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List of Meeting Attendees

Voting Membership

Y = Yes, in Attendance at Vancouver

P = Phone, attendance via teleconference
N = No, absent for this meeting

Name Organization Interest Category Apr14 Aprl5 Apri5

Hugh Martin Consultant General Y Y Y
Committee Chair

Shannon Jones Atlantic Canadian Organic Regional General Y Y Y
Network (ACORN)

Brandy Street British Columbia Society for the General N N N

Prevention of Cruelty to Animals --
Certification Division

Roxanne Beavers Canadian Organic Extension Network  General Y Y Y
Priscilla Reimer  Manitoba Organic Alliance General Y Y Y
John Henning McGill University General N N N
Andrew Organic Agriculture Centre of Canada, General Y Y Y
Hammermeister Dalhousie University
Ron Hamilton Organic Alberta General Y Y Y
Ted Zettel Organic Council of Ontario General Y Y Y
Rochelle Eisen Organic Farming Institute of British General Y Y Y
Columbia
Janine Gibson Organic Food Council of Manitoba General Y Y Y
Arnold Taylor Saskatchewan Organic Directorate General Y Y Y
Paul Voroney University of Guelph General N N N
Francgois Labelle  Valacta General Y Y Y
Keith Mussar IE Canada General P N P
Nicole Boudreau Fédération biologique du Canada General Y Y Y
(OFC/FBC)
Amy Keller Consultant General Y Y Y
**added in opening meeting
Total General interests  14/17 13/17 14/17
Linda Edwards British Columbia Organic Tree Fruit Producer N P N
Association
Hans Buchler British Columbia Wine Grape Council  Producer N N N
Matthew Holmes Canada Organic Trade Association Producer Y Y Y
Carl Carter Canadian Health Food Association Producer N N N
Rod Scarlett Canadian Honey Council Producer N N N
Anne Macey Canadian Organic Growers Producer Y Y Y
Sally Blackman Canadian Produce Marketing Producer P P P
Association
Randy Preater Canadian Seed Growers' Association Producer P P P
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Name Organization Interest Category Apr14 Apr1l5 Apr15
(CSGA)

Jean Duval Club du CDA Producer Y Y Y

Marvin Dyck Conseil Canadien de I'horticulture Producer N N N

Pierre Lampron Dairy Farmers of Canada Producer Y Y Y

Maureen Bostock Ecological Farmers Association of Producer Y Y Y
Ontario

Serge Lefebvre Egg Famers of Canada Producer Y Y Y

Gerard Bouchard Fédération d’agriculture biologique du Producer Y Y Y
Québec

Annie St-Onge Fédération des producteurs acéricoles Producer P P N
du Québec

Tim Rundle Pacific Organic Seafood Association Producer Y Y Y

Joyce Kelly PEI Certified Organic Producers Coop  Producer Y Y Y

Dag Falck Small Scale Food Producers Association Producer Y Y Y
Total Producers 13/18 14/18 12/18

Nicolas Turgeon  Ministere de I’Agriculture, des Regulator P P P
Pécheries et de I’Alimentation du
Québec

Laura Telford Manitoba Agriculture, Food and Rural Regulator Y Y Y
Initiatives

Femma Van As Health Canada, Veterinary Drugs Regulator P N N

Susan Smith British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture Regulator Y Y Y
and Lands

Elizabeth Corrigan Canadian Food Inspection Agency Regulator Y Y Y
Total Regulators 4/5 3/5 3/5

Connie Kehler Canadian Herb, Spice and Natural User/ Utilisateur Y Y Y
Health Products Coalition

Jennifer Hillard Consumer Interest Alliance User/ Utilisateur Y Y Y

Sherry Casey Retail Council of Canada User / Utilisateur P P N

Elizabeth Nielsen Consumers Council of Canada User / Utilisateur N N N

Cathleen Kneen  Food Secure Canada User/ Utilisateur N N N

Kelly Monaghan International Organic Inspectors User/ Utilisateur Y Y Y
Association
Total User Interests 4/6 4/6 3/6

Totals 36/46 34/46 32/46

Quorum Percentage 78% 74% 70%

# Required for Meeting Motions 19 18 17
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Non-Voting Members

Information Members, Guests (At Meeting or on Phone)

Name Organization

Susan Abel Food & Consumer Products of Canada

Bill Barkley Barkley's Apple Orchard

Terry Caunter Pest Management Regulatory Agency, Health Canada
Evan Elford Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Lindsay Fernandez-Salvador Organic Materials Review Institute

Melanie Filotas Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs
Brad Hicks Canadian Organic Aquatic Producers Association
Jelena Kajic Egg Farmers of Canada

Gene Kessler Clear Creek Organics

Linda Labrecque Syndicat Prodcteurs lait bio du Québec

Tony McQuail Organic Federation of Canada

Gunta Vitins Resilient Solutions Consulting

Secretary

Mark Schuessler Canadian General Standards Board
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Notes

During the meeting, translation services were provided by the Translation Bureau of Canada
Translation was available through the Teleconference Phone Services and technical support by
FrischkornAV and Marriott Pinnacle Hotel. The meeting facilities were provided through the Marriott
Pinnacle Hotel.

WebEx Desktop viewing services were available in both English and French.

Throughout the meeting, each work list item was recorded in files on Google Docs (software). Though
these links may no longer work, but they are provide for reference.

A note that several documents were not available in French at this meeting, due to CGSB not receiving
the translation in time and a mix up in documents. CGSB fully appreciates the hardship this caused to
the entire process as well as the need to ensure the translation is very accurate as the standards are
referenced in Quebec legislation, amongst other jurisdictions.

In the minutes, the following abbreviations are used

PSL -- Permitted Substances List (32.311)

NOP — USA National Organic Program

EU — European Union

IFOAM -- International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements
SIC — Standards Interpretation Committee

COO Canada Organics Office

CB Certification Bodies

CFIA  Canadian Food Inspection Agency.
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Original Internet Links

General Principles and Management Standards / Principes généraux et normes de gestion

32.310 Crop Production/ productions végétales
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MmE-n4UIOUULE-VZxtPmEMS5ZnWXxqWSvaS6zGfHbMKg/edit

32.310 Livestock Production/ Production d’animaux d’élevage
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CqYvM6MIBRGGRMOyYG4v57YixTUpjh7JLOmBtgTA9nY/edit

32.310 Preparation/Préparation
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1BxkuhStEE1QTsj4VdaND3yiMrAMNO2SAQWbS95eBaSY/edit
Section 8&9 Ehttps://docs.google.com/file/d/0B8RSD45d0ZdYcnczTTVIdIE1Z3c/edit

32.310 Apiculture
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KeeBj8mdLc8AylILczrG-tcRP5WtM5xKe5RSzZ7Dzeg/edit

32.310 Maple
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1G6-ckoblunVuS-YHHQ6rTxxPnsnw28rH-qFg07 X-Pc/edit#

Permitted Substances Lists — Listes des substances permises
32.311 Crop/ Productions végétales
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1EUH76nE6rr9IVENgAVITXWMYIOgEgbMKffpsH30HP 4/edit

32.311 Livestock/ Production animaux d’élevage
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SvXMBHJ1CPOCbGLiY6gMQHV9kbfRDeateQISOvVWS5Eco/edit

32.311 Preparation/Préparation
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1rFjOE6 I60fEwBOr 042dWMDOiv-hkCXjh62b-C8ymxg/edit#
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Order of Presentation

Secretary Note:

The Meeting Minutes are presented in order of presentation but in their entirety. All the items of each
working group will be kept together, so if a section was presented on a different day, it will be noted in
that working group section. | have provided a list of the flow of the meeting, which references to each
section.

Each section had each item read out by the Convenor for the current wording, proposal being
considered, the rationale of the proposal and decision of the working group. The final recommendation
(after any proposed changes) as accepted by the committee. Only the discussion and the
recommendation will be recorded in the minutes. The entire section of the working group will be
presented from Google Docs as an annex to these minutes. The acceptance was by a consensus voice
acknowledgement item. A formal vote was not required for any proposal.

