@t until processmg at
approxiIilately 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 fluctU1itions,
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 om houses of these animals and to keep them out. When I
first entered this industry in the early 1970' s, chick mortality caused by rats was a
frequently encountered problem, which caused suffering and hardship. While
extenninators and their chemicals may take great credit for this accomplishment,
restricted access to poultry houses is the most critical aspect of this successful control. I



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

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, eJimin~.tion of infected flocks and more intensive biosecurtiy, Salmonella poultry
pathogens are not a significant issue today.

Cont~mlD;I:tion of poultry meat with these bacteria is a big concern to the American
consumer and to oUr industry. We are making great s1rides 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 fonnulation 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 ~ 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 '~own
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 an the answers.
Thus. our comments are submitted to yoU 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: MI. Mark KeatingiUSDA
nosblet
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25 Capitol Street PO Box
2042
Concord NH 03302~2042

New HcuTlpshire

Depmu-.-1i!nt
Of AgriculbJre, Markets
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March 28, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
C/o Katherine Benham
Room 400B-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 Nasa Livestock Committee
concerning access to the outdoors for poultry, dated December 21,2001. The letter
explains the Departments opposition to the language of the draft. The onginalletter
will be mailed forthwith.

Sincerely,

Ms. Victoria M. Smith

Organic Certification Coordinator

fp 1-1?t:' )
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Stephen H. Taylor. Commissioner

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

Re: Draft RecoouneDdation: Access to the Outdo on for Poultry
Authored by: The NOSB Livestoek Committee, Dsted December 21,2001

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Board:

The New Hampshire Department of Agriculture, Markets & Food (NHDAMF) submits this letter
to the National Organic Standards Board regarding the NOSH Livestock Committee's draft
recommendation as a clarification for poultry for the access to the outdoors in the Final Rule
(Section 205.239(a)( 1 ». The NHDAl\1F is opposed to the draft's current language.

The NHDAMF has been certifying organic poultIy operations for over six years. These are all
egg producers. These 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, nattn"al
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 occmrence 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 fteedom 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 req11irement for poultry for the
following reasons:

Logistically, the movement of such a large number of animals. to new fields would allow
predators access thereby inc~ng 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.

TDD Aa:sss: Relay NH 1-600-735-2964

(S03) 271-3551

Department of Agriculture,
M(lrkets &" Food
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8' 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 cont~minat;jon. W Bier 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 cun-ent commercial 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 integra] role in health
care, and contributes to preventative health care management. Bios~urity 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 treatInent. Organic
production is not a ""social" issue. It is an alternative agricultural practice. Outdoor access for
poultry should not be a requiIement within the National Organic Program. V.1hen practical and
fInancially feasible poultry producers should provide outdoor access at their discretion.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

-
TOT~ P. 03
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March 11, 2002

The National Organic Standard:> Board
cjo Katherine Benham

Room40OS-So-o.thB1ri1ding
1400 and Independence Avenue, S. W.
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

I am. wri"ling -this letter in opposition to -tfle .uDRAFf RECOMMENDATION
ACCESS TO llffi OUIDOORS FOR FOUL TRY.IT Please find listed below the reason
fOT my p~1ti(m:

A clear definition of II ou~de" is not given except in the

ThtIPLEMENTAll0N ISSUES section where it says in line five ""This
reqaiIement means clearly that livestock must have the ability to moose
to be in the housing or ou~de in the open air and direct sunshine.'1 This
vague description stills leaves open the interpretation that if open ail' and
direct sunshfnc WQ.S O1Ss~blc -that this would m.cct thc rcqu1rcn\cnt. If
this means to go and come to a pasture, the pasb.1re 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 tl1e INTENT and BENEFITS sectiOXtS.

1ndjrect conflict with statements in the BEN~rIS section regarding
POULTRY HEALTHbirUs in fr~rUiUlliY.1.g h<Ju~ witlt 1-1/2 ~uare feet
per bird Will have all the same beneflis without the exposure to natural
predators such as wild birds that tTa11Smit disease such as Avian
Influenza and parasites such as wOntJS and mites. It is not humane roo
purposefully expose al'imals to such conditions if adequate alternativesMe available.. .

EnViromnental contanriI1a.tion will ~ djfficult if not possible to prevent
due to rain wa-ter rtm off from shelters that concentrate in pasture areas
allowing feci! materials to go into local water supplies. This is Controlled
in free-roammg h011~ wh~ wa.c;te is handled according to EP A and

local soil and waters guidelines.

Bra.svvell MiJling Co. .Bras-ell Egg Co. .Carolina Egg Co., Inc. .Glenwood Foods,' LLC
Natures's FTnes~ Foods, Inc.- .Carolina Egg Development Co. ~
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March 11, 2002

Consumer pcrccption for orgaxric is 111aL of fI~roaming animals that are
non-caged and humanely treated. If consumers were exposed to wet.
cold, worm infested birds, orgaDic productions of poultry would take a
~Pndo'{~s back-ward step. With xnore than 20% ~u~ grcrwth,
CODSInners have enjoyed eating quality products at reasonable prices do
to family farms properly mking care of their poultry in humane
conditions.

In ll"1e o.f.'lgiLw wuruU1g uf the NOSB roles, Section 205..239(a)(1), Uvestodc
Living Conditions, it sfQ.tes that poultry should have access to the outdoors, I would
submit to 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 bui: the spirit as well. Pleasc find
listed below a deScription to the access issue tf1at most of the current orgamc poultry
housing mee1s or exceed: .

Access to Outdoors -

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

Access to Shade

.All ho"t"lses hav~ c:-ovp.,.Pd ;;IrPa.<: in pT'nvide .-;hade.

~ccess ro Shelter

All houses provide $helt'er wifu outside curtains to prevent wind" snow and
oilieE unl"lealthy dimA-le condition:!- Shelter also is providcd to contnin ran off of any
manure or Iitta' materials as to cam.ply with all state" federal and local laws.

Access to ExerciSe Areas

Allhonses are ftee-roammg with a m.i11imum 1-1/2 square foot per bird. Water
and feed are available at free will consumption along witlt access to iar?;e dirt scra-tch
areas.

Access :.f8 Fresh Air

Houscs have natural wi71ds flowing through the. houses for maj()rity {)f the time,.
1£ "':Veafuer condiiion's permit. During excessive hot periods, power ventilation and
water fogging is used to cool the birds.
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Aa:~ to Stm1i£ht Suitable to the Species

Hens do not requjre direct sunlight to produce, but our houses supply a
minimum of direct sunlight avajlahiJity 75% of the func" Curtains beulg in the open
stage will be documenred daily to Insure the maximmn amount of time that snrilighf .is
available.. CttrQins are also deal' in color to allow sunIight tn enter even -with tb.c
curtains are in the closed position wiih minor redudion in light intensity.
Docameniation for reason to have curtains closed is required on each fanns daily log_,

I you should have any questions regarmng this issue, please call me at 800-849-
9057. Our coxnpany w ill "be willing to host a tour of our facilities that are located just
outside of Richmond~ VIrgiIria.

Sincerely yours,

BRASWELL FOODS

& }~Qi.L')

Bob Pike
General Manager

-,
QJfImI SIgned By Bob PIa
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March 27, 2002

National Organic Standards Board
C/o Katherine Benham
US Department of AgricultW"e
Agricultural Marketing Service
Room 4008) South Building
1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
W ashingtO~ DC 20250

Dear NOSB Members:

My brothers and I are in a family business in Michigan that produces organic eggs. We supply nwnerous
grocery stores and health food stores. Our flock of 98,000 hens are housed inside curtained, cage free houses.
This allows bens access to sunlight and fresh air, while still protecting the hens. Our production process is

~fied organic by Quality Assurance International (Q.A.I).

