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​RE: Docket #​​AMS-NOP-25-0034​

​NOSB Livestock Subcommittee Proposal and Discussion Documents​

​Dear NOSB Members:​

​Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the 2025 Livestock Subcommittee​
​oxytocin proposal, chlorine discussion document and agroforestry discussion document. MOSA​
​certifies over 1,754 organic operations throughout the United States, including approximately​
​638 livestock operations, 1,326 crop operations, and 362 handling operations. MOSA clients​
​currently use both oxytocin and chlorine materials, and we currently have policies for certifying​
​operations that practice agroforestry with livestock.​

​I.​ ​Oxytocin Annotation Proposal​

​With regard to oxytocin, this material is currently listed on the input inventories of 23 MOSA​
​certified clients. We place a restriction on the use of oxytocin that requires compliance with the​
​following annotation:​

​Allowed for veterinarian prescribed post parturition therapeutic applications​
​(conditions related to labor and to an animal’s postpartum survival). Not allowed for​
​routine or long-term use; rather, it is available for emergency situations and severe​
​complications in the immediate postpartum (following birth of young) period. It may​
​not be administered to increase an animal’s milk production (volume) or for milk​
​letdown. Be sure to check with your buyer before using oxytocin as some buyers do​
​not allow its use. All uses of oxytocin must be by or on the order of a licensed vet.​
​Records showing livestock treatments are required.​

​Given that compliance with the above restriction would most likely also satisfy the Livestock​
​Subcommittee’s proposed annotation we do not feel that this change would materially affect the​
​MOSA certified operations currently using this material.​

​At the same time we would note that simply updating the annotation with the specific​
​requirement that oxytocin may only be used within 3 days after birth and not to increase milk​
​production or for milk letdown may not be sufficient to guarantee compliance if the concern is​
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​specifically that operators are not aware of the intent of the current annotation. We question​
​whether adding this language to the regulations will directly compel operations into compliance.​
​While some operators are familiar with National List annotations MOSA, as their certifier, often​
​needs to educate and/or clarify for clients how materials may be used in order to satisfy a given​
​material’s annotation. If oxytocin is not currently being used in a compliant manner it may not​
​be sufficient to simply add additional language to the regulations in order to compel compliance.​

​MOSA certified clients must demonstrate compliance in order to be approved to use any and all​
​Restricted inputs, such as those containing oxytocin. There are OSP updates that are often​
​necessary in these cases. By communicating with operations and ensuring that an operation’s​
​current practices as described in their OSP justify the use of these types of inputs we are able to​
​ensure compliant use. Therefore, if it is common for operations to use oxytocin in a manner​
​inconsistent with the current annotation and additional info in the 2/28/22 discussion from the​
​Federal Register, it may be more effective to ensure that certifiers fully understand the intent of​
​this annotation rather than to update the text of the regulations.​

​In summary MOSA considers the current annotation and additional information regarding​
​compliant use previously provided by the NOP to be sufficient, and we are not sure that​
​updating the annotation will compel further compliance. Since we feel that our clients are​
​currently compliant with the newly proposed annotation, investing time into communications​
​related to an updated annotation may not be truly necessary. Hopefully having this discussion in​
​the context of this meeting will be sufficient to spur compliant use of this material and we will​
​not need any additional updates to the regulations that would require additional investment of​
​resources towards client communication.​

​II.​ ​Chlorine Materials Discussion Document​

​MOSA has provided answers to the specific questions asked by the NOSB below. For context​
​MOSA currently allows the use of chlorine materials in livestock drinking water provided that​
​the concentration of these materials does not exceed the limits set in the SDWA. Our current​
​restriction that we assign to these materials is as follows:​

​This product is allowed for use as a last-step sanitizer of facilities and equipment if used​
​according to labeling instructions. Residual levels of chlorine in water that contacts​
​organic livestock may not exceed the 4 mg/L for chlorine or 0.8 mg/L for chlorine​
​dioxide limits as per the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).​

​Clients must demonstrate compliance with this restriction prior to being granted approval to use​
​chlorine materials on their livestock operation.​

​With regard to the Questions for Stakeholders MOSA does not have a comment to make on the​
​first three questions. Our replies to questions 4-6 are below:​

​4. Is it standard operation procedure to employ filtration and/or coagulation methods to​
​remove organic material from (surface) water prior to chlorination and use as livestock​
​drinking water?​



​Surface water is not commonly used as a water source for livestock drinking water among the​
​operations that MOSA certifies. Consequently we hope that regulations primarily related to​
​chlorine treatments applied to surface water would not affect the availability of chlorine​
​materials for our clients who are more likely to use well water.​

