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The Center for Food Safe@K$is a nonprofit membership organization that works to protect
human health and the environment by curbing the proliferation of harmful food production
technologies and by promoting organic andtsursable agriculture.Our list of True Food
members has rapidly grown to include over ttwvandred thousangeople across the country
that support organic food and farming, grow organic food, and regularly purchase organic
products.

Ourcomments will addzss he following issues: omtamination of Organiby Genetically
Engineered (GEPrganisms Sulfites in Wine Petition, Aquacultui@onflict of Interest
Transparencyand Public Participation.

GE CONTAMINATION OF OR{®ANNOSH-ull Board
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over 100 written comments and public testimony by people from all sectors of the organic
community who expressed conceraBout the potential contamination of organic by
3SySGAOLrtfe SyaaAySSNBR o6D90 2NHIYyAavYao I f K2
agenda, the public felt compelled to raise their concerns in hopes of obtaining a deliberate

NOSB response. Agadttthe NOP Listening Session in Washington, D.C., on Septenther 20
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members of the public addressed the concern of GE contamination of organic and the need for

the National Organic Program (NOP) to be more proactive in preventing contamination from GE
orgr yAAdYaod tKSaS 0O02YYSyida RSY2yaudNraS GKS LJdzo f
and need to do ma# to ensure that GiEontaminationdoesnot makeits way into certified

organic foodsnd farns.

As stated by NOP Deputy Administrator, Miles McEwokis Policy Memo on Genetically
Modified Organisms (GMOs) and Organic:

Since organic certification is a procdsssed standard, presence of
detectable GMO residues alone does not necessarily constitute a
violation of the regulation. The NOP relies organic certifiers and
producers to determine preventative practices that most effectively
avoid contact with GMOs on an organic operatfon.

Although technically correct, this narrow response to the growing threat of GE contamination
of organic is simplgot enough to retain public confidence in the USDA organic seal in the long
run.

A fourth-generation cattle rancher, Beth Robinette, had this to say to the NOSB at its April
YSSGAYy3 Ay NBaLlRyaS (2 GKS bht Qad NBOSyd t2ft A0

| am here tody to ask you to stand in solidarity with farmers and

ranchers who face the imminent threat that GMOs face to

LINE RdZOSNE X/ 82SE&AAGSYO0S 6AGK Dahda A& y2i

for me to prevent GMOs from contaminating my fields. If nothing is

done, thenvery soon no farmer or rancher who grows alfalfa can make

a claim that their crops are GMftee. In an effort to protect organic

producers, the NOSB has stated that GMOs will be allowed in organic

food as long as they are the result of contamination ad intentional

AYGINRRdAzOGA2Yy @ ¢tKAada SNRRSE (GKS YSHyAy3a 27
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food systems.

Research has shown, andsitwidely recognized bgcientists andhe biotechnology industry,
that GE contamination is inevitable as long as GE crops are grown unrestricted in opeh fields.
This argument has been corroborated by research sciergigzhe U.S. Government

'laf0ogz2es aAfSad ouHnmMmO at 2t A08 aSY2NI yRdzYY /| £ F NRFAOI
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Robinette, Beth. (2011) Public testimony presented at the USDA Agriculture Marketing Service Meeting of the

National Organic Standards Board, 23 April, Seattle, WA, trans@pt333336.
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96-106.

CFS Comments to NGEBISNOR11-0081 13 November 2011 2



Accountability Office (GAO) in their partial idtcontamination events listed in Appendix A.
¢KS Hnny NBLR2NI O2yOf dzRSay G! vIdzi K2NAT SR NBf
environment beyond farm fields have occurred, ang likely that such incidents will occur

I 31 peniphasis aded].*

GE contamination results from a variety of human, anjraad environmental activitiescross

the commodity chain, from seed to plate. Once released into the environment, transgenes
cannotbe recalled. Their traitsan beuncontrollably passed oto subsequent generations of
commercial crops, wild relatives, and feral plaridepending uporthe specific species Yet,

the burden for GE contamination prevention rests solely on the shoulders of organic producers,
even though they do not benefit from éhuse of GE technologyrganic farmers suffer harm

when organic seeds, crops, and food become contaminated and they cannot sell their products
in markets that restrict GE products. Farmers may also face legal recourse from companies that
own the intellectual property rigis of the escaped transgenes that contaminate their organic
farms.

The organic community wantee NOB and NOP to do more to protect organic food producers

from these unintentional and inadvertent GE contamination events. It is not enough to simply
stateai L2t AO& GKI G aAi-yaSes standaNiForeyeic® of Hefectdble GINE OS a &
NEAARdAzZSa f2yS R2Sa y20 ySOSaalNARte O2yaidaAaidz
bht Qa NRtS (2 FOGA@®Ste& LINRPISOG 2NHIFIYAO AyidS3N.

bh{. Qa atFNIWEANMMADE t NBRdzOGAZ2Y YR | FYyREAYy3IZE &
implementation of organic standards, further underscore the incompatibility of GE with organic
production systems:

Genetic engineering (recombinant DNA technology) is a synthetic
process degned to control nature at the molecular level, with the
potential for unseen consequences. As such, it is not compatible with
the principles of organic agriculture (either production or handling).
Genetically engineered/ modified organisms (GEO/GMOs)panducts
produced by or through the use of genetic engineering are prohilfited.

The organic community understands this incompatibility and recognizes the inevitability of GE
seeds and crops to migrate beyond their intended destination of the farm. iSkdty they

expect the NOSB and NOP to do more to prevent GE contamination to ensure organic integrity
with respect to GE contamination prevention.

‘D2 BSNYYSYyd ! 002dzyiAy3d hFFAOS 6D!' hod oHwnnyd aDSyYySaAOL
to Improve Oversight, but Could Take Additional Steps to Enhance Coordination and Monitoring, November, GAO

0960, p. 1.