This letter is in response to the NOSH proposal to require our laying hens to range outdoors. We feel this is
exactly the wrong practice in attain your stated goal of '"reducing stress, strengthen immunity, and deter illness"
in organic livestock. Outdoor access will expose our hens to increased mor'ta.1ity. 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 ~ exposure to this disease.
Recently. Japan banned US poultry products due to an AI- outbreak in Pennsylvania. This has had huge
economic oonsequences and even grea1er for the future of all exports.

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 roden~ 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 witJ1 contact to the surface
water drainage. Our industry has worked hard to CQntwn poultry manwc and not subjccl il.1.U 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

egg production.

Sin11Y)

~;Z:::-
-A GOOD name is rather to lJQ ctlosen th.qn gresc riches' Proverbs 22:'Ia

,
0.



The National Organic Standards Board
C/o Katherine Benham
Room 4008 -South Blulding
1400 and Independence A venue, SW
Washington. D.C. 20250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham

The following comments are in reference to the""'DRAFT RECOMMENDATION
ACCESS TO mE OUTDOORS FOR POULTRY" Final Rule (Section 205239(a)(1)).

-J

There appears to be an intent and benefit written into. this recommendation. however, it is
not apparent that it is directed at the welfare of the poultry for which these regulations are
intended. The stated intent of requiring access.to 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 consumer expectations. This ghly satisfies a single intent that of
consumer expectations as presented to them by a smali segment of the organic sector.
Access to the outdoors by laying hens should not De: a requirement in the Organic
Standards Final Rule. The health and, welfare. of the laring hen can be just as well served
with the use of curtain sided buildings which al.jow for the outdoors to come into the
building. Therc: are a1..vays prcfcrcnCt:5 in hu~bandTy prac:tic:es. that promote one
envirol1IDent over another however; mandaring,one ,practiee over another does not
improve the care of the animal in question. T.his is.dictated more by the producers care of

the animal.

Lets examine these intents associated with access to.the oinrloors in :order. First, is to
provide for living conditions that allow and encourage poultry to go outside their housing
structllre to satisfy their natural behavior patterns. The nature of poultry behavior is quite
the opposite of what is propOsed here. Chiekens do hot 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 nens'that were provided access to range did
not ventln"e into it to a great extent. Feral chickens w.ill avoid open areas and remain
under cover as best as possible in nature. It waS esti:mated that mor~ than 90% of the
hens never left the building due to their potential, exposu:s;e to predators.In addition, chickens have a preference. for housing conditions similar to -,-

the conditions in which they were reared. DawkinS (1983) indicated that
chickens prefer the environments with which they are the m.ost familiar. --~--~A "'-

EmplO'yrn8f11 aM pragram ~rtl,ftties
are otfer8d to 3iI people reganjleu of
race. color. nan~t origin. SU, IQI !J'
hlY1dicap. North CafIiinII State Univet:;jty..A.~~-'-

The component related to their natural behavior is open to interpret;ation (Duncan et aI.
(1978); Eskland, (1977); Anderson, (1987)). Chickens are highly adaptable and 'Y\i11
modify their behaviors to fit the conditions that they are provided, and that behavior
pattern in that instance is their natural behavior. Mandating access to the outdoors does

not enhance the hen's welfare.

(~1



C3J
~econa. IS to proVlae exerCIse area ror me. nen.s. 1 nere are no alIre.fenCes In long DOne
development bet\.veen 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 r~lated to the theory that lack of ltSe..results in mineral and strength
degradation. Bone strength has been shown .to be greater in laying' hens kept in floor
environnlents versus a cage. However, thete have been no instances that I am aware of
that allowing access to range rather ilian. floor confinement enhanced bone strength.
Therefore, the supposition that access to range in an organic setting enhances bone
strength and subsequent skeletal development is no"! supportable.~

The third supposition, that aCtess to range pr.ovides preventive health care benefits to the
hens should be discussed. There has been research ongoing since Gallus dom~.sticus was
first domesticated for the production of meat and egg, in order to enhance their health
status. Anytime birds are collcentrated into one area the healrh status of the hen is
compromised to some extent. That is why vaccines and .o.ther health care products, i.e.
coccidiostats, wormers, and insecticides were developed to control diseases, bacterial
infections, internal parasites, and external.pa-asites, respectively. There would be no
difference in the health care and health staIJ.lS of the hens kept in f1oor confinement or
range (outdoors). There would actually be a1} increase in the use ofwonners to reduce
the impact of internal parasites on. the fleck if allowed access to the outdoors due to the
increased contact with wild fowl populations that act:as vectors for internal and e::<:ternal

parasites.

There is a need to address consumer expectations in the way poultry are housed for
commercial production purposes. Consumers have -an expectation to ha e available to
them a safe and wholeson1e 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
consumer 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 cOnfmemcnt and
separation from predators, parasites. ~~ild fow4 arid other insects which can act as carriers

of diseases.

Poultry are a unique species group when it comes.to the management and care that they
need when cared tor in large groups. Due to the susc-eptibility of poult!)' to predation,
and tn\.nsmlttance of diseases. both viral and parasitic, .from wild birds (resident and
migratory) it is better for the hen to be confined to a strocmre, that allo s the outdoors in.
My recommendation would be to delete the requirement for access to the outdoors in thc
Organic Standards Final Rule. It is suitable as an option within the Ot'ganic livestock



I-".UL14:,),)Hpr 'd U"L

systems in order to sa~ the consumer segment, which desires this husbandry practice
in the production of the produc~ they consum~.

Respectfully, -, ~
:~,;~ (~~~~.£~ {~L~-~-
Kenneth E. Al1derson
Associate Professor,
Potlltry and Food Sci"ellce
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Livestock, NOSa
Thursday, March 28,20023:13 PM
Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
FW: Comment on Access to Outdoors to Poultry

From: Karen Bums[SMTP:KBURNS@LAHINTERNATIONAL.COMJ
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2002 3:16:39 PM
To: Livestock, NOSB
Subject: Comment on Access to Outdoors 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, I 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 wild
birds. This virus would be of great concem for your organically raised
birds, as mortality could be quite sev~re 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 to a scientific basis to the claim of health benefits, only
nrganic producers "feelings" In order for this to be added to the organic

ndards, your committee needs to completely research the detriment to
Jltry versus your perceived benefit. The other benefit listed is exposure

to 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 Bums, DVM, MAM
Technical Services Veterinarian

kburns@lahintemational.com

1
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From: mel[SMTP:ANIMEl8@SONIC.NET]
Sent: Thursday, March 28,20023:35:37 PM
To: livestock, NOSe
Subject: Final Rule (Section 205.239@(1)
Auto forwarded by a Rule

I agree that poultry should be allowed and encouraged to go outside. I agree
'with the suggested wording for the final rule.

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

-
Mel

1
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March 28, 2002

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 §20S"dated December 21,2000.

We have been producing certified organic eggs in Pennsylvania since January 1997, and OUT 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 unanimous
participation for all of our flocks, in the PEQAP (pennsylvania Egg Quality Assurance Program)
program. This program is considered a natioDalleader 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 ofSe in eggs.