Day 1

Agenda Item 1.1 Opening Remarks

Agenda ltem 1.2 Membership and Introductions
Agenda ltem 1.3 Establish Quorum

Agenda ltem 1.4 Meeting Agenda Approval
Agenda Item 1.5 Minutes of 12 Meeting Approval
Agenda Item 1.6 32.310 Livestock

Agenda Item 1.7 32.311 Livestock

Agenda Item 1.8 32.311 Processing/ Preparation
Agenda Item 1.9 32.310 Livestock, continued
Agenda Items 1.10 Canadian Food Inspection Agency Presentation
Day 2

Agenda Item 2.1 Re-Establish Quorum

Agenda Item 2.2 32.310 Processing/ Preparation
Agenda ltem 2.3H 32.310 Crops — Honey

Agenda ltem 2.3M 32.310 Crops -- Maple

Agenda ltem 2.4 32.311 Crops

Agenda ltem 2.5 32.311 Livestock, continued
Agenda ltem 2.3 32.310 Crops

Day 3

Agenda ltem 3.1 Re-Establish Quorum

Agenda ltem 2.3 32.310 Crops (continued)

Agenda ltem 3.2 32.310 Livestock (continued)
Agenda Item 3.3 Permanent PSL & Funding
Agenda Item 3.4 Boiler Chemicals and Organic
Agenda Item 3.5 Report on small scale Certification
Agenda ltem 3.6 Other Remaining Business (Round Table)
Agenda Item 3.7 Editorial review

Agenda Item 3.8 CGSB Process Update:

Agenda Item 3.9 Genetically Modified Organisms / Genetically Engineered Organisms discussion
Agenda Item 3.10 Adjournment of Meetings
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1.0Day 1

1.1 Opening Remarks
April 14, 2014 Meeting began at 8:15 AM

The Chair, Hugh Martin, opened the meeting on behalf of the technical committee and welcomed
everyone. He noted this is the 2" meeting of these editions, and that that funding to update the
documents comes through the Canadian General Standards Board (CGSB) from the Standards Council of
Canada.

He spoke that at the 12" Meeting of the CGSB Committee of Organic Agriculture, held December 11, 12
and 13" in Gatineau, Quebec (Gatineau Meeting) he noted 136 work items, 116 recommendations and
104 were approved. For this meeting there will be 171 Work items, 131 recommendations and thinks
about 40% are no-change, so there will be lots of work ahead.

e He recognized the all of the working groups for their hard work and numerous teleconferences to
get to this point. He gave special thanks to the convenors, whom he has had the pleasure of
listening to most of the working group calls and has been impressed by the dedication of the
volunteer time.

e He thanked Maureen Bostock for taking the role of convenor of 32.311 Crops, taking over from
Linda Edwards.

o He thanked Amy Kremen who will be taking over from Roxanne Beavers for 32.311 Processing after
this meeting, and thanked Roxanne for her work.

e He thanked the members that were participating on the phone lines, despite the initial technical
difficulties experienced.

e He recognized Kelly Monaghan from International Organic Inspectors Association as an additional
scribe to assist with the approval of work list items throughout the meeting.

e He recognized the CGSB secretary to this committee Mark Schuessler for the work underway with
CGSB.

e He recognized work has already begun in preparation for this meeting. He thanked Nicole Boudreau
of the OFC for the coordination of documentation.

e He noted the Audio Visual Company, FrischkornAV and Marriott Pinnacle Hotel. The meeting
facilities were provided through the Marriott Pinnacle Hotel. And the thanked the Translation
Bureau of Canada for the simultaneous interpretation.

1.2 Introductions

A round of introductions were given to members at the table and then to participants on the
teleconference lines. Convenors of the working group also introduced themselves.

1.3 Establish Quorum

The Secretary stated the voting membership now included Sherry Casey of the Retail Council of Canada
and Elizabeth Nielsen of the Consumers Council of Canada as voting members under the User category.
He noted that the committee is balanced but work continues for better representation from Quebec,
Alberta and other provinces. He noted that as there isn’t a ballot yet, there is still time and that getting
more regulators is a key goal.
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He also introduced Amy Kremen is not currently with an association, which is typically a requirement of
this committee’s terms of reference. However, convenors are also typically voting members. The
committee was accepting that she could be a voting member without an association.

The Secretary reviewed the voting membership list. Quorum was established for Day 1 as 36 of 46
members.

1.4 Agenda Approval

The secretary noted that the 2™, 3™ and 4™ copies of the agenda were basically the same order, but
with updated Google Doc links. The request was to move Honey from Day one to Day 2.
The revised agenda was approved. Annex 1

1.5 Minutes of 12th meeting

The secretary noted that the minutes of the 12" meeting we circulated in January and minor revisions
were sent in March 2013. Gene Kessler spoke to add that his participation was not recorded. This will
be fixed by the secretary and the minutes were approved with this change. (not attached)

10
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1.6 32.310 Livestock
Presented by Anne Macey, Working Group Convenor

Anne Macey thanked her working group members. All items were presented by Anne Macey.

Work List Item 54B/103 Organic milk for young mammals - Lait biologique pour les jeunes
mammiferes

This was an issue that was carried from the December meeting regarding the quantity of milk for young
animals. Aninformative note to reference guidelines was determined to be the best solution.

There was not further discussion.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Iltem 78 Analysis of livestock water — Analyse de I’eau pour animaux d’élevage

A member asked about what specific toxin levels were presented. It was detailed that there are
guidelines in other documents for producers to review and that these can be consulted.

There was discussion that if requiring testing but no results, that the statement would not be strong. An
example of composting was referenced.

It was noted that in British Columbia there are guidelines for heavy metals and ions. Anne Macey said
she had referenced water references from a Saskatchewan producer.

It was noted that it was either 100 or 10 CFU in Quebec.

There was discussion around using the phrase “demonstrate

acceptable meeting guidelines’.

There was discussion that the intent of the statement is to measure bacteria.

It was noted that section 7.4 Sprout Production may have similar language.

Recommendation was postponed by Technical Committee until the Quebec guidelines could be
referenced.

Work List Item - 55 Age of breeding dairy heifers - Age de reproduction pour génisses laitiéres
Anne Macey noted that weight and maturity are better indicators.

There was not further discussion

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Item - 204 Title of Section 6.8 - Titre de la section 6.8

There was no further discussion.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Item - 62 Maternity Pens - Enclos de mise bas

There was discussion about the space required for the birthing process.
There was discussion about the terminology used in English and French.

11



Minutes of CGSB Committee on Organic Agriculture 32/20
April 14-16, 2014
32.310 Livestock

It was noted that the size of the pen was not specified, with rebuttal that it the item could be changed
to “sufficient and dry bedding space”. This was rejected over concern about the term sufficient.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List item 259 Exercise for Dairy cattle - Exercice pour les animaux laitiers

It was noted that this was originally in 6.8.3 but would expand into section 6.8.10, which goes along with
the next work list item.

There was discussion about added a time requirement for derogations from the requirement to allow
producers to have time to adjust to the regulation.

There was discussion that there was ‘no tethering’ despite the derogation suggestion. The suggestion of
“No tethering by 2016 or all cows get exercise” was suggested.

There was a question regarding permitted tethering of lactating or non-lactating cows.

There was a discussion regarding a member’s comment that this seemed to be regressive wording to the
standard.

There was a question if exercise equates to outdoor access, which is was responded no, you can exercise
inside. There was rebuttal if the animal could be inside all winter, which the answer was yes, but not
tied up continuously.

There was a question if international standards were consulted., which the response was yes. Another
member commented this by stating that in Europe each country is different that some countries allow it
and some do not, but there may be up to 10 years to resolve this issue.

There was discussion that in Quebec the rules are very strict that if outside they must collect manure, so
time is required to allow producers in regions with more annual snow load to build the facilities. There
was a suggestion to add wording to collect manure and urine during winter outside as this is a ground
water issue.

It was noted by a member that many farms have lactating cows, so two barns are needed.