ITfGSNAE ad ! o OGHnnpo G6¢KS adidK 2F / 2SEA&GSYOSY 2 K@
Based Systems of ProductiéBulletin of Science, Technology and Soc&iyN4: 365.

bt GA2ylFf hNBFEYAO {{}yRINRa& .2} NRO® OHnAMO at NARYyOALX Sa
2001, 1.11.
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In accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. app. 2 et seq.), one of the

b h{ . Qarol&slis@ozadidse to the Secretary of Agriculture about critical issues affecting the
implementation of OFPA. The law specifically states that the NOSB shall be established by the

{ SONBGFNE 2F ! ANAOdzt GdzNBE G2 & | bstankes io belugedid KS RS
organic production antb advise the Secretary on any other aspects of the implementation of

this chaptefemphasis added]. Yet, with respect t@&GE contarimation, the NOSB has fallen

short of fulfilling this obligation ¥ not responding to repeated public requests to address their
concerns about GE contamination, either at the Seattle meeting or any time thereafter.

In a letter to the NOSB, signed by the National Organic Coalition (NOC) and CFS, we expressed
supportfaNJ G KS AYAUGALF GABS GF1Sy 6@ bh{. YSYOSNE WS
{GFrGSYSyld 2y DSy S ASdApderdinp Wabkligve SatBsrappropiiBte Ja £

and desirable for the NOSB in its advisory role to acknowledge to tret8ry of Agriculture

GKFG GKS LlzofAO FSSta aagNepy3Ite GKFEG a! {5! I O
AYAadzZFFAOASY G (2 LINRAtSGE it istliSthatheEecyetari) cai atdesiza (| NB @
the public record and that he is awaretbe GE contamination problem, as some NOSB

members have suggested, it is entirely warranted for the Board to convey the sentiments

repeatedly expressed by the organic communggrticularly when it falls outside of its relgu

agenda.

After reviewing the agenda for this meeting, CFS was disappointed to learn that the NOSB had
not only failed to send a Sense of the Board statement to theeSay, butalsoneglected to
postanexplanationofi K S . 2 I NRddsion R&rhaftetaidtéd. foreover, the issue is
noticeably absent from the upcoming NOSB meeting agenda. Since this was an issue discussed
openly and publicly at the last meeting, the public expected some phi§Besponse and so

did CI5, especially inght of theletter we sent. Clearly, this is a critical area of concern to the
wider organic community that needs to be addressed in this for@RS strongly believes that

for the NOSB and NOP to remain silent on the issue of GE contamination of asganic

abdicate responsibility for ensuring organic integrity and the continuing success of organic
markets

CFS urges NOSBt#&he the necessary stepsiggb 2 3SYO0 SNJ YSSGAyYy3a (2 F R2LI
C2FENR {G1FGSYSYylG 2y DSYySUXKGH INSr2®y 3 A 2FS NEKE  /LIKIN
G2f SN yOSz¢ a &adz33SaiSR Ay @&ndzNdyiniedassubnigdd € SG
organic communityhat the NOSBemainsresponsivdo its concerrs. We view this statement

as a smailfirst step in opening up the dialog within the organic community about how the NOP
canshare responsibility for preventing GE contamination with the Animal and Plant Health

Inspection Service (APHIS) of the USDA, which is charged witguEEioa.

" Organic Foods Production Act of 1990. Sec. 2119. [7 U.S.C. 65id8hNarganic Standards Board.
B { SyasS 27F (K SonGhetitaly Efginhderi@dCrogs(2011) National Organic Standards Board
Meeting, Seattle, WA, 289 April.
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SULFITES IN WINE PETITIEGIENdling Committee

CFES Opposes Changing the Sulfites in Wine Annotation

Whenthe Organic Foods Production Act of 19@FFPAwas originally passed by Congress in

1990, sulfites were not allowed in any certified orgaproduct. In fact, sulfites were

deliberately placed in the category of strictly prohibited substances, along with two other

substanceg nitrates and nitrites.However, jistdays before the Final Organic Rule was

scheduled to be published in 2000, aick rule change allowed sulfur dioxi@sulfitesf in wine

GYFRS gAUGK @NHI ¢RDAIWNBILIBOK 61 a YIRS Ay NBaLRy
part of wineries that use sulfitesnd organically grown grapgsecause they were not going to

beallowSR (2 dzaS GKS g2NR G2NHIYyAO¢é ye@gKSNB 2y
that satisfied all side

Asoneorganicwinemaker explaiszs 1 KS aLJSOALFf 2NHIFIYAO gAyS f106S
understand the way we farm without trying to hide&aii KAy 3 FTNRBY (GKSYX. & dzah
2y GKS fFro0SftXsS INB tSliidAy3a Odzali2YSNER 1y26 K2
RA2EARS 8 DespittlRhietheSyRutegree with allowing sulfites in organic wine, the

label promotes transparency by ckbaindicating to consumers that the warcontains grapes

grown usingorganic farming methods and thatcontains the synthetic preservatiysulfites

Sulfitescan @useadverse health ects andshould not be allowed in Wine labeled Organic

One ofthe mainreasonssulfitesare prohibited in organic food is because they are a known

food allergen. It is estimated that more than 20 percent of people are affected by some sort of
food sensitivity' Sulfite additives are one of the nine most comnfond products that cause
severe adverse reactions in humans, along with peanuts, tree nuts, sesame seeds, milk, eggs,
seafood (fish, crustaceans and shellfish), soy, and wHe&tlfite sensitivities can occur at
anytimeinalLJSNBA 2 y Qa f A ™&yhot enyeige Ui thetageroBfofts or fifty. The

Food and Drug Administration (FDA) estimates that one out of every hundred peope has
sulfite sensitivity and that asthmatiaomprisefive percentof that group®®

On many occasions, sulfites haween at the center of protracted debates and food industry
initiated lawsuits about whether sulfites should retain its FDA status as a generally recognized

% dzf FdzNJ RA2ZEARSE | yR aadzZ FAGSAQ | NB dza
1% Fetzer Katrina. 2005 & w S Y /| 2yGAydzSR tfFOSYSyld 27
12.

" Gillman, A., and Jo A. Douglag¥10 "What do asthmatics have to fekom food and additive allergyZlinical

& Experimental Allergy 400. 9: 12951302. (accessed November 1, 2011).

12"Sulphites: One of the nine most common food products causing severe adverse reagtttpdwww.hc-
sc.gc.cal/fran/alt_formats/hpfb-dgpsa/pdf/securit/allergen_sulphitesulfiteseng.pdf Government of Canada.