One of the key components for complying with the PEQAP program is eliminating roden~ from
aCcessing the pullet/layer house. We have worked very hard at elimina-tjng 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 dimini.c;h 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 cpntacted 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 recommendatio;n, 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 ctJIrent 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, consumers, 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 Fanns
Annville, Pennsylvania

2043 HORESHOE PIKE ANNVILLE, PA 17003

717-867-8366". Fax: 717-867':"8361 .Email: CPIERCE@NBN.NET

Phone:



Public Comments submitted b Mr. James Sh" 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

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 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 tIle
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
health 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 in;lpossible 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 tbrough Pennsylvania as a part of their natmal 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 tran~mitted to any poultry
they or their feces come into contact. ~osure to the outdoors will increase the likelihood of chickens
contracting disease and will have a tremendous economic impact on all farms in the area.



ne poultry industry in Pennsylvania experienced devastation to poultry flocks as a result of exposure to
AI-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 nrinimize 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. Umestricted access of rodents to come into contact
with the chickens will dramatically increase the risk of salmonella enteritidis cont~mjn3rion 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 atthe 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 produce~.. 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 hazm-d. 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 b~ 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 pmctical modifications which provide direct
sUnlight and ventilation for the chickens.

Sincerely,

James A. Shirk
PennAg Poultry Council
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March 28, 2002

U.$. Poultry & Egg
ASSOCIATION

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 20250-00011530 Cooledge Road

Tucker. GA 30084-.7303; USA
Telephone; 770/493-9401
Facslmk 7701493-9251

_.pgultly9.99.org
Dear Ms. Benham:

I 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.

ChaiTJl1an
Ralph Simmons

NaCtJgdoches. TX

\I1ce Chsirman
Jacques I<1empf
JI1CkSOnv1l1e, FL

~
Bill Lovette

Springdale, AR

Seaetary
No/lTlan" Robinson

Atlanta. GA

My primary concern is about their exposure to avian influenza. The U.S.
turkey industty 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,
I 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 poultry

industry as a whole.

Immediate Past ChainI'an
lawtgn WOfford

OefrlOrest. GA

Sincerely,P1'BSident
Dan. Dalton
Tucker T GA

Charles W. Beard, D.
Vice President,
cbeard @poultryegg.org

I Ph.D.

T echnoiogy

CWB:eh



RAFI-USA @
Rural Advancement Foundation International

P.o. Box 640, 21 Hillsboro SL
P~boro, NC 27312 USA

Ph; 919-542-1396; Fax: 919-542-0069

www.rafiusa.org

P.O. Box 396, Pine Bush, NY 12566,
Ph: (845) 744-8448, Fax.. (845) 744-8477;

email: Campaign@ SustainahleAgriculture.net
www.Sustainah/eAgriculture.net

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)(l).

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 th~
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 undennining of the
"public/private partnership" originally intended by Congress in the framing of the law (OFP A).
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 Outdoors
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 ~d 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 faIming practices but it would also solidify the NOSB's ongoing intent that
e:xemptions not be permanent allowances due to limitations of the land available to meet
requirements for outdoor access.

B~£ommended St~ndard lan!!Ua!!:~ 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 du:-:..::g ~=e moB:!:s of
:!:e yesl" ~.heB !~ssible. The producer's organic system plan must illustrate how the
producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors. .!II IJroducers must iden!!fI

us' an tem ora confinement of ouI 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;
c. Conditions under which the health, safety, or well-being of the poultry could be

jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water quality.

3.

ucer seek t t because of the sta e of
rovided in 2 and document such

uecision for eve" nroduction cvcl~.

Public Comments Past and Present
One of our key concerns regarding these and past public commen~ 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 lo~ as an allowable outdoor environment, and standard feedlo~
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 feedlots' raised indirectly
and not be given the benefit of full and informed public comment. We urge the NOSB to be very

Page 2 of3
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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.

~at !.§ th~ A~tual Role of NOSB ClarificatiO!!~1
Following the last NOSB meeting, there is increasing contusion as to the role ofNOSB 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 ata 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 infomled 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 whicl1 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 role clarifications.

>- That the NOSE 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 Campaignfor SUstainable Agriculture:
Michael Sligh, Rural Advancement Foundation, International
Joe Mendelso~ Center for Food Safety
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Livestock, NOSa
Friday, March 29, 2002 1:24 PM
Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
FW: comment outdoor access usda nop
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Subject:

From: Steven Mahrt{SMTP:JUDYFARM@JUDYSFARM.COM}
Sent: Friday, March 29, 2002 1:25:54 PM
To: Uvestock, NaSa
Subject: comment outdoor access usda nop
Auto forwarded by a Rule

March 28, 2002To: National Organic Standards Board
Katherine Benham
Room 4008 South Building
1400 and Independence Avenue,SW
Washington, D.C. 20250-0001

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

ar Nosa,

I am a dedicated certified organic egg producer since 1996. I have also
been raising free roaming laying hens since 1983. As a caretaker of
these hens, I am concerned by the recent NaSB livestock committee
recommendation that requires outdoor 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 organic consumers through cur web site, or in person, has
validated that finding. However, when I explained to our organic
consumers tl1at while we let the birds run and exhibit normal chicken
behavior, we don?t want them to go outside because it is not humane,
environmentally sound nor does it provide for adequate food safety. Once
provided the explanation, our consumers appreciated the thoughtfulness
of our systematic approach to ail aspects of organic egg production. Our
sales have continued to increase. The intent of the requirement for
outdoor 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 organic system. A properly designed poultry barn
should allow for natural ventilation, access to direct sunlight, and
room to exercise. Many years of studying chid<en behavior and health
does not support the notion that outdoor access improves the hen?s
welfare, otherwise chicken farmers wouldn?t have abandoned the practice
in the 1940?s. I will elaborate in the following pages about the
concerns the USDA Nap should have about outdoor access to organic laying

hens.

mane Treatment

One of the keys to raising organic laying hens is tl1e reduction of
stress and limiting the exposure to unknown disease vectors and
predators. During the 707s, the West Coast lost millions of chickens

1



due to Exotic Newcastle disease. This was traced back to exotic birds
br.c~ght in fro,m South America. In the 80?s, the USDA had to slaughter
mIllIons of chIckens because they were exposed to Avian Influenza from

'igratory water fowl. With both of these cases, tile USDA indemnified the
Jducsrs because of a mandatory eradication program. Is the USDA

.villing 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 90?s, Salmonella exposure from rodents changed the
~y consumers looked at the once safe egg. In every instance, these
diseases were brbught on by contamination of a domestic hen by wild or
natural vectors. Vaccines have helped control some of the diseases, but
they are m,?st effective when combined witl1 a rigorous bio-security
program with an emphasis on exclusion.
Outdoor access creates a parasite load that will contribute to
compromising the immune system of the laying hen. Mites, a blood
~ucki':lg parasite, coccidia us, a protozoan parasite that destroys the
IntestInal wall and worms, which deprive the birds of nutrients, create
much suffering and leave the bird vulnerable 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 farmer to use to break the cycle because many of these
diseases can fie 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 laying
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 to
maintain a healthy flock. On our farm the pullet (young chicken)
receives her last vaccination at 14 weeks. This proposed rule would

mpromise my entire vaccination program by exposing the pullet to
I<nown vectors before her immune system can mature. Five weeks of age

I nay 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 Salmonella. The balance of the walls are open with 1 by 2
inch wire to keep wild birds out and yet allow direct sunlight and fresh
air. My family has been raising laying hens for eggs since the 1920?s. (
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 tha~ he
thought he needed them. He then went on to say that tile 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 haff- This mortality didn?t happen immediatelY, it
was a gradual increase overtime. By requiring outside access to laying
hens I 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 wiil not be too severe
once the disease runs its course. Neither of these alternatives are in
keeping with the organic principles of humane treatment of animals.
Those that say tiley have their birds go outside are simply playing
Russian roulette because it is not if something will happen but when.

