Re: LUSDA's Proposed Rules fiar the Implementation of the Organie Foods Production Act

Ciear .

We would like (o express our deepest reservations on the proposed USDA rules for the Implementation
of the Organic Foods Production Act as we are gravely concerned about their impact on the guality of
“organic” prodscts imported nto Ireland from the US. We are also concerned abowt the future impact
of these rules on European organic standards, Cher comments on the propesed rules are as follows:

General: We disagree with the current propased rules and call for the preparation of & new set of rules
which confarm with the recommendations sef down by the Mational Ovganic Standands Boand
(“MOGHE™). We request that the rule be reframed strictly &5 a process ssandard rather than performance
standard. We also request that the statutory autharity of the NOSB be fully maintsined

Mational List: We oppose all changes suggested by USDA 1o the Mational List. We specifically
oppode the following proposed changes:

Proposed Rule 205, 20762 Federal Register 65889 and Proposed Fule 20522 .(d),62 Federal Register
GIET]: we do nol agree that wxins derived from genetically enginesred bacterio be placed on the
Mational List of Active Synthetic Substances Allowed in arder that the agency may decikde whether
they may be “affowed srohibied or allowed on a case-fy-caze basis =, In panicular, we are totally
opposed to the classification of “Killed B.L" as an albowed active synthetic.

Propassd Rule 205.22(ci9); 62 Federal Register 6289 [ we do not agree with the proposed inclusion
of Piperonyl Butoxide on the National List of Active Synthetic Substances Allowed.

Proposed Rule 205.26; 62 Federal Register 65895: we do not agres that chymosin be placed on the
Mational List of Noa-Agriculneral Substances Allowed “ro a7 fo sodicls peblic commenr™, Instead, we
agres with the recommendation of WOSB that genetically eagineered chymodin be listed a3 an
unacceplabbe synthetic.

GeneralCropaHandlingNational List: Proposed Rule: 2705 B: we support the prohibition called by
MOSE on the use of genetic enginsering in organic feods in the strongest possible terms, We find it
intolerable that organic standards should even contemplate including such unnamral items. We
specifically call on genetically enginesred organisms and ther resultmg products to be regarded as
“symihetic’,

Proposed Rule: 205 2(56) we disagree with the proposed USDA definition of genetic engineering and
instead support NOSB's broad definition.

Proposed Rule: 205.22; 62 Federal Register 65892-65853; we agree with NOSB's findings that
“sewage shudge” is ic" ardd totally “unacceplable for use in organic crop prodection™,

Handling/Nations! List: Proposed Rule: 205,17, 62 Federal Register 65884: we agree with NOSE's
recommendations that ionising radiation (irradiation) should not be wsed in the handling of organic
food. Again, we find the concept of allowing irradiation of coganic foods totally incomprehensible,
Meedless 1o say, we do not regard irradiation s “essentsal standard industry practice™ or “good
Manufacturing practice™.