There was discussion that that the derogation could be a directive from the Canadian Organic Office
(COOQ) instead and if the derogation is already really in place.

There was discussion if this affected all regions of Canada or only Quebec. It was then expressed this is
significant requirement for Québec.

There was discussion that it could be a ‘should’ rather than a ‘shall’ in the standard, or could it be a
information note. There was concern however that as this is prescriptive, the enforcement of a shall is
required.

There was discussion that the Certifying Bodies are not enforcing the directives of the standard and
discussion if this is a procedural item or an item for in the standard itself

There was a lengthy discussion regarding this with the COO and the COO had asked this be dealt with in
the Standard itself, as this might affect international agreements and trading partners.

The Committee decided to wait for Elizabeth Corrigan from the Canadian Organic Office to offer
information on this before advancing the motion.

WG recommendation accepted in principle - more work needs to be done on the derogation, it
will be discussed with the Canada Organic Office before going to ballot. Anne discussed this
with Elizabeth Corrigan of the COO in Vancouver - Elizabeth will take the portion [highlighted
in green] below and create a directive to be sent to the certifiers via the CVBs. (Action 1)

12
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ii) When compliance of Subsection 6.8.10.1 and 6.8.10.1 i requires construction of new infrastructure on
organic farms, a derogation is allowed until August 1, 2021 provided that there is a plan for the new
construction or renovation by August 1, 2016 and:

a) There is no tethering of heifers and dry cows OR

b) all tethered cows are allowed a period of exercise each day when possible or at least twice a week.

Work List Item 63 Milking Parlours- Salles de traite

There was discussion regarding the term “non-slip” and that the listing was overly-prescriptive. There
was further discussion that this might be dealt with in the best-practices codes. It was noted that there
was other sections that referred to guidance documents.

There was discussion that the item could be reworded to flooring that prevents or avoids animal
slipping. There was further discussion on the prescriptive nature of 1 hour versus generalization of not
waiting a long time. However the countering option was also voiced that if not prescriptive, it could be
removed entirely and just refer to the codes of practice, that certifiers and inspectors can assess these
practices.

It was discussed that the dairy operators would already adhere to guide documents, codes of practice
and regulations. However then it was noted that the dairy code is not mandatory in at least some
jurisdictions. There was discussion about the term ‘minimize waiting’, which was accepted.

There was discussion about sick animals being taken to the parlour as well, that portable milking was
typically used and preferred.

Recommendation of the working group was revised and then the new wording approved by Technical
Committee.

The Technical committee then went to Section 311 Livestock.

1.9 32.310 Livestock
The technical committee returned to Section 310 Livestock at Day 1 afternoon.

Work list - 209 - 272 Outdoor runs for cattle & space requirements - Aires d’exercice et exigences
pour espace

Anne Macey began to present again. The comments about sizing and regions remove specific issues
when possible.

6.8.8. expanded space table and includes concepts like no mandatory run, small breeds are okay but
shall not be less than daily guidelines.

It was discussed that it was required to comply with other regulations too.

It was recommended to return to the working group for action to review for sheep, goats etc and the
minimum numbers in the tables, as 23 m2 didn’t seem right. It was discussed that it was added in 2007
to prevent feed lots. There was discussion that 23 m2 was a ‘big barn’.

There was discussion about 15 m2 as a maternity pen per cow.

It was noted that 23 m2 might have come from the code of practice.

There was a recommendation to add an informative note for 1-35

13
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WL -102 Tying of tails & Electric trainers - Attachement des queues et dresseurs électriques

It was noted there was no consensus at the working group . There was two dissenting opinions on this
item.

There was discussion that adding new prohibitions. In Europe this affects turns into more disease.
Currently 100 farms in Quebec prohibit this practice.

The SIC said it was okay but cleaning needed and there are no ways to clean.

There was discussion on the misuse or frequency used in the problem, that occasional use is acceptable.
There was discussion that it was about perception by the public and not seen as a good practice.
There was discussion about using the term “routine” instead of prohibiting. This was not seen as
acceptable as some people may think routine is reasonable. It was noted that it was not allowed in
Quebec standard to this would not accept Quebec. There was concern how the inspectors would deal
with removing routine.

There was discussion that the perception of the consumer is very important.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 138 Poultry cages - Cages pour la volaille

There was discussion about « expanded cage » systems and types of cages systems for colony, enriched
etc. The colony system could be thought of as a “super enriched cage” system. It provides for some
outdoor access.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 242,243,254 - % solid floor for provision of litter in poultry barns - % de plancher solide
pour la litiere dans les poulaillers
There was not further discussion after presented.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 244, 255 Stocking density for layers - Densité de logement pour les pondeuses

There was discussion on density had been debated and that organic can define limits within the
community of practice. Stocking equivalence with US Eggs must meet Canadian Standards, though it
was discussed the amount of trade this affects.

It was noted that in Europe the density is 6 m*.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 176 Pasture or mobile unit flock size - Densité de logement en paturage ou unités mobiles
There was discussion about the intent of the paragraph not to have issues on the land such that mobile
units to respect the land and the needs of the birds.

There was discussion about the rotation of poultry pasture may be over years, not just in one year.

It was though the concept of multi-year may not be clear in the proposal. It was stated this could be
enforced in the organic plan. There was a note to watch on terms “operations” vs. “enterprise”.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

14
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Work List item 59 & 60 Lameness & 60 -mastitis levels

It was discussed that this was an indicator to establish welfare, but withdrawn as it is difficult to
measure. That other guidelines and items like in 6.7 was accepted.

It was discussed it was a good idea but that it can’t increase paperwork so not to be a burden.
Otherwise it would be hard for inspectors as well. There was discussion that the removal of voluntary
assessments should be removed as this could penalize farms that do volunteer items and don’t comply.
It was noted that without the voluntary, it is too prescriptive.

There was discussion this was trying to get “lower end” producers to be checked, not as a compliance,
but looking for continuous improvement and until there is no gain.

It was discussed further that voluntary was considered penalizing. There was concern that an organic
inspector would ask for records not within the scope of what inspectors normally do.

It was noted that some industries such as dairy, this is mandatory and some are only just becoming
mandatory. There was discussion that animal welfare assessments inspectors could assess this item.
There was discussion that this adds to the standard without adding lots of extra wording and that they
assessments should be encouraged.

There was discussion on referring to CFIA for this. The counter argument was given of this being an
outcome based dependence. There was discussion that ‘animal welfare’ itself is not very specific and
the inspection process that would be entailed.

It was discussed that part of the reason was that there would be less duplication if paperwork could be
referenced, so the farmer didn’t get “audit fatigue”.

Recommendation by the Technical Committee to return this proposal to the working group.

WL - 47b Prohibition on winter only production-Productions exclusivement hivernales

There wasn’t further discussion after the presentation.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 128 Additional informative note - Remarque additionnelle

There wasn’t further discussion after the presentation.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 274 Does 6.3.3 apply to poultry - Al. 6.3.3 s’applique-t-il a la volaille
There was discussion that a flock was not a herd, but it was not a poultry flock only a sheep flock
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 21 Transit time - Temps de transport

There was discussion regarding the use of guidelines and regulations and that this might be put in the
front of the standard for ease of reference.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee

CGSB will look into how guidelines are referenced throughout the standards. Action 2
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WL - 273 - 239 Physical Alterations & Timing of castration - Altérations physiques et age de la
castration

There was discussion that the removal of beaks in now considered unacceptable practice, now use lasers
to have the beak fall off.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 66 Spaying of female beef cattle - Castration des bovines de boucherie
There wasn’t further discussion after the presentation.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List- 22 Quarantining sick and medicated animals - Quarantaine des animaux malades et
médicaments

There wasn't further discussion after the presentation.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 133 - Chemical allopathic drugs - Médicaments allopathiques chimiques

There was discussion that veterinary drugs are not same as allopathic. It was noted that the definition
of veterinary drugs may be confusing. There was previous consent on vet drugs as well.

There were those that though this was a confusing description but those that felt it was clear. There
was a stated concern that it shall be a registered product “loop-hole” concern.