vironment
a environmental concerns when allowing a laying hen outdoors varies

from ground water contamination to polluting our water ways. The
Petafuma area was once considered the Egg Basket of the World. It?s
sandy Icams and rolling hills lent itself well to providing good
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drainage for the many small chicken farms that kept their hens in yards
and houses. This system initially wori<ed well because the area was never
used for chickens and ttJe breeds available were not too distant from

~ir ancestors and tlle outdoor access provided Vitamin D. Every one was
orant of ttJe potential problems of ground water pollution and manure

...in off. This began in the 1920?s and continued until the 1940?s. 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 1 00 feet deep 50 that nitrate contaminated water
will not filter into the well. Nitrates are a problen'1 because they
interfere with oxygen absorption particularly in young d1ifdren. My
house is on an old chicken ranch and we buy bo.ttJed water because our
water has 12 ppm and safe drinking is less than 5 ppm.
As organic eggs become more accepted by tl1e public, fann and house size
will grow. This is a natural by product of success. One of the natural
tendencies of a hen is ttJe desire to be near to the area where they
sleep at night. This habit tends to keep the hens close to the houses
which CQncentrates their manure in a speciiic area. This is true for
large scale famls as well as small 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
storrn in peta!uma , when ttJe feathers were blowing allover, many termed
this ?Petaluma 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 rural
areas. Speaking with representatives from The Regional Bay Area Water
Control District, they reCQmmended some type of barrier that would not
allow the rain to drive the manure from the range area into the soil. To
prevent this, some type of CQvering would be recommended so that rain

'fer 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

..unJight without polluting the area.

Summary and Recommendations

When the 250,000 people responded to the first proposed rule, they
wanted to be assured that poultJy would not be kept in cages. That
recommendation was not restrictive enough. Now, however the pendulum has
swung to the other extreme by requiring outdoor access to poultry. This
proposal has a high likelihood to jeopardize the hen?s health and
welfare, causing environmental pollution and erosion, while endangering
human health with Salmonella disease.
The livestQck 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
impli~tions. This proposal may work in certain areas of the country
where a poultry 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 c!ear it may also work. The problem is that
scenario describes a very small 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
organic production. 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? I would recommend the following standard as a
solution to the problem.
1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoOf$ during the

'nths of the year: when feasible OR provide for natural ventilation and
.;:ct access to sunlight when present Poultry should have the ability

to access a substantial portion of the house freely while providing
dusting and scratching areas. If these requirements cannot be fulfilled
because they are using a closed type house (dosed walls and powered
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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 health and

, environment This recommendation has the bird?s welfare as it?s
al point while not endangering the environment Consumers desire for

..Ie birds to exhibit natural behaviors will be fulfilled and all areas
of the country should be able to meet these requirements.

Sincerely,

Steven Mahrt
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Livestock, NaSa
Monday, April 01, "2002 1 :29 AM
Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
FW: comment outdoor access to laying hens-a final thought

Jm:
,nt:

(0:
Subject:

From: Steven Manrt[SMTP:JUDYFARM@JUDYSFARM.COM]
Sent: Monday, April 01, 2002 1 :30:23 AM
To: Uvestock, NaSa
Subject: comment outdoor access to laying hens-a final thought
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear NOSa,

I would like to add one final thought to my earlier comment when you
consider requiring outdoor access for laying hens-
Consider the schedule of a broiJer type chicken. Rve weeks requiring
heat, no outdoor access required. Two weeks if the
weather is favorable, outdoor access OK. Two weeks of clean up time. Out
of 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
11 a laying type chicken are 9's times greater than that of a broiler

\ype. 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 Mahrt
An Organic Chicken Farmer -Laying Hens Only.
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Livestock, NOSB
Monday, April 01, 200212:38 PM
Eric Sideman; Keating, Mark
FW: Outdoor Access for Poultry

From:
Sent:To:

Subject:

..m
bT1p.htm

From: Steve Gemperle(SMTP:SGEMPERLE@GEMPERLE.COM]
Sent: Monday, April 01,2002 1 :39:55 PM
To: Uvestock, NOSa
Subject: Outdoor Access for Poultry
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Stephen Gemperle
Gemperfe Family Farms
10218 Lander Ave
Turlock. Ca. 95380

I 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 com
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 outdoor access, I strongly feel J would compromise the
health, welfare and safety of the hens. I would 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 will 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 I see are as follows: MG, MS, Infectious
Coryza, Fowl 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 concern 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 fowl are considered very high risk for this
disease., I 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 hur;t 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: rhey must clean their boots every
day before entering the poultry barns in order to protect the hens from
disease that may be present in the fecal droppings of the wild
population of birds and migratory fowl that fly overhead daily. I 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. I
predict the organic industry will see significant disease problems if
outdoor access is adopted. For the sake of the health of the hens, I
urge you to consider not having outdoor access for poultry.

Thank you for your consideration, Stephen Gemperle
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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], 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 -(413) 774-7511
fax: (413) 774-6432 -e mail: info@ota.com-web 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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r:;t1April 2002

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham
Room 4008-South Building
1400 hldependence A ve.~ SW
Wasrungton DC 20250-000 1

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 famlers 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 powtry 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 higherhumane/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:
."Outdoors" needs to be more clearly defined.

.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.

.A better approach might be to establish a definition for "Outdoors" as you did with pasture.
The same language could be use~ "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, WI 54639 www.or2Lmicvallev.comjimpierce@organicvalley.com
We care for the earth while bringing you the highest quality food.



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Franczyk [dfranczyk@starpower.net]
Monday, April 01,20026:03 PM
Keating, Mark
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 following 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
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 o£ production, if poultry does not have su££icent £eathering

to prevent health problems caused by outside exposure.
c. Conditions under which the health, sa£ety, or well-being o£ the poultry

could be jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water qu,ality.

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

Don Franczyk
Executive Director
Massachusetts Independent Certification
(NOFA/Mass Organic Certification Program)
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The poultry producers at Organic Valley fully endorse the development of access to outdoors
standards for poultry in order to differentiate themselves to consumers and to s1rengthen 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, LaFarge, WI 54639 W\vw.organicv311ey.comjim.pierce@organicyailey.com

We care for the earth while bringing yon the highest quality food.
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April ,2002

National Organic Standards Board
do Katherine Benh~m
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 (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)(l). 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 om 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 ot-
USDA accreditation process. The peer review process would provide a clear measme of
consistency in the evaluation and interpretations of the rule for certifiers. Without such a
process there is a unde:rrnining of the "public/private partnership" originally intended by
Congress in the framing of the law (OFPA). We strongly urge the NOSB andNOP to
immediately install the peer review panel to ensme that certifiers are evaluated in a

consistent manner.

Poult" -Access to the Outdoors
It bas 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 famring in ' organic' .In order to remain tI1le 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.
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The suggested expansion of wording would simply frame N OSB' 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 acCecss. This would not only further clarify that this
exemption is not a loophole for factory fanning 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 lanroae:e should be specifically amended as follows
[deletions are indicated by strikethrough and additions are indicated by
underlining] :

Access to outdoor~ for poultry

1. Organically managed poultry must have access to outdoors du;o.:..::g the
mouths of ==e j'eat' ~'heu f;:asihle. The producer's organic system plan must
illustrate how the producer will maximize and encourage access to the outdoors. M!

roducers must identi and be able to meet the outdoor access re uirements rior
to the vroducer seekin!! to justify any temvorarv confinement of Doultrv as
described !!! (~).

