
 

 
 
April 3, 2020 

Ms. Michelle Arsenault, Advisory Committee Specialist 

National Organic Standards Board 

USDA–AMS–NOP 

1400 Independence Ave., SW., 

Room 2642-S., Mail Stop 0268 

Washington, DC 20250–0268 

 

Submitted via Regulations.gov. 

RE: Docket # AMS-NOP-19-0095 

Two discussion documents: Crops Subcommittee – Wild, Native Fish for Liquid 

Fish Products AND Handling Subcommittee – Fish Oil Annotation  

 

Dear NOSB members: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Crop Subcommittee’s Discussion 

Document on Wild, Native Fish for Liquid Fish Products, AND on the Handling Subcommittee’s 

Discussion Document on Fish Oil annotation change. MOSA certifies approximately 2,155 

organic operations throughout the United States, including nearly 1900 crop producers, and 

over 300 handlers. Most of our certification activity is in the midwestern US, so, when various 

marine biology concerns come to NOSB attention, they may initially seem less impactful on our 

stakeholders. However, we certainly recognize that we’re all part of a wider web of life on a small 

planet, we all are invested in healthy ecosystems, and we recognize that inputs for organic 

production and handling must not have adverse effects on the environment.  

In general, we support these discussions’ efforts to gain a better understanding of potential 

environmental impacts of harvest/use of inputs from marine ecosystems in organic production 

and handling. We support the precautionary principle and also seek sound scientific data on 

which to base our decisions. We also recognize that good decisions typically require balancing 

strong values with practicality and limited resources.  

Specific to the Crops Subcommittee discussion on liquid fish products, since the technical report 

found there are no species of wild, native fish harvested for this use, we do not see a need for 

NOSB to take further action at this time. (Dare we say we have “bigger fish to fry” with regard to 

organic standards and environmental concerns?) And, for the Handling Subcommittee 

discussion on fish oil, we support the intention to prohibit fish harvested only for oil, and from 

species and regions that are overfished or exploited. We find the proposed restrictions (sourced 

from fishing industry by-product only, and only from fish species and regions not listed on 

either NOAA’s  “Overfishing” or “Overfished” list, or - jurisdiction-dependent - FAO’s 
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“Overexploited,” “Depleted,” or “Recovering” lists) to be sensible.  However, overriding these 

specific viewpoints on the discussion documents, we would like to see a unified, informed, 

balanced approach to addressing various marine biology concerns, across NOSB subcommittees.  

Ocean environments have been a part of many recent NOSB agenda items. All of these 

decisions/discussions are interrelated and should operate from common considerations, for 

consistency and for better understanding of issues of concern. In considering marine-related 

issues in isolation, we have inconsistencies in technical resources used and in relative attention 

to environmental impacts. Less isolation in consideration of marine issues may find more sound 

and sensible measures for determining environmental harm, even considering differences 

between the plant or animal harvested, and their connections in their ecosystem.  

In these discussions, we are particularly interested in how organic certification interfaces with 

marine biology, and may or may not serve as a sound measure for acceptability of products, like 

fertilizers, which are intended as system inputs more so than for direct consumption as food or 

feed. We need more specific guidance on how, or if, our regulations can or should accommodate 

marine agriculture.  

We also have a couple of other comments on the Handling Subcommittee’s fish oil document. 

First, we caught a needed technical correction. The top of the document says it’s a Crops 

Subcommittee document, but should say Handling Subcommittee. (We thought that was a good 

catch, and one we’d not want to see get away. Consistency in such detail may help us to know 

where to look should we need to find details at a later time. When fishing, it helps to know your 

spots.) Second, compliance assessment work by certifiers and organic operators benefits from 

easily-usable research tools. The document says that NOAA classifications are available publicly 

and easily verifiable, but the document is silent on ease of FAO verifiability, and we’ve not put 

that to the test. If these recommendations go forward, we would like to put the onus on the fish 

oil user to show compliance with the proposed new restrictions, and we should be able to easily 

check their work.  

Thank you for your work on these interesting concerns. We appreciate your attention to keeping 

our planet healthy, and considering the bigger picture beyond the physical boundaries of organic 

farms and handling facilities.  

Respectfully submitted,  

The MOSA Certification Team  

 