The technical committee amended the work of the working group and accepted the proposal.

WL - 23.1 Use of veterinary medicinal substances -Substances médicinales vétérinaires

This was a discussion from the 12" meeting. That a vet was not required to be present for administering
a drug but it had to be authorized by a veterinarian.

There was discussion about terms “authorized” or “prescribed.” Penicillin would be an example.

It was noted that in Quebec only vets can have drugs.

There was discussion about antibiotics and that this may be too prescriptive.

There was discussion that vet supervision was acceptable.

There was a discussion if a “prescription bottle” was acceptable written documentation (a question for
CBs)

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

The Technical committee then went to Meeting Item 1.10
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3.2 Remaining 310 Livestock
On the third day in the morning, the committee returned to Livestock

Work List - 23.2, 202 Veterinary medicinal substances for poultry - Substances médicinales pour
volaille

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 201 Veterinary medicinal substances poultry - Substances médicinales pour volaille
After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 199 Add exceptions to 6.2.2di for poultry - Ajout d’exceptions a I'al. 6.2.2 di pour la volaille
After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List-132 a, b ,c & 23.3, Antibiotic treatment of dairy cattle — Traitement antibiotique pour
animaux laitiers

There was discussion that the proposal added clarity regarding animals losing organic status.

There was discussion that having more than two treatments the animal would lose status and require
the 12 month transition. So one treatment okay but two not.

There was discussion about parasiticide as well.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List - 134 Meat - wording /Viande - libellé

This was a question regarding terminology regarding what was meant by slaughtering and organic
status.

There was a question why this only referred to dairy.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

There was an action from the committee to word smith and verify the translation of this section
closely. (Action 3)
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Work list - 3.1 Veterinary drug withdrawal times - Temps de retrait - médicaments vétérinaires

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Anne Macey thanked the members of the rabbit subcommittee for their assistance.

Work list -19.4 Non organic rabbits for breeding - Lapins non biologiques pour la reproduction
After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work list - 76 Space requirements for rabbits — Exigences pour les aires d’exercice pour les lapins
There was discussion to include overnight as a point of order, not just an example in the wording.

It was responded this not just for overnight.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List - 96 Lighting - Eclairage
After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List - 104 Clarify when rabbits can be confined - Clarifier le confinement pour les lapins

There was limited discussion on winter conditions, and that this included winter situations.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item -105, 106 Minimum age for breeding & number of litters & 106 age of weaning -
Age pour reproduction, nombre de portées, 4ge pour sevrage

There was discussion regarding a minimum weaning age so it keeps the colony system within the
animals.

There was discussion if it should be more explicitly stated in the standard and that 21 days before forage
access would impose these limitations anyway. There was concern that if in grazing area, the does
would will each other.

It was recommended that the working group continue to work on wording an re-present it at the next
meeting.

Day 3, PM
After lunch on the third day, Anne Macey reported that the entire section on Rabbits would be reviewed
and brought back for the next meeting, though it might go out as discussion for public review as well.

Work List - 245 Land for pigs - Terres pour I’élevage des porcs

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.
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Work List - 246 Pasture for pigs -Paturage pour les porcs

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List - 183.1 Problematic sows - Truies problématiques
There was a question after the item was presented if there was a “pig sub working group”.
It was noted it was discussed with only one producer and more commentary was needed.

There was considerable discussion on the use of “farrowing crates”. It was discussed that traditional
farrowing creates are not ideal and this work list item should be reviewed.

It was agreed that the terminology is not ideal. There was discussion that as this is a best practice that a
portion of the recommendation should be removed.

There was discussion about the term stalls or crates.

There was discussion if farrowing crates will be banned after 2020.

The discussion then focused on the original comment of removing problem sows.

The recommendation was to return this item to the working group for further review.

WL - 247 Space for pigs - Espace pour les porcs

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

It was recommended that if more information comes forward it will be reviewed.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 27 & 27c Grazing on common land - Paturage sur des terres communes

There was discussion that the rational for this work list item was useful in principle.

It was discussed that an editorial review of “products vs substances” is understood since products are
not added to the PSL, only substances.

There was discussion about the use of community pastures in Ontario, Quebec and British Columbia.
There was discussion how the standard should apply, but that it should be compliant.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List - 260 Cleaning products for livestock housing - Nettoyants pour le logement des animaux
It was discussed that this was a recommended practice and that emergency situations as required by
governments or veterinarians would also apply.

There was discussion how this applied to insecticides. It was mentioned that this was only for to control
disease outbreaks.

There was discussion that ticks carry disease too. There was discussion that disinfectants are defined in
the regulations under PMRA.

There was concern this allowance opens the standard too much to products that aren’t in 32.311.

There was discussion about a preferred order in the statement or the introduction of a new table.

It was noted that this is typically only for extra-ordinary situations and that all events must be
documented and the outbreak must be “serious”.
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There was discussion that disease one that could compromise the life of the animal, so a immediate
danger to health and welfare, not routine practice.

There was discussion that the use of hydrated lime and chlorine would generally negate the use for this
section.

There was discussion that if it was a “reportable disease” then there is documentation as to mitigation
to be used.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

WL - 212 Rewrite entire section — Réécrire toute la section
After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

20



Minutes of CGSB Committee on Organic Agriculture 32/20
April 14-16, 2014

32.311 Livestock

1.7 32.311 Livestock

Presented by Janine Gibson, Working Group Convenor
Janine Gibson thanked her working group members . All items were presented by Janine Gibson.

Work List — 119 Calcium Propionate - Propionate de calcium

It was noted that this is allowed under electrolytes in Table 5.3 so the change is to specifically list
electrolytes.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item- 199 Vitamins - Vitamines

It was noted this was out of Table 5.3. The Working Group consulted several veterinarians that
recommendation removal of the synthetic portion that isn’t required.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item- 118 Propylene Glycol - Propyléne glycol

It was stated that there are other options that are more relevant to organic production.

There was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List item - 149 Clay - Argile

There was no discussion after it was presented.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List [tems -- 151 Hydrated Lime - Chaux hydratée

There was no discussion after it was presented.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Iltem 156 Pyrethrum - Pyréthre

There was no discussion after it was presented.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List item- 165 Citrus extracts - Extraits d’agrumes

It was discussed that this was accepted as a botanical extract in 5.3 but should be moved to 7.4 for this
request.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Recommendation by the Technical Committee add a new work item for this substance to table 7.4.
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Work List Items 260 Section 7.3 & 7.4 - Sections 7.3 et 7.4

There was no discussion after it was presented.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List items- 25-27-233-253 Amino Acids - Acides aminés

The discussion was regarding tor keep only non-synthetic sources with two exceptions as these are the
only sources. This is more restrictive than previous wording but equivalent to other jurisdictions.
There was discussion regarding metric equivalents and if the informative note would be modified, this is
was requiring review by the next edition. There was discussion that this would be good to review for
the future editions (i.e. Edition 4, not this edition). There was discussion on the requirement for the
exception for Lysine.

There was discussion that the NOP should be per tonne of feed, such as 2 pounds of 100% synthetic
over the lifetime.

There was discussion that allowing this exception would have impact on the discussion on
biofermentation.

There was discussion that the 2-3 pounds was not appropriate for Canada as different feeding practices
are in place.

There was agreement to have a new work item to define “Synthetic”.

There was discussion this was an exception for pigs and poultry only.

Recommendation by the Technical Committee to return this proposal to the working group.

Work List Item - 239 Enzymes - Enzymes

There was minor discussion to delete the clause “Shall be from an organic source unless not
commercially available.”

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List I[tems 179 Mineral Oil - Huile minérale

Is was mentioned organic vegetable oil works like mineral oil.

It was mentioned this is as a dust suppressant, and concerns about rancidity. But it leaches as it is
used.

It was mentioned this was brought to the Standards Interpretation Committee (SIC).

There was discussion there were other products available and that you can find feed additives without
mineral oil.