(accessed November 2, 2011).

3 Grotheer, P., M. Mahall & Amy Simonn€005/2011 ¢ { dzf FA G S &Y { SLI NI GADdf CFHOGa FN
Florida Institute of Food and Agriculture Sciences (IFAS) Extension, Publication #FCS8787.

http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/fy731 (accessed Nov. 8, 2011).

SR AYUGSNOKFyYy3ASI o
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as safe (GRAS) food additive, due to the long list of health concerns brought to light over more
than two decades. In response, FDA decided to take regulatory action that, to this day, requires
companies to list sulfites on food labels that contain 10ppm or higltee equivalent of 40

drops in a 55 gallon drum of wat&t.

People with asthma are fiventies more likely to report adverse reactions to certain foods,
including those with added sulfités. Scientists have found a significant association between
wine-induced asthmas and reactions to foods containing sulfiteReactions include skin
sensitiviies, respiratory sensitivities, hypertension, abdominal pain and diarrhea, among other
things!’ These adverse symptoms can occur at oral ingestion levels below 50mg, with acute
bronchospasm occurring in asthmatic patients with doses between 10mg and. 50mg
Significantly, many of those reacting to orajjestiondo not experience a reaction to skin

testing of sulfites and, therefore, they may not be aware of the allergy until the sulfites are
ingested®®

In late October of this year, the Food and Drubp#nistration (FDA) announced that the New

York State Agriculture Commissioner recalled dried dates, due to the presence of undeclared

adz FAGSao ¢KS |fSNI 61 NYSRY Gt S2LX S K2 KI @
serious or lifethreatey Ay 3 NBIF OGA2ya AF (KSeé& O2yadzyS (KAa |
occur in certain sulfite sensitive individuals upon ingestilgy A f £ A INJ Ya 2N¥ Y2NB 2
This is not the kind of substance that people tend to associate WitBAcertified organic food.

In 1987, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Ex@egATF) started requiring a
warninglabelon all alcoholic beverages containing more tiE0ppmof sulfitesd Gafert
individuals who arsensitive to sulfiteg?® That is because sulfiteare not only debilitating to
those who are knowingly allergic to them, but also to those who have food sensitivities and
seek to avoid ingesting synthetic additives and preservatives such as sulfites. Out of
approximately 70 chemicsiland additivesillowed by thegovernmentin conventional wine
making, only sulfur dioxide is considered dangerous enough to reguir@ndatorywarning
labeling?* The Joint Expert Committee on Food Additives of the World Health Organization

“Ibid

* Gillman, A., and Jo A. Douglass. 2010. 8o asthmatics have to fear from food and additive allergy?."

Clinical & Experimental Allergy 40, no. 9: 1:A882. (accessed November 1, 2011).

®vally, H., P. J. Thompson, and N. L. A. Misso. 2007. "Changes in bronchie¢$pmesiveness followingdh-

and low-sulphite wine challenges in wirgensitive asthmatic patients." Clinical & Experimental Allergy 37, no. 7:
1062-1066. Academic Search Premjaccessed November 1, 2011).

l7VaIIy, H., N. L. A. Misso, and V. Madan. 2009. "Clinical effectipbite additives." Clinical & Experimental

Allergy 39, no. 11: 1648651. (accessed November 2, 2011).

¥ Gillman, A., and Jo A. Douglass. 2010. "What do asthmatics have to fear from food and additive allergy?." Clinical

& Experimental Allergy 40, no. 2951302. (accessed November 1, 2011).

Ycs51l @ oHAMMU ¢! ¥RBEVE dZKNER {dANIAGSa Ay 5NASR 51 0S45¢ HwM
http://www.fda.gov/Safety/Recalls/ucm276800.htm

2 http://vww.atf.gov/press/releases/2000/07/07130@tf-missingdeclaratioron-aperitif-wine. html

“Federal Register2007.d al G SNA I £ & ! dz K2NAT SR F2NJ 6KS ¢NBFGYSyld 2F 2
http://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/27/24/246. (accessed November 12, 2011)
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recommends a maximum dg intake of less than 0.7mg of sulfur dioxide per kilogram of
bodyweight (less than 1/3 of a bottle of white wine with a sulfite presence of 200 mg/I for the
average, adult male?)

[ KFy3aAay3 GKS aYFRS 6A0K 2NBI YAEenfiddodtIdra ¢ gAYy S
sulfites to illegally enter the organic food supply chain via organic wine sold for use in the

production of organic vinegar and other wihbased and vinegabpased products. If sulfited

GAYS A& FEft26SR (2 0S NBHOETASR Sa 2INE IRSA GA& K& A (] [
would undoubtedly find their way into organic salad dressings, organic soups, and other

prepared foods, undermining the intent of the organic law to prohibit sulfites in food. (Sec.

2111 [7 U.S.C. 6520] HANRG). This would create a sigrafit and unfair health threato

those with sulfite sensitivities who coutchknowinglypurchase products containing sulfites.

lff2gAy3 adAZ FAGSA Ay OSNIAFTASR G2NHIYAO¢é 6AYS
confidence in organic and the USDA organic seal, because consumers expect that the organic

food and beverages they buy are the healthiest and safest on the market and that they do not
contain synthetic additives and preservatives. Organic consumersigesfgmiliar with the

meaning of organic wine labels, particularly since the passage of the Final Organic Rule was
adopted more tharten years ago.Those who seek to avoid drinking wiwéhout sulfites

1y26 GKIG a2NBFYAOE ¢ AtgsBetause is gleanly indicatgdibhthey | RR S
label

Synthetic sulfites are not essential to the production of organic wine
Millions of Bottles of Organic, Nesulfited Wines are Produced and Sold

A vbrant certified organic wine industry has been giiogy for over 30 years. By 2009, eight
certified organic wineries in California reported selling a combined total of 31004 ottles of
organic nonsulfted wine?® Organically grown grapes are one of the fastest growing organic
sectors in wine growingegions, and crop acreage of organically grown grapes continues to
grow, even despite a weak US economy in recent years. California Certified Organic Farmers
(CCOF) reported a 2,500 increase in acres it certifies of organically grown wine grapes between
2001 and 2010 California alone has seen wine grape acreage more than double in the last
sevento ten years AS these data sggst,the existing organic wine lakieh requirementsio

not adversely affect either the desic# grape growers to adopt organic farming tneds or
consumers to buy certified organic wif.