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;
C. Conditions under which the health, safety, orwell-being of the poultry

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

Should the Droducer seek to iustifv temDOra" confinement because of the
sta e of roduction as rovided in 2 the roducer must us' and
document such decision for eve" Droduction cvcle.

3.

Public Comments Past and Present
One of om 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 l.macceptable 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 cUITently in place.

What is the Actual Role ofNOSB Clarifications?
Following the last NOSB meeting, there is increasing confusion as to the role ofNOSB
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 1ruly meaningful manner. The public's
adamant comments to keep factory farming out of organic sent a very powerful message
to the Nap. 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 conclusjon, 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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Nation~ Org3nic Standards Board
do Kathf:rine B~ham
Roam 4008 -Somh Building
1400 allU rJlde.pcLJdcn~c A ~c,. SW
Was1ringt~ DC 202:50-000 1

De3r Board Members:

We are wri1i11g regarding certain regulations undeI' the Nario"t:lal Or-ganic Program,
panicularly 7 C.F.R. 205. dcaling ~th livestock health care practice st3Q~ and living
c:nnrli1ioT1S. Specifically. we question th~ bcneDts of req1ririD?, cbicklmS ;md poultry products to be
produced in a .frce-xange en-vironmenE.

The NatIonal Organic Program's rules reqciTe livestock 10 ~ave access to pasture in order to
gain tbe benefits of dir~cl. ~u.nlig}.11 ~d fresh m- Howc...er7 it bas been brought to our attentton "th3-t
such access would eA-po.se clrickens to a wide rangy;:; ofrisks that couldjeapfJ3'djz.c IhaT he.alth. We
are especially concerned that forciI1g clrick~ 10 free range would increase their likelihood of
infec"tion from wild birds with diseases, such as avian influenza (N). No doubt you are aware of
the impact tb.aI one report of AI iri Fennsy !vania had on "the entire American poulny industry -botb
organic and non-orgamc -when the Japanese government J:~fllSed to accept U.S. poulrry exports.

Egg a;nd pOulTrYproducers interested:in marketing org311ic products have a~eed to provide
housing for chickcns thaI allow them ttJ roam fJ:I:!::ly in a. barn" have easy access to organically-
produced fe~ fresh water. ficsh air ~tilated into the baros, and dlrecr sunIighr through '\vlndows.
We believe the hazards facing these birds when forced. ro ~~e outweigh the bene.fir.s of free-
rdUging. b~ciib ilit.-y ~~ bc dchicvcd thI"Ou.?;h safcr mcthods. Th~fore~ 'We 1JI"g~ you "to reconsider
the "'access to the outdoors'" provisiOIlS in the organic prodnc'tion guidelines to exf::mPt chickens

friJm the requirement of being free-ranged.

Thank you for your considaarion of this isSDe'-

Sincere1 y,

Jr.

Membcr of ~ngress

~OOJOn~-
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March 29, 2002

~/
The National OrgaIric Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Wasillngton, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

I have been involved with or earned my living from poultry and egg production since my first 4-H
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 would lay eggs
in the winter months (that was before we knew about the effect of day length changes). I built another
time-clock in 1947 to turn my chickens out of the hen house after 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 scratch in the dirt or pick
up undigested grain from fresh cow-piles, I was also letting them pick up parasites and diseases. Wild
birds brought lice and mites to them. They got worms (round, cecal, tape and capillary) as well as ~.
W coccidiosis, leucosis and salmonella. When we built them a new "modern" laying house with deep
litter to scratch in, 3 square feet of space per hen, fresh water and adequate nesting and roosting space,
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 thett time in the house eating a more balanced diet based on what we knew,
thett parasites were reduced to mostly roundworms (which we could treat to get rid of) and tape worms
at times and the only serious disease problem was leucosis (chicken cancer). We effectively prevented
access to the house by rats and most. mice and particularly wild birds and snakes. We completely
stopped night-time killings and mutilations by mink, weasels, rats, coons, and foxes. The hens were
healthier with normal mortality less than 10% per year and I got over 200 eggs per hen per year up from
about 150 eggs per year.

www.ext.vt.edu
Extension is a joint program ofYirginia Tech, Virginia State University, me U.S. Department of Agriculture, and ,state and local governments.

VJrginia CoopeI'ltive Extension programs and employment are open to all, regaxUless, of race, color, religion, sex,
age, vereran starns, national origin, disability, or political affiliation:--!-?equal opportUnity/~~tion employer.
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If this Draft is approved as written, then the broilers and eggs produced under these conditio~ should be
required to carry a warning label. The label should state that the "broilers produced and the hens that
produced these eggs were exposed to the elements of weather and also to the risk of natural diseases
such as g. £Qli. in manure, coccidosis from soil, Salmonella enterididis from rats and mice, and worms
from natural insects. These eggs may contain an increased level of s.. ~terididisdue to this exposure.
Broiler meat tissue may have increased risk of ~ fQ[i 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 $bould 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,

'P au~ -'I! '7Jt::t~..JI,~
Paul L. Ruszler
Extension Poultry Specialist,
Poultry Husbandry and Management
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Marc.h 29 t 2002

The National Oyganic Standards Board
c/o KatfJerine Benbam
Room ,4008 -South B1Jilding
14()() ;md Independence Avenue. ~- W -
Washington,. DC 20250-0001

D~ Board Metn betS:

.r am writing in opposition to the "DnIft Recormnendation -Access to the Outdoors for
Poultry'" .

Thc draft statcs,. '~The intent of requirin~ acc~ to the outdoors is 10 ensme that the
organic poultry famI plan provides for living conditions that allow and encourage poultry
to be able to go outside of buildings to satiSfy 1ileir na~ behaviors, proVide arieqDare
oxercisl': area. provide ,preventive health C3re benefits and answer consumer expectations
of organic livcstock management. 17

r ag.ree .with the general idea conveyed 1;1 the ~ tbat o~ objectives as produc=-s of
otgacic PfOducts should be to enS'tn"e a he;3Jtby enYironment for the birds and provide
consumers the product they want. I am not convi:nc~ however, that the proposcd
.maI.1.agement 't'eq1li1:emenrs m.ake a positive con1ri butiou rowatd achieving ttlose
objectives.

My interdepartmental PhD coveriug both anima} h1JSbandry and wildlife biology,
followed by a continual ptn'Suit of infonnation in both a:reas,. has pt"Ovjded a bJ:Oarlened
perspective on what "natural", truly !!!~..!lS. When I think ot~ ~ I rec:all seve.1oa.I clips
from nature movies whcrc anim~.1.c; have dicd slow, painful and e"len trJ.rturous dea.ths
from prCda:non, StclrVatio;n., -weath~ M1d ~ease; d~bs that ~ :fur mOIl: "CI1JCf" t1Ji:1n
W!.Julcl ~u1Iy cvt;r OI;CW- uud~r aIry [onu of Juode~'.I) al1.iJna1 husbandry. ~atmal" fur
tbwI-type wild birds mcans 80-90% morta1ity in the first year. Providing an environment
for animals that is more na.tural is not nC%:essari1y improving thei~ welfare. An article
ftom ilie Eg~er states, ..A report from the Ethical Council tor Uomestic Animals ot'
the Danish N.fi:n::istIy of Agricul~ bas cast doubt 011 the benefits of '"'frec IaDgC" or
"organic" systems of egg ,production. The council said that the death rate among ~ in
these systems is 3-4 ~es ~ghe1{ ~ C{)nventiODal systems. Poor qtJa1ity foods, illness,
~k of medi~ ~~ picking, caDDi~lism, and ~ contributed to a death ra:te
amo-o.g birds of about 16 .pcrcent." There i:l1i1;tle qtJestion that :'provide ~ntive health .
care benefits" should ~t be listed as an advantage. of providing outdoor acc-~ for
chickens. Even the amount of exE:rcise wonid not ~ .'iu.fficientiy influenced by outdoor
acx:css as to proVide a 5lgni.ticant improVeJnent in physical hcalth.
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0IJt technical adYisor (poulny vererm4rian) offers ~'following in.torInatioo:

E.~m1re to soil would result in Il m11rkcd inc~c in infct;tiom dclctcrious to the
healtb of flocks. Bactcrial pathogens such as Salmonella. Erysipelothrtt:
Pa.'itelUella arJd Clostridium in addirion to ~itic diseases inc1uding
coc~idiosis. histomoniasis and heLrai:!':lth infections which persist in soil for years
and will int"ec"t suCt:essive flocks. M~ty of up to 5001. has occm:red in the: EU
following mtl.'oduction of e::tteDsive housing systems.