There was discussion stemming from discussion in the 12th meeting about a dust suppressant category
which is item 269.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.
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Work List Item- 179,180, 232, 232.1 Feed Additives & Preservatives - Suppléments alimentaires et
agents de conservation

It was discussed that it is existing in Table 5.2 already, so amending not required.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List [tem- 198 Minerals, trace minerals & elements - Minéraug, oligo-éléments, éléments
There was discussion that these are added orally and by injection. The WG consulted veterinarians to
include mineral salts.

There was discussion about adding these if the food sources lacked nutrients or minerals, that the
health of the animal should be the most important.

There was discussion about the confusion about tables 5.2 and 5.3.

There was discussion that minerals may not be used to stimulate growth or production.

The technical committee amended the work of the working group and accepted the proposal.

Works List Items - 231, 270 Micro organisms & Yeast, Pre- & Pro-biotics - Microorganismes et
levures, Prébiotiques et probiotiques

There was discussion that these did not appear in table 5.3 but should.

There was discussion that pre-biotic are not microorganisms.

There was agreement about the first portion of the text to add microorganisms and yeast.

There was discussion to add pro-biotic as just to list examples. However there was expressed concern
that adding it here would allow it in more places lengthen the document. Further discussion on adding
the genera (plural genus) not specifics.

There was discussion this was not in the definitions, just the annotation. There was discussion about a
future guidance document for the 32.310 standard.

There was discussion that pre-biotics should be listed separately as they weren’t microorganisms, only
‘feedstock’ for bacteria, not a food carrier for pro-biotics.

There was discussion about adding the term organic, unless commercially unavailable.

There was discussion if this included fungi. There was further discussion about potential carriers, listing
of examples and if these examples should be in definitions.

There was discussion about para-probiotics and if yeast was ambiguous, which it was felt it was due to
yeast extracts.

There was considerable discussion on yeast and yeast extracts, including yeast autolysate.

There was discussion is MSG (Monosodium glutamate), would be allowed if yeast extract is naturally
occurring and not separately manufactured.

There wasn’t agreement to add to the definitions.

There was agreement to have yeast including yeast autolysate.

There was agreement to have micro organisms, yeast and inducing yeast autolysate

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee

The Technical committee then went to Section 311 Processing.
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2.5 32.311 Livestock (again)

Day 2 morning revisit of several items

Work List - 25-27-233-253 Amino Acids - Acides aminés

There was discussion on the needs of amino acids for livestock. During the presentation , the term
“porcine” was used as the inclusive term for pigs, hogs, piglets etc. (it was noted that ‘pork’ is a product,
not a class of animal)

There was discussion that in the US, fish meal can be used as a feed stock whereas in Canada it is not. In
The EU, they have greater access to organic waste as a feed stock, again where Canada does not. Thus
in these jurisdictions their limits on fish mile is not high enough for use in Canada.

There was further discussion on 0.4% over the product and 34% crude protein and that there could be
side effects on animals like in birds having kidney issues or humidity and ammonia issues in the barn.
There was discussion that Lysine is required for poultry and the type of lysine like in hog-feed and
poultry. There was discussion this should be on a demonstrated need. There was discussion on the use
of methionine to be allowed for pork and chicken. There was a question regarding research done on
this topic in and that perhaps more scientific information is required.

This was reworked at the meeting and then re-presented. The amended work list item was approved
by the technical committee with the new exception for lysine, which will require conversion to metric
amounts (Action 4).

Work List - 231, 270 Micro organisms & Yeast, Pre & Probiotics - Microorganismes et levures,
Prébiotiques et probiotiques

This item was revised on the Day 2 morning after review the evening prior.

There was further discussion and review of yeast, organic yeast, and autolysate. There was discussion if
synthetic yeast existed.

The amended wording was then accepted by the Technical Committee.

Work List - 234 Essential Oils Huiles essentielles

There was minor discussion that essential oils are considered botanical extracts so are already allowed.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 244 Hypoclorous Acid Acide hypochlorite

This item was presented that this was not required for systems that are on municipal water. However it
was discussed that this is an issue when a farm in on a well and not on municipal water. It was discussed
that there is no restriction on water treatments as long as they do not exceed water quality guidelines.
There was discussion that perhaps the PSL requires a water treatment section, that as these items
remove bacteria, there might be a health benefit.

It was noted that a presentation on boiler chemicals was upcoming, and that the NOP allows for water
treatments. CFIA also allows for cleaning agents.

This item was returned to the working group for future presentation.
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Work List — 246- 261 Copper sulphate, magnesium sulphate Sulfate de cuivre, sulfate de
magnésium

This was discussed that the only sources of these chemicals were used with sulphuric acid. That while
this conflicted with the aspects in section 10, that the benefit for animal welfare was more important IN
THIS CASE so they should be improved.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List - 258 Non Agricultural Ingredients in Feed - Ingrédients non agricoles dans les aliments
pour animaux

It was discussed this was allowed in the Canadian Organic Standards so livestock feed must be 100%
agricultural ingredients. There was discussion regarding limestone not being the case but allowed. The
working group will update the rational and wording and represent this item.
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1.8 32.311 Processing/Preparation
Presented by Roxanne Beavers, Working Group Convenor

Roxanne Beavers thanked her working group members . All items were presented by Roxanne Beavers.
The first few items were presented out of order of the documents to ensure they were discussed.

Work List Item- 44, 213, 242 Bleach / Chlorine Compounds - Agents de blanchiment/Composés du
chlore

It was presented that 10% was not a useful number as this was very high and should be more for 7.4 not
7.3.

It was also discussed that Hydrogen Peroxide isn’t a chlorine compound so would have to be included
elsewhere. From the 12" meeting this was discussed to modify the text.

The new wording improves the situation to make it safe for food contact and changing in 7.4 allows for
up to the food-contact surfaces.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item - 44b Hydrogen Peroxide, Ozone - Peroxyde d’hydrogene, Ozone

Because of the change in the previous to chlorine, this had to be added separately.

There was discussion as well that a ‘removal event’ wasn’t required for peroxide as it breaks down
rapidly, so it is better in 7.3.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Now back to start of the working list

Work List 80 Sodium Borate — Borate de sodium

The WG felt there was not enough information presented to be a persuasive argument.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List [tem 89 Talc - Talc

There was concern if this would affect equivalency agreements.

It was noted that as this is not the final product, only a processing aid, it is not a major issue.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Items 100 Alcohol, ethyl (ethanol) - Alcool éthylique (éthanol)

It was felt that the as it is not a final product but an aid that the commercial availability clause was
appropriate to ensure it could be used.

It was noted that the NOP and IFOAM both require that it is organic.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.
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Work List [tem 111 Sulphurous acid - Anhydride sulfureux ou acide sulfureux (dioxyde de soufre,
S02)

It was noted that it is allowed in the preservations of fruit or other items, though mead would be an
exclusion, as mead is made from honey. Itis allowed in EU.

There was discussion that other beverages are made from maples, sugar cane, maple wine etc.
Discussion that the annotation could say “alcoholic beverages only”

There was discussion about restrictions on grape trading partners. The grapes require the annotation.
There was discussion about the risk of sugar content for re-fermentation, so that only need to find tune
after.

Recommendation by the Technical Committee to return this proposal to the working group to look at
beverages.

Work List 194 Potassium Permanganate - Permanganate de potassium

The WG felt there was not enough information presented to be a persuasive argument.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Item 210 - Casing, Collagen Sausage - Boyau a saucisse

There was discussion that ‘cellulose product’ didn’t work. This had also come in as a request from the
SIC.

The discussion was regarding that the methods to make collagen is not compatible, not the collagen
itself. That there are alternatives like natural casings and this was not an issue for trading partners
except with Sweden.

It was noted the cellulose is removable.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Items 214 Disinfectant, organic - Désinfectant, biologique

It was discussed that brand-names are not permitted.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL 216 Potassium Carbonate — Carbonate de potassium

It was not discussed at this meeting.
Recommendation by the Technical Committee to return this proposal to the working group.