In response to consumer demand In the European Union (EU) and elsewhere, a new label and
branding scheme has emerged to meet the market demand in couniiese organic wine

2Vt AST a® Hamnd af{dzZ FAGSA YyR C22R&X ¢2EAOAGE | yR |
http://www.unitbv.ro/ecoagritourism/Revista/2010 4/Vasile%20Maria.piccessed November 2, 2011).

% Frey,Paul, Frey Vineyards, Ltd. Personal Communicafiebruaryl2, 2011

*Brodt, Sonja & Karen Klonskg008 ¢ al N SGAYy 3 wSLR2NIa F2NJ ¢KNBS hNHFIyAO /
Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California,. Davis
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regulations and labels have yet to be developddo Sulfites Addedr NSA wines are becoming
increasingly popular in European countries wittance taking the lea® In fact, this new,

emerging market of NSA wines is increasing the dedrfar U.Sproducel certified organic

wines that contain no added sulfité&.Qurrently, there is agrowingnumber of restaurants and

ol NE Ay 9dzNRB LIS &a0201Ay3 b{! 6rAySaz Y&NSA y2i
wine has also takenfbin South Africavhere Stellar Winery has led tlobharge with its brand of

& b-8ulphue!l R R $iganicwines thatit exporisto the US and the EU.

c
o

2So0aAlSa adzOK Fa 902xAyS 2AyS /fdzm FROSNIAAS
four Italian NSA wies: Cabernet, Merlot, Prosecco, and Blended as well as U.S. produced

Badger Mountain, Frey, Hallcrest, and La Rocca.wiieyspan the spectrum ofarietals from
Chardonnayand Reslingto Pinot Noir, andCabernet Sauvigno! *° This selistyled, family

owned Wine Club sendwo to four wines from its Eco collection every mordhtwo for its

members to sample.

Lion Distributors, a Chicago metropolitan area based organic wine importer and distributor,
posted this advice on its website abdiSA organic wines:

For consumers with a sensitivity to sulphites, the easiest way to make
Surethat your wine purchase is free of added sulphites is to check the
back label. By law, all producers are required to declare the presence
of sulphites in heir product. Look for the words "Contains Sulphites."
No-SulphurAdded Wines (NSA / No $&dded§°

Technological Advances in NSalfited Wines Make Sulfites in Wine Nessential

Advanced technologies developed during the 1980s and 1990s have lethearators and
adopters of organic wine production systems to alleviate the need to add sulfites in wine for
the purpose of preventing bacteria growth, oxidation, and spoilage. These same technologies
that are used to produce high quality and awawthning USDA certified organic wines are

briefly described below*

% Goode,Jamie.2008 & b-aulphitel RRSR 6AyS&8 KAG GKS YIFNJSGLIX I OSdég 2AyS
November 10, 2011). The late Jules Chauvet, scientist and winemaker from Beaujolais, France, has been credited

Fda GKS dadzy2MSAMWDest f FFGKSNI 27

*®Goode, Jamie2008 & b-fulphitel RRSR Ay Sa KAG GKS YIFEN] SGLE I OSde 2AyS
November 10, 2011).

Tat I NR A 2AYyS . FNBE 6 3 wSAGFdZNI yGaov Y xADlIyaoé 2AyS ¢ &l
http://www.wineterroirs.com/2011/04/vivant_pierre_jancou_paris.htmlaccessed November 11, 2011).

*The Organic Wine Comparhtp://www.ecowineclub.com/(accessed November 12, 2011).

* See Appendig for some examples of NSA wines currently on the market.

% Lion Distributors http://www.liondistributors.com/organiensawines/ (accessed November 12, PI).

% Greater technical details can be provided by the certified organic wine producers that use the technologies at

the upcoming NOSB meeting in Savanrah, 29 Fvemberg 2 December 2011
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o Sterile Filtrationt Wine makers use ahicroporefilters small enough to filter
out yeast and bacteria to prevent further fermentation of wine at the
appropriate maturation stage, without these of added sulfite¥’

0 Stainless SteelTankst Aging wine in stainless steel versus wood improves the
cleanliness at wine making faciliti&sBecause stainless steel is resistant to
corrosion, it is easier to be kept clean and reduces the need tealfites to
wine to prevent bacteria growtf?

o Keeping Wine Vats of wine Completely Filledf vats are filled to the top
without any headspace and kept that way until the bottling begins, it prevents
oxidization>®> When vats are full, there is no room foxygen to make its way
into the vat.

0 Gasblanketingt This practice involves coveg wine with a blaket of nitrogen
or carbon dioxide to protect it from oxidiziryring shortterm storage or
transfer from tank to tank’® The nitrogen or carbodioxide settles low against
the liquid wine and it keeps the lighter oxygen gas from coming into contact with
the wine.

0 Zero Oxygen Bottling Although wine needs oxygen during the maturation
process, and red and white wines need different amounts of exydyring
different stages of production, oxygen must be removed during bottkng t
prevent oxidation The zero oxygen bottling process requires flushing individual
wine bottles three times with nitrogen and then sucking out the air using
vacuum sealingachnology to eliminate the need for added sulfites to stop
oxidation®’

Sulfur Dioxidd echnical Review is Fatally Flawed: Fails to Methierfxistence
of aVibrant Organic Wine Industry, Among Other Problems

Given the burgeoning market of certifiedganic andrganicNSA wines in the US, EU, and
elsewhere now reaching approximateken million bottles per year? it is surprising to see that
the Technical Review (TR) on sulfites in wine failed to investigabe any way acknowledge

AL YRS 1ELAGEAND Awany ® a!  {SAWNEZS 24y W AtONPSRAFGS Ry i 29N0 (1K
http://www.freywine.com/press/bohemiarsimplevin.html. (accessed November 10, 2011).

Bab2iSaSupyir RRSR 2AySaove {G&ETFN hNAFYAO 2AyS [ S¢
http://www.stellarorganics.com/media/general/Nsulphuradded _wines_QandA.pdfaccessed November 9,

2011).