Outbrcalo of polU1ry di~, rendered obsolcte by mooc:m bo~ and hygieDC,
would bc difficult to ~ as eff"Cctive drugs which were a,,-ai1able for therapy
through the 60~s and 70'~ have been withdrawn- Tn.:my ~cnt, adm1ni~tr:rtjo1) of
drugs to producing flocks would be contta-indicated by COncexDs for :l:esidues and
would bc disallowed by the restraints of organic prodnctio..n.

Extcnsive systems are ~sociat.ed with a high rate of predarlO1:l 10-'5 ft"Om raptOIS
aod ca1:nivoro~ roat.Il11lals. Iu th~ UK,. Ulc::It: bi1::i bc::cn w c:.'pl~n in lhc [ox
population as a result of extensive housing SYEtems. In the context of the USA
~nd continental Europe,. this bss' ptJblic ~th implications as R ~11t of the

potential inCIt:asC in cvnmct with carria-s of rabies-

Experience has shoW}) that bighly selected hybr:id laying St1'2ins arc lJDSuitcd to
cxten.C9ive hou:ring systems, and high mortaliiy occurs as a resuh of cannibalism,
metabolic Stress, disease and exposure to c1itD.atic extremes. nus com bI:: vicwcl

as a signfflcant wcl.fa:rc issue.

Eggs derived from extensive systems have a higher level of fecal and soil
contaUJination compared to eggs from caged, co~-ta-t1oor,. ot aviary systems.
11ris results in an mGrease in prevalence of infection with Salmonella which is of
importance to c:.omumers. ExpoSUX'e of floor laid eggs to pseudomQnd3 and othcr

soil-bome organisms detraCtS from quality.

Thc red jungiefowl is tbe wild ancestor of domestic ,fowl. 1M Pheosm3t.9 of the- WQTld"J)y
Paul Jobmgard provides a good overview of wba1 COn.1titutes natural behavior. habitat,
cl.c: for j1mglefowl. J~c:fowl are fotmd in ncarly al111'Opical to subtropical habita:ts.
Encouraging o1Jt.door ~S in any bsbi1at type otb=- than tropical or sub11'opical wOuld
apPClr to be pla~ an' unn.:rtnral ~ on the ~ies. It could be argued' tba't
domesticated descendant;s of the junglt:fowl (me beavier commCX'cial ia.yer ;lLr~ in
paIricular) are now bettcr adapted to survive in non.tropical c~~ HO'WeVer~ with
mod=n main3, cvcn mo.rc sclC1:tive ~mg has gone into making them adapt2bl~ to
cages and an indoor environment, so an outdoo~ en.virnn~~t ~ most l1kciy less "nanJrai"
Tn them than bejng' indoors. k I review the natm'31 ea>1oRY of jungle~ it ~
appaTent that even the best ~ range eIIVironment we might come up wIth would be so
inadequa.te and insigci:ficant at providing for the trUly ~ behaviors of the species"
that the token intetmitten! seasoDal access to the o1m1oors is not wOTrh the associated

health risks it p~.

-=-
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OUf:; of the main topics of roy dissertation W2S imprinting. Most of us arc faIniljar with
tl1e sti-ong impzjnting or bonding of birds 3tJch ~ goslings that rcsul1s in their becoming
so attached to the first IUoving objcct thcy Scc,. that tbcy will follow human carctaJ{ers
around as though they were their parents. Birds also ~ence -environmental
imprinting. They will und~o Sttong bonding with. t.he e.n.viro1:l1"-eIJ.t they grow ~ i~ &l1ld
it becomes thcir '"hOnte", Pheasants batched from eggs takcn ftom the nests of wild birds
can be mised indO0I3 and they mil, become imprinted on and ve:ry accustomed to their
indoor enviroDment. Moving theIn ro an outdoor run can require almost as bjg of an
adjustment as moving wild trapped phc:3sants into an enclosure. Commercial strains of
~g chicl<en3 ~ gcncticaUy scl1:Cted for lifc in GIn indOor environment and upOU
batcbing they become imprinted on an iDdoor errviIOIJment. Their welfare needs must
therefore. be looked at from thatp ~ve-

The proposal for outdoor access appems to be 5lmply a marketjn~ c:qort and should be
dcaIt With as such. As I sce it, the most pertinent ~on proposed for providing outdoor
access is to '.answer cot:lS11Iner expectations of organic livestock: IDg11~gemenr_'"
Eggiand' 3 Dost l"I::CCms tl),t)u.~~~ of cot1Sumer inGuides ~ year:o by E-mai.l~ letters and
phone calls. A significant portion of the .calls re1a:t-e to keeping hens in cag.es. It is rather
uncommon for the .fSS11e of outdoor access to eve:n be mentioned. & long C3 the .hcns arc
not in cagcs and can move a:rouncl freely, CO1JS1:nners' welfare concerns are satisfied. The
success of C'Un'C1].t cage-free (not free-range) ~ products :31:tests to consumcr
acceptability.

As YQU gi vc a .ljIJ3l ~ew !O tl1is 1s$1l~ please consider these thougfIm .and implement
standmds that are truly for the benefit of the laying hens and the organic egg #ldt1S1l"y,
wbic.h in my estiroation co.nstitutes ,removing thc requiTement for outdoor RCCC3S.

Sincerely,

~~{~
Bart T. Slaugh, PhD
Director of Quality A.smn-ance

--
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The Na:tioual Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benh.BJ:n
Room 4008 -S()uth Building
1400 and Independence Avepue, S. W.
W~hingtr:Jn. DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Members:

I have one more thought after sending my letter of comment in opposition to the "Draft
Recommendation -Access to the Outdoors .for PoultrY".

The American Humane Association Welfare Standards for C1riC~DS do not requirc
outdcor access tor laying hens in oroer to be classi:fied as "ftee- farmed"~ which I feci
adds credibility in support of not requiring outdoor access.

Sin~ly.

Jf-f"J"~
-Bart T. Slaugh. PhD

Director of Quality ABslJIance

f
---
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For deep litter systems. the use ofpe:rches abcve the littcr floor C3:t) C3.USC problems with
litter ~"en101t. The I.1Se of pe1'Ches other than lighting rails or those provided on top
of nest boxes is therefc~ ant requiTed. Where 4 A ' frames are used, the caretakor must
ensure that litter is InaI:laged. .'.

E27
There must be a gap of no less than OSm on dther side of any .pcrch to allow hens to gripthe perchcs without risk ~f tIa.{'ping their CfuW5. .