Work List Item 217 Defoamer (Foam Blast RKD) Additif antimousse (Foam Blast RKD)

It was discussed that brand-names are not permitted.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.
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Work List Item - 48, 110 - Casein - Caséine

It was discussed that no GE products would be permitted but to keep commercial availability clause.
It was discussed to include recombinant bovine growth hormone statement.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item - 58, 221 Glucono delta lactone - Glucono delta lactone

This was discussed as this makes silken tofu as an acidifier and leavening agent.
There was discussion regarding dextrose-based could be used for glucose substitute.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List Item - 67 Malolactic bacteria - Bactérie malolactique

It was discussed this is already allowed under microorganisms.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL - 85, 218 Sodium silicate - Silicate de sodium.

There was discussion that it is allowed in 4.3 and is used for floating pears.

There was discussion if as a cleaner under 8.3.8 but information was not presented to make as an
processing aid.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List items - 101, 102, 103 Acer pensylvanium - Silica powder- Clay powder - Acer
pensylvanium - Poudre de silice, Poussiere d’argile

There was discussion that a previous major typo in the on-line version of the standard had been
resolved.

There was significant discussion regarding as this is only a product for maple should it be only in 32.311
as maples producers don’t use 32.311. There was discussion on this however it was felt it was useful to
add these three items, in addition in 32.310, into 32.311, though it was felt by some as repetitive.
Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM TO VERIFY THAT ALL SUBSTANCES IN 32.310 are in 32.311. (Action 5)

Work List [tem- 197 Water - Eau

Is was discussed if water is required in the listings as it is already a permitted product.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List item- 201 Potassium metabisulphite - Anhydride sulfureux ou acide sulfureux

There was discussion that this product is already used in alcoholic beverages, but as an ingredient in
low-concentration, not as a cleaner in high concentration. It is also restricted as an ingredient.
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Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Item 219 Inulin - Inuline

It was discussed this is a pre-biotic in chicory and now found in organic sources as a agricultural product.
As you can get certified organic this should be acceptable and therefore it should not be added to the
PSL as being permitted in non-organic form. However because it is an agricultural product, it is not
required for this listing.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM TO CONSIDER adding a notation in 32.311 about agricultural products.

Work List- 222 Potassium Bicarbonate - Bicarbonate de potassium

It was noted this was already allowed on 4.3 and 7.3, so it would be okay to add to table 6.3

Other standards allow potassium CARBONATES, meaning monocarbonates, bi-carbonates etc.

So the substance should list carbonates (plural).

Recommendation to modify the comment and change it to carbonates, mono- and bi- approved by
Technical Committee.

Work List Item - 70, 71 - Phosphoric acid - Acide phosphorique

This is a change in phosphoric acid as other systems would allow, under 8.3.8. This allows for other
cleaners as processes for the wash.

There was discussion to exclude maple syrup on the PSL as this was not allowed. So an annotation was
required to exclude now.

There was discussion that in 1990 this was mandatory in dairy in Quebec.

It was noted that for special crops there is a note in sections 8 and 9 regarding phosphoric acid.

There was discussion that phosphorus is a source of pollution from farming.

There was discussion that phosphoric acid, a much stronger acid was allowed, but bi-sulphatic acid was
not.

It was noted that it was allowed in 7.4, this is a change for 7.3 to allow without a rinse.

There was discussion that removal entirely would be confusing for dairy industry.

Recommendation by the Technical Committee to return this proposal to the working group.

Work List Item- 223 Magnesium sulphate Sulfate de magnésium

There was discussion that there was not food grade available without sulphuric acid.

There was discussion about crops and Epsom salts now being allowed.

There was discussion that the NOP had non-synthetic acids only .

There was discussion about the removal of the annotation.

There was discussion about chloride-type Nigari salts as tofu as an only source.

The technical committee amended the work of the working group and accepted the proposal.
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1.10 Canadian Food Inspection Agency

There wasn’t a WebEx presentation for this. The committee only review the Canada Organic Office
website at http://www.inspection.gc.ca/food/organic-products/eng/1300139461200/1300140373901

The Chair, Hugh Martin, spoke that it was important to invite the Canada Organic Office to the meeting
to discuss important changes upcoming and not to put them ‘on the spot’ for information or rulings.

He welcomed Elizabeth Corrigan present.

Elizabeth Corrigan presented the CFIA website. She discussed the Safe Food For Canadians Act which
has been now in place for over a year. The previous Agricultural Food Act excluded various items like
fish, so aquaculture will be coming in.

Organic Products will fall under the Safe Foods for Canadians Act.

The decision was made at CFIA not to make a lot of the wording in the regulations this time, as to enable
easier and timely approval of the new Act. So wording was just copied over from the previous act, as
they didn’t want to make major overhaul right away into the new act with regulations.

There was discussion that while CFIA reports to Health Canada, that this is only for Food Safety. The
Canada Organic Office continues to report to the Minister of Agriculture.

Elizabeth Corrigan spoke about the transforming the CFIA web page,
http://www.inspection.gc.ca/about-the-cfia/transforming-the-
cfia/eng/1374871172385/1374871197211 which includes the regulatory modernization
http://www.inspection.gc.ca/about-the-cfia/transforming-the-cfia/regulatory-
modernization/eng/1345492077853/1376482667229

There is a discussion paper in May 2014 coming out that will describe the new regulations being
considered for all food, not just organic foods, so the public is invited to comment or sign up for “REG
WATCH'.

There was a question regarding organic aquaculture and when it will be brought into the regulations as
currently it is voluntary and this is allowing other trading partners access to the Canadian market. There
was a discussion about stream of commerce policy coming soon, as well as lots of opportunity to
transition if new regulations come out regarding making organic aquaculture mandatory.

There was a question about if decertification occurred for an organization fines or penalties were being
considered. It was noted that they are being considered, but may be in the next phase of updates to the
regulations that are more comprehensive.

There was a question about Cheese from Europe regarding importation into Canada and export. It was
discussed to review this on the CFIA website.

There was a question on pesticides fact sheet from February 2014 and comment was requested from
CFIA on what was occurring. It was discussed that this was a high-profile issue as it was in the media.
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Elizabeth Corrigan noted that there is testing on all foods, both conventional and organic. She said that
organic was treated equally and not specifically targeted, the testing just includes organic.

The testing does not current enable information about “high for organic but low overall”. CFIA is
working out a way that the CBs will get this information and how to handle inspection. It was important
that the CBs will be part of the solution, but how to follow up on 5% or higher. This lead to discussion
about international thresholds and automatic level that a producer would lose certification might be in
the standard. It was discussed that this might help or hinder the inspections but that the majority is still
well below the 5% threshold.

CFIA is working out a way to have the testing ‘identified’ as organic and will report back on this at the
next meeting.

There was discussion about safe food acts at “will there be better organic labelling” and similar to
prevent false organic labelling. The discussion was that this was about food safety, not organic
specifically which is a federal/ provincial discussion. There was also discussion about fact sheets about
other labelling like non-GMO, not toxic etc.

There was discussion about gypholsate for lentils to Europe with “Round up” sprayed and could CFIA sop
this. It was noted that this was for AAFC, not CFIA.

After the presentation, the Chair thanked the participants, phone participants, the translators and
facilities and convenors for presenting, including Roxanne Beavers who will be giving the helm to Amy

Kremen.

The chair closed the session at 5:15 pm PDT.
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2.0 Day 2

2.1 Re-establish Meeting Quorum

April 15, 2014 Meeting began at 8:15 AM

After further technical challenges, quorum was re-established for the committee of in-person and on-
phone participants.

2.2 32.310 Preparation
Presented by Rochelle Eisen, Working Group Convenor

Rochelle Eisen thanked her working group members. All items were presented by Rochelle Eisen.
There was initial discussion regarding the timeline for this edition of the standard (August 2015) and the
general principles at the start of the standard and if the IFOAM general principles might be used to
review them.

There was also general discussion about editorial improvements being done by each working group,
overall with Pricilla Reimer and CGSB. There was a question about how future edits are incorporated
into the draft standards.