¥edzi KAE € = 1| NI KdzNI kY (0N Rigteheuitical EngiSedringy. { dzNF I O0S /1 £ S
http://www.twincityplating.com/resources/9%20SST%2620Surface%20Cleaning.pHccessed November 11,

2011).

®Bland, Alagt AN Hnany® a! {AYLI S *#AyY t NPRdzOSR F2NJ K2dzal YR&
http://www.freywine.com/press/bohemiarsimplevin.html. (accessed November 10, 2011).

®Bland, A A0+ ANP HAany®d a! {AYLES AYyY t NRRdZOSR F2NJ (iK2dzaAly
http://www.freywine.com/press/bohemiarsimplevin.html. (accessed November 10, 2011).

%7 (2010). Scott Laboratoriesittp://www.scottlab.com/product198.aspx (accessed November 12, 2011).

¥ Jeremey Shapely, International Organic Wine Distributor, The Triton Collection. Personal Comomunicati

November 12, 2011.
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the existence othe non-sulfited wine industry. What is equally surprising is that the flawed TR
was approved and used by the Handling Committee as a toasisting in favor of the change
in the annotation for sulfites.

Irregularities in the Evahiion Criteria for Substances Added to the NL Decision Sheet

It is also worthnoting here that there ardour significant irregularities in théEvaluation
Criteria for Substances Added to the Nationaléltcision Sheet which includes the following:

1. The citations used to support the answers in the Evaluation Criteria quesiiotise
NAIKG KFyR aARS 2F (GKS RSOAaAz2zy akKSSié NBTS
ydzyo SNA Ay (KFd R20dzySyido , S0z GKSINB Aa y
that date for public review.

2.990Sy AT GKS /2YYAGGSS YAatl oSt SR GUKS acwe
NOP/NOSB website to review dated 9/26/11. Therefore, the public is unable to find the
specific line numbers refencedin the TR sd ican review and comment on the decision
sheets as they relate to the TR.

3. There is also a TARted 1/14/11,referenced in thedEvaluation Criterig which does
not appearto beeitherin the documets made available for the discussion of this
agenda itenmor on the NOP/NOSB website

4. ¢KS RIFIGS 2y GKS o02G02Y 2F GKS O20SN) aKSS{
decision is10/14/10 whichif correctg 2 dzft R YSIFy GKIF G GKS / 2YYAGQ
sulfites wadinalized months before the final TR was issu&tliscouldbe a typo and
that the date is supposed to be 10/14/11, which would make more sengbatlfs the
case, the dateeeds tobe changed for the public record.

These irregularities in the documentsgied for the public eview and comment make it
difficulti 2 20 GFAYy F GONI YyALI NByld LA O dodlhg @dkessi KS | |y
and justification for voting in support of the sulfite petition.

Conclusion

As our remarkfiavedemonstrded, sulfites m wine can beharmful to human health. As early
as the mid 1980s, emugh people experienced allergenic tyygactions to sulfites to prompt

the ATF to requirall alcoholic beverages containing more than 10ppm to disclose the
existence of glfites on the label. The FDA also followed suit with its labeling regulations.
Despite ongoing discussions and lawsuits related to the use of sulfites in food and alcoholic
beverages, these warning labels have justifiably remained in effect for néaylgats.

Sulfites are not essential for the production of organic wine, as demonstrated by the growing
number of organic, nowsulfited wines produced in the US and around the world. Clearly, the
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neither hindered the expansion of the organic wine market nor inhibited farmers from growing
organic grapes.

Changing the annotation for organic wine would unfairly damage the markets of those wineries
that follow the best orgnic management practicesnamely those producing wine without the

use of synthetic chemicals, preservatives or additives of any kind, while also strictly adhering to
organic farming practices, as required by OFPA.

In light of the above evidence, CF§Yaf dzZRSa G KI 0 GKS LISGAGA2YSNDa

sulfite annotation in wine grown with organically grown grapes are not warranted, and we urge
the NOSB to vote against the petition.

AQUACULTURBMVaterials Committee

CES supports thBevelopnment of OrganicAquacultureSandards forHerbivorousHsh
in dosed,Recirculatinginland Facilities

We believe that the development of organic standards for aquaculture has the potential to
alleviate the environmental and human health impacts associatiéia existing industrial
aquaculture production methods and to supply an alternative, efficiently produced source of
human food proteir® However, a truly holistic approach of organic system management is
neededt from facility siting to fish harvesting that upholds the principles of organic. This
includes enhancing biodiversity and biological cycles in and around the facility (as applicable),
prohibiting dangerous inputs and outputs, supplying nutritious vegetarian organic feed,
minimizing releases afutrients and waste into the surrounding environment, and preventing
fish escapes into inland waterways and the ocean.

Keeping these and other important organic parameters in mind, as discussed below, it is clear

that not every type of fishfarming NJ FAaK OFy 6S OSNIOATASR 2NHI YA
submitted to the NOSB have discussed in detail the many reasons why we do not support the
development of organic regulations for the production of carnivorous fish in -@oean and

other open waer based aquaculture faciliti€€** The voluminous number of escapes, and

the significant and longasting adverse impacts, suchthgs transmission of dises, parasites

andsea liceto wild populationshave been weldocunented. (Seéppendix Zhart for a List

of Escapes). In fact, just this past wesdientists in British Columbia found evidence of

infectious salmon anemia (ISA) in two wild sockeye smolts along Canada'’s Pacific Coast, for the

¥ Research how shown that it takes over three tones of wild fish to produce one tonne of farmed salmon. (Naylor.

wod Si Ffo unnno &9 7FFS Ol Naure,405[6a90)01E1024INE 2y 62NI R FTAaAK
“OKimbrell, George2008. & / 2 YYSyGa 2y bl GA2ylf {dFyRFENRa .2FNR 6bh{.

hNBFYAO ! ljdzk Odzf GdzNB { G yRIFINRZ¢ [/ SyGSNJ F2NJ C22R {IF¥Sidezx

* Mendelson, Joseph2008 & / 2 Y Y S yDévélopthghofh NBF yA O CSSR {GF yRIFNRa F2NJ hN
Center fo Food Safety, 4 Segrnber.