E28
Perches must be positioned to miTlirojze diItymg of any hens below ang, where. possibl~roust b~ over a .droppings pit. ~

I i;:cc-range. .' I

The AHA Welfare Standards for Laying Hens do not require that he11S
baving access to. range.. W.here range is provided, the following
st:mdards -must be met. .

E29
The outdoor area. in free-rnnge systems must:

1. be deslg:oed aDd mauaged in ways which enStJre that the land aro~ the house
does not become damaged, co~m1T1.~ or sodden;

2. .ccnsist of p~e mainly ca~. by li.vmg vegetl.tiOD- ...
E3O
Bens kept in frec-nmge systems must have sufficierit ~t areas appropriately distnD~
aroUIid the building to ensure that ail heDS hilve ready accesS ~ the range. Each eo<dt a1'camu.q! allow the passage; of mOte than ~e hen at a time. '

E31
If the chlst-bathins enviroaXn.e:nt fur ~ rnn~ hen.~ 1.9 only provided outdoors. the hens
must have access to this area for at least 4 hotn'S every day. O1..1tdoor dust.bathing
envirolmlents ,must have 3. ~ubstta!e S11itab1c fur the pcriorInanCC ofdust..,bathing
behavior. ,,' ,

F32 .' .

In fI'ee-racgc- systems" a cover at- ~ vegetation should be m~;ma;IJed o~ the gx-arlng
area. with ~Ye man;Igemcnt of dam .aged. ~d. '. .,

10e 2000 Ameri~' Hnmane ~on
Welfaie S~nt'iardsfor C11ici<-eDSUsed in Egg PrOduction. .

Seritcmber 2000...
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From:
To:
Sent
5ubj~

Tom Hutcheson <thutcheson@ota.com:>
<eegletop@discover-netnet:>
Wednesday, March 27, 20026:51 AM
NasB recommei1dation

Dear Tony,

Here's the words.

Yours,
Tom

NOSH ITEM FOR PUBUC COMMENT

The National Organic Standards Board (NOSB) is seeking public COImnent on reconm:1e:n@tions
regaIdmg access to the out~rs for poultry until Apri11~ 2002. WIth respect to receipt of COnJInents

by the NOSB during the comment period, the following provjsions have been established to ensure
that your comment has the greatest probability of being ~eived and reviewed by the Board: -Mail:
Persons may submit commenis on listed Board recommendatioDS by mail to: ~ National Organic

St3JJ@Ids Board; do K.atherine &pharo; Room 4008 -South Building; 1400 and Independence
Avenue, SW; Washington, D.C. 20250-0001.

.E-mai): CGrmDents may be sent via :internet to :respective Board committees by submitting an E-mail
to Bow-d committee E-mail ~countg provided with each recommendation.

-Fax: CoJrnDents may be submitted by :fux to (202) 205-7808.
.Clearly indicate if you arc for or against the Bo3rrl recomm~!!(ia~n or some part oiit and why.

Inch1de recommended wording changes as appropriate.
-IDClude a copy of articles or other references that support your comments. Only relevant milterial

sho uld 00 submitted.

DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONACCESS TO mE OumOORS FOR POULTRYNOSB
LIVESTOCK COM:lt.fl1-1'hEDECEMBER21, 2001 The NOSB Livestock Committee submits
~ p.rvpu~c.l wording ~ a. clarification for poultry for the ncces~ to the 01.ItdOOI requirement m the

fjDal RuJe (Section 205.239(a)(1)). The following addresses what we see as ~ intent ~ benefits of
the access to the outdoor requirement and inchldes a reco~nded standari~!;,The intent of
requiring a~ to the outdoors is to ensure that the organic poultry fmm pJan provides for Jiving
conditions tbat allOw and encourage poultry to be able to go outside of buildings to satisfy their

natural behavior patterns, provide adequate exercise area" provide preventive ~ care benefits and
answer consumer eXpectations of organic livestock man~~ement. The intent is to incoIporate the

management plan for outdoor access as a required part of the livestock organic system pJan.Accessto
the outdoors fuJ:fills an integral role in ~h care aDd Jiving co:rJdition requirements in organic poultry
production. Access to the outdoors represents the complex task of applying the orgamc principles to

an organic poultJy operation. 1k organic livestock pJan will be diff~ fur each .farm in fulfilling this
standard and will take .into comideration the difference in geographic regions, seasonal 'Weather, fiIIm
Iayo~ species and breeds.Access to the outdooys contrlbute5to preventive health care management

by enabling poultry to develop and reproduce under DatUral conditions that can redoce stress.
str~ imTT1lmJry ~ and deter illness. Access to the outdoors affords poultry the fteedom of choice
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to satisfy Datm-al bebavior patterns such as availability to the so.1l, direct S1mlight and increased
exercis.e ar~ene:fi1s:Access to the outdoors provides many potential beDefitS'!o an organic poulfiy
farm. mcluding:Poulny health -Common benefits associated with access to outdoors are related to
increased exercise with potential iroproved feer and.leg strength; ability to perfOfDl namrnl behavior
panerns and increased ventiJatlOD. A~ to omdoors means exposure to direct sunlight:. There are
CODCerns with increased disease exposure for poultry but many organic p°ufuy producers feel this is

not the case and in fact feel there are h~ltl! beneiits.Consumer expectation -:public corom~n:t from the
two proposed mIes on national organic st~ndards shows a clear expectation that consumers have for
access tq outdoors as part ofhl1111~e m~n.'}e;ement for organically raised livestock-Recommended

standard:.Access to outdoors for POlJ1tryOrganicany managed poultry must have acc~' t~ -outdoors
during the months of the ~ when feaSIOle. The producers's organic system plan must illustrate 'how

the producer will fnayimize and encourage access to the outdoors. The producer of an organically
managed poultry nJay, whenj'DStified in the organic system p.tsn, provide temporary ()OD:fin~t

because of
3- Inclement weather;

b. The stage of production, .up to 5 weeks of age;
c. ConditionS under wbich the health, safety, or well-beiIJg of tl1e poultry could be jeopardized;
d. Risk to soil or water quality. Imple~.e~tio~ ~~es:The organic livestock farm plan
must incorporate site-specific conditions, the uniqueness of each species, overall
feed plan, environmental concerns, heatth concerns and other issues into the plan to
satisfy the a~ess to outdoors requirement. Site-specific conditions in organic pOlJltry
management include the area and make up of land availab1e for access to outdoors
and environmental concerns. This req uirement 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 building (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 concern for livestock
well being. The requirement for access to outdoors is not based on the nutritional
needs of poultry but rather on humane consideration and consumer percep1ion.
Providing nutrition from land as part of aC!:ess 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 regulations will
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 plan 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 N
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Weldon B. Denny
Chic! DcplJl)' Cl}mmi~$iOl\er

April 1, 2002

The National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Besham
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 and Independence Ave-, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Board Member:

I 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 III conceived and not conducive to the mass rearing of
poultry for human consumption. Modern poultry raising strategies for meat type birds more than
satisfy a bird's innate requirements for access to fresh vemilation 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 proposal Is the threat that it will present to the overall health status
of our nation's poultry industry. We are currently expending vast resources here in North
Carolina battling an outbreak of low pathogenic Avian Influenza (AI) virus infection in our turkey
and farm raised quail population. The states of Pennsylvania. Connecticu~ Virginia, and Marne
are also currently struggling with ar have encountered 1heir own bouts with this disease in the

last four months. Poultry exports to the country of Japan are currently nationally embargoed;
the economic viability af North Carotina's our $2.4 billion poultry industry is being jeopardized.