Work List Item 263 s 1.4.1 General Requirements

There was general discussion regarding the use of growth media and the perception of exceptions in the
standard itself, especially in the context of other claims of non-GMO standards.

Recommendation of the working group was approved by Technical Committee

There was a question regarding growth media being the GE. It was responded that this was 1.4.1 on its
own and allowed where only necessary, but this is cleaning up the order of information in 1.4.1 right
now.

WL 275 s. 3 Irradiation - Définitions

It was discussed that Safe Foods for Canadians Act will be updated which this section requires review to
ensure it is consistent for Canadian Standards.

There was discussion that Ultra-Violet (UV) radiation is non-ionizing, thus it is allowed. It was noted that
as the standard is written, if it is not mentioned, it is allowed.

There was discussion about categories of areas of things allowed as there was concerns about listing
everything. There was concern stated about minimizing handling in the dairy industry.

There was discussion that the topic of radiation could be stated that if “if doesn’t meeting a particular
requirement” then it would not be allowed.

There was discussion to adopt verbatim the eventual wording in the Act.

An example of X-ray for water was allowed.

There was discussion about the section 8.1 about the default position of the standards should be that
radiation is not allowed.

There was a discussion that if modifications weren’t acceptable to pure foods we would only have whole
wheat bread and homogenized milk.

There was discussion about the use of future new technologies. This prompted a discussion on the
overhaul of section 10 that is being considered to include principles of new technologies.

This items was tabled for the next meeting so the committee can review the Act and review Section 10.
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Work List item 220 s. 8.3.3

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List item 185 s. 8.3.3

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL 755 10.2.2

There was discussion about the changes to section 10 and the term commercial availability in the
standard. It was discussed that when an item is added to the PSL, commercial availability is verified, but
this is a moving target since it is an instance of time.

There was discussion about adding things to the PSL considering factors such as environmental, social,
substances and recyclability.

It is recommended to the committee that section 10 get a substantive review and rewrite.

There was questions about the timing of redoing section 10 and the crossover to other sections.

The Chair noted that a group could be formed to table ideas and then re-write section 10. There was
discussion about a hierarchy of values, synthetic vs. non-synthetic, and other factors to consider like
trading partners. The concepts of CODEX, and IFOAM might also factor into this work.

There was also discussion about how to review the PSL to delete items.

It was suggested by the Convenor that it be redone to be more comprehensible and coherent and then
discuss issues. This could be done in a circulated discussion paper before December meeting

This items was tabled for the next meeting so the committee can review the Act and review Section 10.
A Task Group will be struck to review this section and members are welcome to participate. (Action 6)

New Section 8 and Section 9

The next working list items and sections were discussed in the revision of Section 8 & 9.

The convenor discussed the motivation for this entire change was to improve the standard such that
section 8 was “for everyone” in the standard and section 9 was specific pest management/ emergencies.

The question was asked if this was indented to be the full scope of the standard, for production to point
of sale. There was discussion that who is an ‘operator’ and if certification is required for each instance.

New Subsection 8.1.1

The convenor noted that anything here is fixed for comprehension, that there was not technical change
in this section.

There was a question about ‘food grade’ quality on the farm, that not all items were food grade, i.e. a
shovel, but food bins would be. It was discussed that this was generally after an item left the farm, but
that some farms use this section if they are also processing. There was discussion that this section
would still require compliance with Safe Food for Canadians Act for an operator.
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There was discussion that this paragraph was not required as there are codes of practices and on-farm
food safety, and the regulations were mandatory. There was discussion about the term “food safe” as
field equipment like potato diggers were not food grade.

It was suggested to give approval in principle and that further review was now required and this section
will be reviewed further.

Subsection 8.1.2 is for future use

Subsection 8.1.3, 8.1.4 and 8.1.5 are the same as before so there was no further discussion after they
were presented.

Subsection 8.1.6 was approved at meeting #12 so it was not discussed

Subsection 8.2.1, 8.2.2 and 8.2.3 are the same as before so there was no further discussion after they
were presented.
Subsection 8.2.4 is for mushrooms, sprouts, maple and unique for these commodities .

Subsection 8.3 was discussed that rodenticides were being allowed on farm here. It was noted that
Alberta is considered ‘rat-free’ and that in Saskatchewan organic had an “approved bait”. It was
discussed that an operation must abide by regulations. It was discussed this section allows for a
derogation.

Subsection 8.4 The convenor noted that anything here is fixed for comprehension, that there was not
technical change in this sub section. There was discussion about section 8.4 and excluding a farmer to
market or animal to slaughter.

There was discussion about subsection 8.1.6 and minimum packaging which was discussed at the 12
meeting. There was concern that the translation required improvement as well. There was significant
discussion about packaging and using the term shall or should in the section. New wording was
suggested about packaging use to minimize impact on the environment, but that some forms of
packaging may have a better impact. It was discussed that advertising on the product was a major
factor as well. There was discussion that the packaging itself should not have loss of organic integrity.
A suggestion of wording “when an organic product requires packaging, is should be minimal and
appropriate.”

Subsection 9.1 and Subsection 9.1.2 The convenor noted that anything here is fixed for comprehension,
that there was not technical change in this subsection

Subsection 9.1.3 was discussed on the mass versus weight issue had been clarified by CGSB and that
mass is the correct term to be using for this instance.

Subsection 9.2 was discussed about improving the clarity and intent of 95%, 70% organic products and
the requirements therein. While this was a technical change, it fixed an error in the standard.

Section 8 and Section 9 both received approval in principle to proceed to Public review by the technical
committee.
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The committee then went to 32.310 Crops

In the afternoon of the third day, there was greater discussion about the term enterprise or operator.
It should be noted that quorum was not present at this point of the meeting, but as any decisions were
not binding as it would be before ballot this was acceptable.

New 8.1.6. Organic products shall be packaged with materials that prevent commingling, contamination
and pest infestation and do not cause a loss of organic integrity. VERSION GOING TO BALLOT When
organic products require packaging, it should be kept to the minimum to prevent loss of organic
integrity. Packaging materials that minimize harm to the environment throughout their life cycle are
preferred.

There was discussion that a new section 8.1.7 be developed for packaging materials.

There was discussion that because the item was a “should” there was no enforcement of the issue.
However it was discussed this was a ‘value statement’ that helps the standard and that it is not
quantifiable.
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2.3 32.310 Honey SubGroup
Presented by Anne Macey for the Sub Working Group

WL 269 & 71.1 Buffer Zone & Location of hives Emplacement des ruches

Two options were presented by the convenor for this work list item. It was discussed that the difference
is excluding discussion on fertilisers and no reference to GMO/GE

The two authors of Option A and Option B gave their input and rational.

There was discussion that other animals eat drift materials, including pollen and the standard
emphasises minimizing contamination, not eliminating it. The expressed concern was that 3 km radius,
based on maximum bee range for feeding would not produce organic honey.

There was discussion and apiculture could also be considered like seed production.

There was discussion that an operator cannot control where bees forage, only offer items they would
prefer. They will not forage on GE corn if preferred sources are available so this is not a concern unless
preferred sources are not available.

There was discuss that even if the honey is tested for the pollen source, spray can interfere with the
bees and source.

There was discussion that the onus is on the operator to minimize risk and to show that the bees
generally don’t want to go to areas with GE products. It was discussed that risk can be assessed by a CB
if there is GE products within a 3 km radius.

It was discussed the importance of bees to all of agriculture and that conditions should be allowed to
facilitate beekeeping. Discussion about compromise is required, and that unlike seeds or other crops,
honey is not a product that reproduces GMO pollution.

There was discussion that to ensure better quality and lower risk, that good forage to location of hive
should be considered and in a map in the organic plan from year to year and that GE alfalfa is an issue.
There was further discussion that it seems very unlikely organic honey can be produced as a pure
product and that other labelling might take its place.

There was discussion about reducing the radius to 2 km and that Organic alfalfa, Corn, Soy and Sugar
beets were the only issue. There was discussion to remove the fertilizer portion from this discussion.
There was discussion about legal aspects of a conventional farmer should care about the organic farmer,
that a duty of care is present because of the regulations.