S
S
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first time in history While this has not been confirmed in follemp tests, the issue of fish

diseases is a very important one for aquaculture and the next shipment of eggs for aquaculture
could bring ISA to the North American Paclficits most lethal form, the virus has killeshs of
millions of farmed salmon in Norway, Chile, Scotland and New Brunswick, Canada, and some
scientists fear it could mutate and pose a risk to wild ffsiAs this latest incidence clearly
suggests, oceahased salmon farming continues to be a hugelegical problem and it is
inconsistent with the principles and practices of organic farming, due to the threats it poses to
human health and the environment.

CFS supports the careful development of organic aquaculture standards for herbivorous fish in
contained inland facilities. Such a system can be compatible with the principles of organic
which support ecologicalrpduction and managementinland recirculating aquaculture

systems minimize risks to the environment by recycling clean wateutirout the closed

system with the aid of beneficial bacteria and plant species. Closed systems reduce the risk of
fish escape and inland locations further minimize the risks of an unintentional eSeagéting

in establishment in the wild. To ensureathsuch systems can adhere to strict organic
standardswe advocaterequiringa trial period to test and evaluate model herbivorous fish
systems and species before they are allowed to be fully commercialized in hopes of avoiding
the pitfalls ofpermitting a type of fish or system that cannot meet the spirit, intent and letter of
OFPAWe do not believe that carnivorous fish, like salmon, whose culture depends on
KFENPSaGAy3 FAaK F2N) FSSR akKz2dzZ R S@OSNJ 6S | LILINE

Development ProcessrfBoard Discussion and Public Comment

l'a | Lzt A0 AYGSNBad 2NBIFIYyATFGA2Y FYR R@20!I
remarks in this section will directly addre@siestion# 3. How can the review of aquaculture

proceed cautiously whileoh compromising consumer expectation of the organic label? What

do consumers expect from organically produced aquaculture products, and how does that

translate into specific requirements regarding materials?

CFS believes that the best way for movingviand with the development of aquaculture

standards is to first outline the broad parameters of what an ideal inland, herbivorous, closed,
recirculating organic aquaculture system would look.likée agrees A G K G KS [/ 2YYA G
L2aAdGAz2y (GKIFIG adKS NBOGASG 2F | ljdzt Odzt G dzNB Y
LINR LI2ZASR | ljdzl Odzf GdzZNB aidl yRIFNRa ®¢ ¢2 OGKIFG Sy
standardsdevelopmentfocus solely on closed systems of production #rat they include the

following criteria:

S¢
S
R

*AWelch, Craig2011 ¢t f 'y F2NJ Kdz3S FTAaK FENY Ay {GN}AG NRAf A& GKS
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/kml/localnews/2016565085 _fishfarms21m.htn{accessed November 12,
2011)
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e Closedloop, recirculating aquaculture systems that allow for the routine regulation,
monitoring, and control of inputs, outputs, pH, water quality, and fish health and
welfare. Escapes of farmed fish into irdamaterways or the oceamust bemade
impossible.

e Facility siting takes into account past uses of site and nearby local land uses to ensure
that toxic runoff from industrial production systems, landfills and other waste handling
and management operati@ medical facilities, military operations, farming, and
livestock operations is avoided.

e Fish breeds are bred and reproduced using natural and not genetically engineered
means. Fish are raised organically frdevelopment and fertilization of the egg
onwardonce there is a sufficient quantity of organic breed stock. Strong preference
must be given to fish breeds that are locally adapted and regionally established and
exotic or potentially invasive speciage excluded from the organic lahel

¢ Nutritional needsare supplied from organic plants and fish within the system with
minimal, if any, external inputs. Feeding methods encourage natural feeding behavior
and minimize loses to the environment.

e Waste products generated are utilized and incaigted into the aquaculture system to
eliminate the need for waste disposal outside of the system. For those wastes that
cannot beavoided theyare composted and otherwise managed in the same way that
livestock waste is required to be managed under theaaig standards. Waste can be
used on farms as fertilizers, provided that faff is contained and does not reach inland
waterways or the ocean.

¢ Biological diversity and biological cycling within the system and surrounding area should
be maintained an@&nhanced. Any water discharge from the system shall be as ctean a
or cleanerthan when it entered the system. Nutrient flow in water discharge will be
avoided through recirculation of water and 4gycled through the use of beneficial
bacteria and tandenplant growth. Again, strong preference must be given to fish
breeds that are locally adapted and regionally established and exotic or potentially
invasive species excluded to minimize problems in the event of any unintentional
release.

e Materials such aantibiotics, genetically engineered inputs, hormones, growth
regulators, synthetic pesticides and fertilizers, synthetic dyes and colorants or any other
substances that are prohibited under OFPA cannot be used in certified organic
aquaculture systems, withut exception. This includes antibiotics or vaccines
administered directly to fish or added to feed and water. Eldtzel uses of drugs and
experimental drugglsomust beprohibited.
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e Fish are fed 10percentorganic feed, as required for all organiektock and poultry
producers under OFPA. Wild or farmed fish meal and fish oil is prohibited in feed.

e Stocking rates for organic herbivorous fish are designed to avoid the problems of
overcrowding common in conventional, industrial aquacultural systehf living
environment of this system promotes and maintains the health and welfare of the
animals in a nosstressful environment that is appropriate to the species, breed, and
region in which the facility is located.

Given the newness of this type aahnology for organic production, a trial period is needed to
test model herbivorous fish systems and species to ascertain which systems and which species
can be produced as vegetarian fish within an organic aguaculture system

CONFLICT OF INTERESTOR®LPolicyDevelopment Committee

CFS commends the Policy Committee for taking initiative to update its conflict of interest (COI)
provisionsinred LI2 Yy &S (2 2 NH reguesD Asinoted 821 RENBR QGSSQa ! d
28, 2011proposed recommendadns, CFS urged the Board to revisit this issue in the comments

itsdzdo YAGGSR (2 GKS . 2FNRQ& ! LINAf Hnanmm OALl yydz €

Given the fact that the NOSB is comprised of stakeholders from the organic community with
direct expertiseexperienceand personal, orgnizational and/or corporate interests in the
outcomes of Board decisions, conflicts of interest are bound to arise. Tihatngature of a
dynamic Board of this type. Therefore, we agree with the Committeeitlimtmportantto
ensurethat decisionanade by the NOSB are not unfairly influenced by those with an inherent
conflict of interest, at all stgesof investigation evaluationanddecisionmaking To that end

a strong, transparent COI policy and procedure is essential to maintain tiibititg and
transparency of the BoardThe successful implementation of this policy relig®n the

integrity o individualBoard members and the actions of a strong Chair.