​5. If chlorine is not allowed to be used for direct treatment of livestock drinking water,​
​will it result in adverse impacts on dairy farms?​

​Based on the number of MOSA clients that currently list chlorine materials as in use for​
​treatment of livestock drinking water, it would appear that a prohibition on the use of chlorine​
​in livestock drinking water would negatively impact these certified operations. Chlorine​
​materials, in particular those with chlorine dioxide as an active ingredient, are listed by​
​hundreds of MOSA certified clients on their input inventories. Many of these listings indicate​
​that this material is being used in livestock drinking water and/or for water line sanitation.​
​According to our review staff these materials are often metered into water lines with​
​proportional injectors that precisely control the amount of chlorine in the treated water.​

​Additionally, we see these materials listed more frequently by poultry producers than by dairies.​
​For this reason we would hope that the NOSB would consider the impact to all livestock​
​operations and not just dairy farms.​

​6. How do certifiers and livestock producers interpret the § 205.603(a)(10) annotation​
​and NOP Guidance 5026?​

​As stated above MOSA allows the use of chlorine in livestock drinking water provided that​
​producers demonstrate that residual levels of chlorine in direct contact with organic livestock do​
​not exceed the limits set by the SDWA.​

​Finally, we would like to acknowledge support for the regulatory complexity cited by the NOSB​
​in the “Regulatory Authority” section of the discussion document. This calls to mind the FDA’s​
​Dear Veterinarian Letter regarding use of aspirin products in lactating dairy cattle that was​
​released last year and which has led to a significant amount of confusion among our clients. In​
​this case the 603 listing which indicates that aspirin is a synthetic material allowed for use on​
​organic operations appears to directly contradict the guidance of the FDA’s document. This​
​discrepancy led to significant client confusion regarding MOSA’s continued allowance of aspirin.​
​While a prohibition on chlorine use in livestock drinking water on organic operations would go​
​in the opposite direction and enforce a more stringent restriction than the FDA, EPA, etc. do​
​currently, it would similarly create a discrepancy between regulatory authorities which​
​operations are subject to. While organic farming rightly and necessarily places many additional​
​restrictions on the materials that are allowed for use in organic livestock farming it is perhaps​
​necessary in areas such as sanitation and food safety to defer to these other regulatory​
​authorities to ensure that our clients continue to have access to markets that may be subject to​
​regulation by these other authorities.​



​III.​ ​Integrating Livestock and Agroforestry Crops Discussion Document​

​With regard to the questions posed by the Livestock Subcommittee MOSA is only making a​
​comment on the second question:​​“Is there sufficient basis for the NOSB to propose reductions​
​to the current NOP required pre-harvest intervals?”​

​Specifically, our current policy may allow for livestock to access fields producing crops for​
​human consumption in very limited instances where there is little to no risk of those crops​
​coming into contact with the manure. In particular our policy states:​

​While MOSA wishes there was an accurate and objective way to determine what​
​number of days might be required for a given amount of manure to dissipate, this​
​seems to be an impossible task. Therefore, we defer to the 90/120 rule. Practical​
​exceptions can be evaluated on a case by case basis. For example, the grazing of​
​livestock in fruit trees or other tall, usually woody plants, will be allowed as long as the​
​fruit is out of reach of potential contamination. Fruit on the ground, or within range of​
​likely manure deposits from the grazing species, must not be part of the organic​
​harvest.​

​Ultimately if the NOSB were able to determine a specific number of days that would prevent​
​contamination concerns while still allowing farmers to practice this particular form of​
​livestock/crop management we could readily adapt our current policy to a verification of that​
​specific metric. At the same time, our current policy allows for risk assessment according to each​
​individual operation’s risk profile. This practice contrasts with the need to verify compliance​
​with specific regulations. In particular, if we need to verify compliance with specific guidance we​
​will need the regulations to define the particular crops and/or livestock species that will be​
​covered by said regulation. The discussion document mentions that various tree fruits as well as​
​nuts may be subject to this policy. MOSA further notes that various species of livestock may be​
​requested for this grazing/pasturing, and that the risk profile may be significantly different​
​based on the density of animals kept in a specific location. Future regulations intended to​
​address this practice will need to clearly define the covered crops and livestock as well as​
​associated metrics, such as stocking density, in order for certifiers to determine compliance with​
​these new standards that will need to be met in order to allow for shortened manure application​
​intervals.​

​In closing we thank the Livestock Subcommittee for its continued work on these challenging​
​issues. We hope that the drafting and implementation of proposed regulations will materially​
​clarify, improve and standardize enforcement of organic regulations while avoiding the​
​implementation of regulations that limit the ability of certifiers to make risk-based decisions.​

​Respectfully submitted,​

​The MOSA Certification Team​