Avian Influenza (AI) has the abilIty to muta1e to a highly pathogenic form with extensive
morbidity and mortality for avian species. It is currenUy endemic in the wild bird population,
particularly waterfowl, and these are the same species that will commingle with free ranging
birds raised in thA f'yPA of environment you propose. In addition, the virus is circulating through
the extensive New York and New Jef"5ey live bird market system, many of whose source birds
are raised in these open environment type operations. We also have eXtensive knowledge of
circulating diseases Of other types including MycoQlasma aalliseoticum and M~coQlasma
synovi~e in our numerous "bacl< yard" poultry populations. This type of proposed system
negates the abiiity to prevent exposure to wildlife and conduct basic biosecurity protocols that

are necessary for the bird's health.

POSt Office Box 26026. RaJcigfl. North C;)COlu)4, :!761'1 .(919) 733-5657

An Equal Oppo~irVAfflrmaCivaAdicn Employer
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The National Organic Standards Board

I respectfully request that you reconsider this poorly conceived idea for the sake of the health of
the birds and the poultry industry at our country. While the concept is probably idealistically
appealing to someone with little or on experience in raising poultry, I do no think the resulting
product of diseased birds of poor quality is what the organic consumers' desire. in addition,
mass depopulation of infected flocks by government regulators because of infection with
program diseases will not fare well for the growing organic industry.

can b8 reached at 919-73G-5657 with queGtlone.

[. :, ",.
!7.~; Sincerely}~~ 

T~.I~fjJ
David T. Marshall, D.V.M.
State Veterinarian, Assistant Commissioner

DTM/sbb

c:

Dr. JoAnna Quinn. NCOA&CS
Mr, Archie Hart, NCDA&CS
Mr. Bob Pike, Braswell Milling Co.
Mr. Kim Decker I NCDA&CS
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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 faxm families that produce organic eggs as a major SQmce of their family income.
Our family farmers come from 4 states and have a total of 135,000 organic laying hens.

Our famler pool has been active since 1994 and has alwayS reQuired access to the
outdoor~. We have a prescriptive requirement of 5 ~ per hen of outdoor access and
require our farmers to provide 1.75 ~ per hen inside. We made these rules as a farmer-
group to insme 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 Inf1uenza
(AI). Perhaps requiring outdoor access has the benefit of increased hen immunity.

Understand also, that the organic consumer eXDects orlZanic ~ou1trv to haye
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 "accommodate 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 poultry 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 fanners to become organic farmers by simply changing the feed
from conventional to organic. You will see organic egg farms with 50 houses on one fann
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 fmmer 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 Hei1mann
Pool Director -Juice, Eggs, Meat, Produce
Organic Valley/CROPP Cooperative
La Farge, WI 54639
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JGWORD@aol.com%inter2 [JGWORD@aol.com] on behalf of JGWORD@aol.com
Thursday, Apri/11, 20026:19 PM
Keating, Mark
As discussed, USDA Organic Regulations

Mr. 

Mark KeatingU.S. 
Department of Agriculture

Thank you for your willingness to read the following

Judith Greer

March 28, 2002

The Country HenP.O. 
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 adamant on the subject and not at all in support
of your thinking. I'll number my comments in order you requested them, asfollows: .

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 coops and overhangs 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 a?? and mating 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 written 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
more. I'd personally be willing to pay even $15 or more for a dozen eggs to
know the hens are treated humariely. Your profit margins are not an excuse
for mistreating animals.



6. An armed border patrol would be needed to ~eep out 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 e"ach hen in cages, those that cage should be
imprisoned for animal cruelty and you should at least be 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 qualit.y products.

I intend to s~nd aThank you for your invitation to respond to these issues
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 ~OO2

The National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 and Independence Avenue, SW
Washffigton, DC 20250

b ~ 1.]l3lJ 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, commercial poultry 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 m~Y18gement

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 enviromnental impact. I
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 re.main 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 ]ayers, we bad to
train the chickens to go outside. We bad to feed them outside to train them to be
comfortable going outside. Ifwe continued to feed them inside only a few would venture
outside. A few years ago I bad the opportunity to visit several broiler flocks in Kentucky
that were being grown as organic broilers. All the houses bad access to outdoors. but of

---



the five houses we visited none bad birds that bad 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 include 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.

Exerc~

Being outdoors and exercising are not interdependent. Scientific evidence bas shown that
chickens given enough floor space and fteedom of movement will have enough exercise
to keep their bones and muscles heahhy regardless of where they are. I am enclosing a
reprint of research that demopstrates 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 Hanns(poultry Science 73 :958-964). .

H~a1th 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 have 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 fof- chickens m the "outdoors". If one wants to see a sad situation one ought
to experience a group of chickens after being mauled by dogs. Be~ "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 tlJan outdoors regardless of geographic area particularly in temperature .

extreme situations.

Consumer E~ectatio!:!§

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 bas a good feeling after I expJain 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 weJfare of the chicken. Welfare can be evaluated
on the basis of fact. V/hen one begins to 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 fuct as basis the conventional floor
system for poultry will provide excellent welfare for poultry.

2



Environmental Standar~

The next to last paragraph of the committee's report mentions that being "outdoors"
would have to satisfy environmental concerns, but bas little specific jnformation on how
one would accomplish dealing with the high mItrient 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. With no
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
not have the potential of polluting water. Regulations are already on the books to enforce
this environmentally sound pra~ice. Chickens raised "outdoors" do not generally fall
under these regulations.

s~

If one were to factually evaluate the merits ofkeepmg today's domestic chicken in
'~outdoor" situations versus confinement tlJat 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 colDInents

Sincerely~ h /;7- ~.

~.~:~:~t..~ It:'~ (.~~ "1

Thomas A. Carter
Professor Emeritus
North Carolina State University
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March 29, 2902

National Organic Standards Board
C/O Katherine Benham
Room 4008 -South Building
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

Dear Ms. Benham

I wish to submit comments concerning the Draft Recommendation Access to the
Outdoors for Poultry NOSa Livestock Committee, December 21, 2001. The above-
mentioned recommendation proposes to require access to outdoors in order to meet
organic poultry certification standards. I 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 below.

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. I 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 food
supply. To do less, would be to undermine accepted national policy development
standards.

Sincerely,

~ c ~ y~~~:~:?r State Veterinarian and Oirector

Animal Health & Food Safety Services

DC:th

Attachment
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March 28, 2002

u.s. Poultry & Egg
ASSOCIATION

National Organic Standards Board
c/o Katherine Benham
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Agriculturar Marketing Service
Room 4008, South Building
1400 and Independencs Av~nueJ 'SW
Washington, DC 20250-0001

1530 Cooledge Road
Tud<er, GA 30084-7303, USA

Telephone: 770/493-9401
Facsimile: 770/493-9257

www.pouftryegg.org
Dear Ms. Benham:

I 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.

Chainnan
Ralph Simmons

Nacogdodles, TX

Vice Chaiffilan
Jacques Klempf
Jad<sonville., FL

Treasurer
Bill Lovette

Spring dale, AR

Secretary
Nonnan Robinson

AUanta. GA

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 sc)entist,
I would strongly urge that the outdoor requirement be deleted from your rule.
It is definitely not in the best interest of the iayers invoived nor for the poultry
industry as a whole.

Immediate Past Chaimlan
Lawton Wofford

Demorest, GA

fiPR12 12:521President
Dan Dalton
Tucker, GA

Sincerely,

le~~,,~-tj11
Charles W. Beard, D. V
Vice President,
cbeard @poultryegg.org

., Ph.D.

Technology
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