/] C{ Fdz t & adzLIR2NI& GKS /2YYAGUOISSmsti NBO2YYSyRI
Recommendation #3

Disclosure of a possible COI should occur when an issue is first being discussed in Committee. If
a vote is taken within a Committee and a recommendatgopresentedor public comment,

the Committee must record the COI, in wmigj along with the Committee vota the

documentation posted in the website

/ C{ &dzZLJLI2NIia RA&aOft2adzN® 2F /hL SIFIOK GAYS I RA

biannual meetings. This ensures transparency between Board members gubihg
discussions andebates,and when votes are made. It is womphastingthat disclosire of
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COlis not intended, and does noénder the comments of those with an announced COI less
important, it merely ensures member transparency and fairness irdéwsiormaking.

Conflict of Interest Disclosures Needed in TRs aRd TA

In the spirit of minimizing COI and encouraging full transparency in all stad38f policy
development including technical assessmen®&-S recommends that all subcaatiors are
required to list report authorand todisclose any potential C@lated to both the authors and
the subcontracting agency.

COMMITTEERANSPARENCYPolicy Development Committee

CFS appreciates the work of this Commitire¢houghfully addressing issugof transparency in

NOSB operationgandwe fully supportits recommendation. We agree with tlsentiment

expressedhat the public accessibilitytoh { . NBO2NRa A& AGONARGAOIE G2
engagement of the full organic community in puldicisiorY' | 1 Ay 3 b€

As an NGO with a mission to engage in public policy debates on organic agriculture and food
policy, we believe that it is extremely important tetain the ability tocommunicate with NOSB
members and Committees during the research ardelopmentof its positions and
recommendations. Therefore, we support an NOSB policy that allows for NOSB members to
receivecommunicatiors from the public via the NOSB Executive Directduring allstages of
policy development andot just during the official public comment period.

CFsurges the NOSB to establish a reasonable and consistent timeframe within which to receive
public comment. We believe that 60 days is a reabtsamount of time for theublic to

review andcomment on documentsas per theNOSB Procedures and Policy MantfaDuring

this most recenpublic commenperiod, less than 30 days wgien to respond to some
documentswhich is an insufficient amount of time for the public to thoughtfully consttier

FdzZf £ NI y3IS 2F R2 OdzY Sy id grepary mearfingful kedpdnse®/bat thid Sy R |
demonstrates, along with the irregularities smpportingdocumentation as described in the

sulfites in wine section of this submissiamthat the NOSB madye trying to tackle too many

issues at one time Boardtasks need to be prioritized with an eye towards creating a more
manageable workload for Committee members.

®See NOSBolcy and Procedures Manua201Q Agriculture and Marketing Service (AMSO, pp 35 & 55
http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSv1.0/getfile?dDocName=STELDEV30186&8ssed November 13, 2011
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATONolicy Development Committee

CFS highly values the public partitipa process that iuilt into the functioning and success

of the NOSB. This private/public partnership, embedded in OFPA, affords a unique role for all
stakeholders in the wider organic community to have their expertise and opinions considered in
the decisionmaking process.

We urge the NOSB to support the detailed recommendations and answers to the Committee
guestions supplied by the Nation@rganicCoalition(NOCn this topic In addition, CR8ould
like to reinforce fourpoints worthy of further expansian

First, CFS supports the use of proxies at the NOSB meetings. Although we strongly oppose the
abuse of this privilege, we believe that there are extenuating circumstances which can prevent
attendance at NOSB biannual meesiramd that a proxy should belaed in orderto

accommodate the needs of those who cannot be in attendance.

Second, we support the allowancérmembers of the publidiving withthe vicinityof wherean
NOSB meeting being heldto give public testimony on the day of the meetjngthout pre-
registering This will ensur¢he widest public involvemendf those whomaynot otherwise
have the opportunityto address the Boardh person

Third, we support théNOSBpractice of routinely seridgl ¢ { SyasS 2F G(G(KS . 21 NR¢
the Secretary of Agricultur@utlining overarching issues of concern that are repeatedlised

by the pubic at the meeting, even if the issuesthey rdislB y 230 2y (GKS YSSGAy3
statement on GE contamination of @gic represents a case in paint

Finally, the NOP recently circulated a statement requesting that the publicndfcan
communicating with individual Board members outside of the circumscribed public
participation process establishddr biannualmeetings CFS believélat stifling

communication between the public and the NOSB between meetings is not inetst interest

of the Board andhat it does not servets mission to develogound and informed public
policieson organic food and agriculturelnstead, we support a process of open public
engagenentwhereby all sectors of the organic community haveess to Committee

members rather than a selected fewThis ensures the consideration of a wide range of ideas
experiences, and opiniorie assist in the development of the most informed policies possible.

Thank you for your consideration of the aforentiened remarks.

Respectfully submitted,

) it
/

Lisa J. Bunin, Ph.D.
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Organic Policy Coordinator
Appendix 1:Letter to National Organic Standards Board, September 2011

~ National Organic Coalition

3540 Route 52, Pine Bush, New York 12566
‘ Liana@NationalOrganicCoalition.orqg 845-744-2304

NOC MEMBERS
September 28, 2011

Beyond Pesticides

Cy Food - .
opaey Tor oo National Organic Standards Board

USDA National Organic Program
1400 Independence Ave. SW
Room 2646 — South Stop 0268
Maine Organic Washington, DC 20250

Farmers and
Gardeners Association

Equal Exchange

Food & Water Watch

Michest Organic and Via Email: Lorraine.Coke@ams.usda.gov
custanable Education and NOSB members

Mational Cooperative
Grocers Association

Northeast Oreanic Dear Members of the National Organic Standards Board:
Dairy Producers
Alliance . . ) )

At the last NOSB meeting in Seattle, the Board received over ninety comments
MNartheast Oreanic . - . . . . .
Farming Association - in writing and in public testimony by people expressing their concern about the
Interstate Council potential contamination of organic by genetically engineered organisms (GE).
Organic Secd Again, at the NOP Listening Session in Washington, DC, on September 20,

lance

many public commenters addressed this topic as well as the need for the NOP to

be more proactive in preventing contamination from GE organisms. These
comments demonstrate the public’s belief that the NOSB and the National

Rural Advancement . .

