
‭April 28, 2025‬

‭Ms. Michelle Arsenault, Advisory Committee Specialist‬
‭National Organic Standards Board‬
‭USDA–AMS–NOP‬

‭Submitted via‬‭Regulations.gov‬‭.‬

‭RE: Docket #AMS-NOP-24-0081-0001‬

‭NOSB CACS Subcommittee‬‭Proposal: Risk-Based Certification‬

‭Dear NOSB Members:‬

‭Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. MOSA certifies over 1,735 organic‬
‭operations throughout the United States, including approximately 620 livestock operations,‬
‭1,355 crop operations, and 345 handling operations. MOSA is invested in upholding organic‬
‭integrity and doing our part to help grow the organic sector, practically and in an achievable‬
‭manner. We appreciate the CACS’s work to help bring additional understanding to the topic of‬
‭risk assessment.‬

‭CACS is not recommending these be added to §205.2 Terms Defined at this time. Risk-based‬
‭oversight; Risk management; Risk; Vulnerability Assessment; Risk Assessment; Risk Evaluation‬
‭We agree with this and look forward to further commenting when NOP considers. We are not‬
‭convinced that there is a need to be this expansive in the attempt to define risk analysis. We‬
‭need time to consider how they are being used in a proposed guidance document to offer‬
‭further feedback.‬

‭We use the ACA risk based guidance as a basis for establishing a low/medium/high rating for‬
‭our clients.‬

‭Our responses to NOSB sections are as follows:‬

‭Risk Criteria: CACS recognizes that many certifiers use the criteria in the “ACA SCTA Risk Score‬
‭Card Template” and propose that this serve as the baseline criteria. CACS proposes that‬
‭certifiers, in collaboration with NOP, ACA and any additional stakeholders deemed necessary‬
‭identify a common objective/goal of performing risk assessments on organic operations for the‬
‭purposes of complying with the requirements at §205.504(b)(7).  CACS proposes that NOP‬
‭communicate acute risks to certifiers at the annual certifier training.  NOP utilizes issuing‬
‭directives to certifiers currently which are unpredictable and difficult to allocate resources to.  If‬
‭NOP learns of a new risk it would be communicated through directives.‬
‭SCTAs are one outcome of our risk assessment process for each operation. We generally follow‬
‭the ACA SCTA best practices to develop our recommendations for the audit. We have‬

https://www.regulations.gov/document/AMS-NOP-24-0081-0001
https://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/default/files/media/CACS_RiskBasedCertificationProposal.pdf


‭conducted several audits in conjunction with other certifiers. Since this is a new standard, the‬
‭work involved as a new task in our work and cost to absorb.‬

‭We support an effort to identify common goals and objectives for using SCTAs as part of the‬
‭compliance process to comply with 205.504(b)(7). The process to comply with 205.501(a)(21)‬
‭as required within .504(b)(7) is already developed.‬

‭NOP does seem to communicate acute risks with us. We have been engaged in several‬
‭communications regarding acute risks and compliance actions recommended or required.‬
‭Directives are also part of the current process. We would like to see more annual‬
‭communication for collaborative areas of focus certifier-wide and fewer one-off requests.‬
‭Focused efforts on real supply chain threats would seem as if it would achieve the goal more‬
‭effectively.‬

‭Oversight Activities Process and Matrix: CACS proposes that NOP, in coordination with ACA,‬
‭develop a process by which certifiers can evaluate the regulatory text and use critical thinking to‬
‭determine the opportunities to approach the certification of operations with different risk level‬
‭differently.‬‭Furthermore, it is proposed that using‬‭this process that ACA develops a‬
‭matrix of activities to add to a high-risk operation’s certification and options to‬
‭reduce a low-risk operation’s certification burden.‬‭CACS acknowledges that certifiers‬
‭need different tools to evaluate different types of operations. This process and matrix will help‬
‭certifiers more consistently pick the right tool depending on an operation’s risk evaluation.‬
‭For this underlined portion we’d suggest that we already do use critical thinking when‬
‭evaluating regulation and when applying it to the client’s individual operation. The idea for‬
‭ACA to collaborate with NOP to develop additional guidance for‬‭streamlining our efforts to‬
‭focus on real risks‬‭would have clear benefits.‬

‭Regarding  a matrix of activities to add to high risk operations, we wonder if additional‬
‭prescribed certification activities will provide a blueprint of enforcement actions to which‬
‭operations may adapt and which we would be tasked with verifying whether or not we felt‬
‭they were necessary. Subsequently, we do not support adding additional activities beyond our‬
‭diligent and thorough processes currently in place. In the same section, we do however‬
‭support reducing a low-risk operation’s certification burden, in principle. This may or may not‬
‭mean less or fewer activities. Both of these could be achieved by greater focus on portions of‬
‭the operation that need greater focus and likewise less focus where appropriate. We‬
‭appreciate the recognition that our focus will differ depending on the operation’s overall‬
‭complexity, or lack thereof, and relative fraud potential present on the operation, and if so, on‬
‭which portion of the operation. Implementation of additional prescriptive activities opens the‬
‭door for additional burden, not streamlining the burden. It is difficult to support a proposal to‬
‭develop something that we aren’t sure we can or will be able to implement.‬

‭Oversight Activities Process and Matrix: CACS proposes that NOP and ACA develop and revise‬
‭resources and training materials to support certifiers in conducting risk-based certification (i.e.‬
‭finding the right set of tools/activities for the specific operation based on their profile - organic‬
‭activities and risk evaluation).  Revise NOP-230 in the OILC‬



‭We agree that training and resources should align and be helpful for certifiers’ and operations’‬
‭efforts toward compliance. We cannot however continue to revise processes that are just‬
‭developed and seem to be working. We cannot continue to implement additional work for our‬
‭staff without reducing work elsewhere or adjusting our client fees to absorb the additional‬
‭cost. We prefer to see additional work where there are tangible benefits to be realized and‬
‭measured.‬

‭In general we think the idea of risk assessment application is being applied‬
‭appropriately and while additional helpful guidance is in general always‬
‭appreciated, we do not support additional prescriptive processes that add more‬
‭burden or cost to MOSA or to our clients, most of which we generally deem as low‬
‭fraud risk to the overall organic supply chain.‬

‭In closing, we emphasize the importance of a thorough and comprehensive process that‬
‭considers all stakeholder feedback. This timeline does not allow for either adequate time to‬
‭provide feedback on the significant proposal documents up for NOSB determination at this‬
‭spring meeting, or to ensure NOSB has sufficient time to consider stakeholder feedback. This‬
‭timeline needs no further emphasis; the verbal comments are before letters are due, which is the‬
‭day before the meeting begins, and the regulations.gov portal is down from Friday until Monday‬
‭morning, very unfortunate timing all the way around. We would prefer to see all proposals be‬
‭planned for further discussion and voting at the next meeting.‬

‭Thank you for your work on this very important topic.‬

‭Respectfully submitted,‬

‭The MOSA Certification Team‬