Foundation Organic Program (NOP) need to do more to ensure that GE-contaminated

I tional -USA - ‘ ‘ . . e

neernationa organic ingredients do not make their way into the certified organic foods.

Organically Grown
Company

Union of Concerned
Scientists

The National Organic Coalition (NOC) commends NOSB member, Jennifer
Taylor, for taking the initiative to draft a “Sense of the Board Statement on
Genetically Engineered Crops.” ! as the Board’s response to significant public
comment on the issue. As we understand it, the purpose of a “Sense of the
Board Statement” is to relay to the Secretary of Agriculture an issue(s) of
overwhelming concern to the organic community that the public asked to be
considered by the Board’s at its bi-annual public meeting. Indeed, as a Federal
Advisory Committee and statutory Board constituted under OFPA, one of the
NOSB’s significant and appropriate roles is to report directly to the Secretary
and to give advice regarding all matters relating to organic farming and food
production. As stated in the law:

! “Sense of the Board Statement on Genetically Engineered Crops.” (April 2010). National
Organic Standards Board Meeting.

NOC letter to NOSB re: GE Seprember 28, 2011 Page 1 of 4
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The Secretary shall establish a National Organic Standards Board (in
accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. app. 2
et seq.) (hereafter referred to in this section as the "Board”) to assist in
the development of standards for substances to be sued i organic
production and to advise the Secretary on any other aspects of the
implementation of this chapter. (OFPA)

The “Sense of the Board™ statement 1s neither a policy document nor intended to outline
solutions to the problem, but it is intended to be sent to the Secretary in a timely manner.

NOC remains hopeful that the NOSB will submit a “Sense of the Board Statement on
Genetically Engineered Crops.” to the Secretary. prior to its next Board meeting in
November. We believe that the statement presented on the last day of the meeting
accurately reflects public sentiment about the need for USDA and the NOP to collaborate
in the development and institution of GE contamination prevention measures. NOC
further believes that it is both desirable and appropriate for the NOSB to acknowledge on
behalf of the organic community that:

USDA’s actions on genetically engineered crops have been
insufficient to protect the organic industry. Organic agriculture
continues to be at risk of contamination by genetically engineered
crops... [The NOSB] “urge[s] the Secretary of Agriculture to take
immediate and aggressive action to prevent GE contamination of
organic.””

Although we understand this statement is a small first step to take, we believe that the

adoption of a strong policy of shared responsibility between the USDA and NOP is the
only way to prevent GE contamination and to preserve all agriculture markets for U.S.
farmers -- organic. non-GE conventional. and GE.

Regarding the exact wording of the statement. although “zero tolerance” of GE is a goal
desired by many in the organic community, the issue requires a much wider public policy
debate, which extends well beyond the scope of the current “Sense of the Board
Statement on Genetically Engineered Crops.” Therefore, NOC supports striking the
“zero tolerance” language from the last sentence of the statement and retaining the rest of
the language verbatim, as written below.

In conclusion, NOC urges the NOSB to immediately adopt the “Sense of the Board
Statement on Genetically Engineered Crops™ and send it to Secretary Vilsack. This will
go a long way in reassuring the public that the NOSB is responsive to its critical issues of
concern and that the NOSB and NOP will not turn a blind eye on GE contamination of
organic. We have attached our suggested amended version of the text.

2 Ibid.

NOC letter to NOSB re: GE September 28, 2011 Page 2 of 4
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Thank you for your consideration of this important issue that threatens organic integrity.
We would certainly welcome further conversation on GE contamination of organic, but
such a dialogue is not needed prior to sending the statement to the Secretary.

Sincerely,
= T f"l : ,/ frio ]
Liana Hoodes Lisa J. Bunin, Ph.D.
Executive Director Organic Policy Coordinator
National Organic Coalition Center for Food Safety
NOC letter to NOSB re: GE September 28, 2011 Page 3 of 4
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National Organic Standards Board®

Sense of the Board Statement on Genetically Engineered
Crops

The significant number of unsolicited public comments at
the RApril 2011 NOSB meeting have illustrated the extreme
concern the impact that continued approvals by USDA of new
genetically engineered crops has had on our community of
organic farmers, consumers, and handlers.

The NOSB, speaking for the organic community, believe that
the USDA's actions on genetically engineered crops have
been insufficient to protect the organic industry. Organic
agriculture continues to be at risk of contamination by
genetically engineered crops.

This threat is a critical issue for organic agriculture
producers and consumers of their products.

We urge the Secretary of Agriculture to take immediate and
aggressive action to prevent GE contamination of organic=

Inl 313 3~ + 1 [ =L I L A Porang e ] e oe + ~ 13 3 = o + - 3o g
LAl L.LJ_\jU R =~ J_UL.K_,IJ__E" - n\jJ__L\_rLl_LL.LLJ_ L \_lJ_\j AT =l | SN N i E O R A )
o OF ot oy o o o ~f  maron g s o epand mag ] 0 an
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3 . .
Presented at NOSB meeting. April 29. 2011.
NOC lerter to NOSB re: GE September 28, 2011 Page 4 of 4
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Appendix 2:

LabelSamples: Organic NSulfites Addedwines

allcrest

B VINEVARDS

2004

. YU
Bantino Vineyards ~

California Table Wine
ORGANIC
ZERO SULFITES

MARK'S VINEYARD
GRENACHE - MOURVEDRE - SYRAH
A BIODYNAMIC® WINE - NO SULEITES ADDED

~ ]

Crganic Wine
TIS.

NOSULITTES ADX¥TL
CONTABSONLY NATURALLT
COCURAING LU/ 1L
ABEDHOR K14 #Y YOLLM
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