There was discussion that Canada has already conceded there will not be organic canola because of drift
and contamination. There was discussion that there is organic canola but it requires a great deal of
effort.

There was discussion about no pesticides used when field is in bloom to minimize impact on the bees.
This prompted a suggestion that soy or corn won’t be pollinating at certain times so the 3 km is not an
issue and this is when organic honey could be collected.

There was discussion about the spreading of sewage sludge not a fertilizer and bees don’t feed on it.
There was discussion that roads and dumps are not a factor in the production.

There was discussion about importation of organic honey.

There was discussion that Option A with acceptable forage in the management plan could be useful.
This item was tabled and after further work by the working group it was still felt it should go back to the
working group.
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WL # 108 Storage of beekeeping material - Entreposage du matériel d’apiculture

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL # 139 Wax not replaced - Cire non remplacée

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL # 268 Paraffin - Parafine

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

It was also approved that this could be put into 32.311 as an annotation for “for use in bee hives”.
Action 7

WL # 8 Clarification - Clarification

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL Introduced Bees - Abeilles de remplacement

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

On the third day, a follow up item was reviewed.

Rewording of Section 7.1.9

There was further discussion on the proposal of GE crops and bees foraging on them. It was discussed
that this would only apply when GE crops are in flowering phases or if the crops were being treated
(with fertilizer etc).

There was discussion that this should not be allowed for canola, alfalfa, but as bees don’t feed on corn
or soy, this would be okay within the radius. There was discussion that corn is a higher risk than soy for
pollination.

There was discussion about allowing all GE crops since it is outside of the control of the organic farmer
what others plant. There was discussion that every year this could be different to the farms around so
an organic farm might produce one year and not another. Especially with field rotation that GE product
may be closer in some years.

There was discussion that the organic plan could assess risk of contamination and mitigate as required.
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However there was significant feeling that no allowance for any GE Groups as the alfalfa and canola are
major risks. Again sugar beets were also included to these crops and more could be in the future.

There was discussion that even if the GE sources were within 1 km that if sufficient forage was available
the bees would stay close.

There was discussion that there was no spraying during flowering so this should not be an issue for the
bees, and that in some jurisdictions, this is illegal.

There was discussion about the radius being 2 km or 3 km and should be based on best science data
available. It was felt that 3 km was the generally accepted number in the industry.

There was discussion about topographic features should also factor into the equation as bees won’t fly
over hills as much.

There was discussion that regardless of the GE products around, the most important part of this is that
the honey itself is not contaminated. So testing by the farmer would ensure this.

There was a suggestion that since honey is easily tested for its pollen source that testing should be the
answer to this and that an informative note be added about foraging and topography.

There was discussion if bees are considered animals and if this was an animal welfare issue.

There was acceptable in principle of the risks associated with the honey. The working group has been

tasked to come up with new wording to include for the public review period.

On the third day, the committee then went to 32.310 Livestock for follow up items.
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2.3 32.310 Maple SubGroup

Presented by Jean Duval for the Sub Working Group
Jean Duval thanked the working group members . All items were presented by Jean Duval.

Work List Number 31072133 - Vinegar during season -Vinaigre en saison

This item was presented that the working group had reviewed it however they felt there was still review
required before making a final recommendation. So this item will be presented in the next meeting.
There was discussion about use the in maple of vinegar leading to fermenting the sap. It was noted that
the risk of contamination . It was asked that there are lots of cleaning agents so why not in maple?. It
was responded that because it takes so long to clean all the products in a short opportunity of time that
need to have spare time to manage the cleaning.

Recommendation to return this to the working group.

Work List Number 31072125-Anti-foaming and other production aids - Antimousse et autres
produits d’aide a la production

There was discussion about anti-foaming agents and that it should either be removed from the
standard, make a new table in the standard or leave in, but put that it doesn’t apply to maple or
cleaning.

After lengthy discussion at the working group, it was decided to duplication the item in both32.310 and
32.311. There was considerable discussion about the idea that all substances should be in 32.311 against
the “one source document of 32.310“ for specific industries.

It was noted that filter agents are okay as long as for cleaning only.

WG recommendation accepted to act as follows: Leave acer pennsylvanicum, silica powder and clay dust
in the standard and add them to the PSL table 6.6. Leave subsections 7.2.12.5 and 7.2.12.6 intact.

Work List Number 229 - Stock Inventory - Inventaire

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Number 31072132a Peroxide and acetic acid Peroxyde et acide acétique

It was discussed that this was only allowed during season was NaOH and that off-season should allow
for acidic acid as this removes the organic deposits that NaOH doesn’t.

However as the working group did not reach consensus on this item, new wording will be presented at
the next meeting.

Work List Number 31072132b - Sodium hydroxide - Soude caustique

There was discussion that most cleaners have NaOH but there are other products on the market.
However the primary base of most soaps were NaOH.

It was noted that the concentration of NaOH is greater so this should be added to the PSL as well.
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There was discussion that what is ins maple must be explicate to the uses required. There was
discussion regarding active ingredients, other incremental ingredients.

There was discussion to look at the environment as well as the waste wash goes into the forest.
This was set aside for further work at lunch time to see it could be resolved.

Work List Number 31072132c - NaOH - NaOH
As this item was linked to the previous item, it was also set aside.

Work List Number 228 - New wording for French section 7.2.13.2 only

The convenor presented that there was an issue with the translation that is was worded either 7.2.13.1
to 7.2.13.3, thus being inclusive of 7.2.13.2, or it was without it.

CGSB will verify from previous meetings the intent wording 7.2.13.2 is part of the section . (Action 8)
The new wording as amended and approve by the Technical Committee.

Work List Item 80,2 - Plan for sugar bush -

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List Iltem 31072133 - Filtrate for evaporators - Filtrat pour I"évaporateur

There was a question about what “filtrate” was in consideration of maple. It was responded that filtrate
is basically water, as the sugar has been removed which reduced the water content of the sap before
boiling.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

CGSB & Subgroup to consider adding a definition for filtrate that is inclusive of maple (Action 9).
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2.4 32.311 Crops

Presented by Maureen Bostock for the Working Group
Maureen Bostock thanked the working group members . All items were presented by Maureen Bostock.

WL 234 Water, reclaimed - Eau récupérée

There was discussion that the annotation might explicitly state that shall contain items only found in
section 32.311.

Recommendation to accept revised wording was approved by Technical Committee.

CGSB Editorial note: Should this state items only in 32.311 or state shall not contain items not listed
in 32.311, so as to not exclude benign products (Action 10).

Work list item 250 Microbial Products - Separation of Types — Produits microbiens - séparation des
types de produits

This item prompted discussion on reasonable searching and commercial availability

There was discussion about simplifying the wording and this prompted the suggestion of grown media
not just the substrate.

The new wording as amended and approve by the Technical Committee.

Action to ensure consistency regarding translation and commercial availability language - also need to
add in growth media, not just substrate. Action 11

Work List Item 251b Visual Symptoms - Symptomes Visuels

There was discussion regarding the opinion that you can see deficiencies . There was discussion that a
sense or visual symptom can be proven by tissue samples afterwards. There was concern that the term
visual might be misleading however.

There was discussion that in the French the term ‘ou’ doesn’t correspond to and/or here,
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee

Action to add this annotation elsewhere to Gypsum and Iron as well which was approved by the
committee. Action 12

Work List item 252a Fish Products - Produits a base de poisson

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List item 256b Compost Curing Phase - Période de maturation pour le compost

There was discussion that the CCME does require curing feed stocks and it requires absence.
Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee
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Work List item 265 WL 265 Biochar - Biochar

There was discussion about feedstocks being too broad. For table 4.2 is was acceptable but an
annotation was required. There was discussion that BioChar should be acceptable. But it should not be
from plant residue.

It was noted that there are no regulations on biochar but there is international agreement on its use.
There was discussion that charcoal, ash and biochar are different forms of carbon materials.

There was discussion that this substance has merit for use in organic agriculture, and that biochar was
very specific in its development.

There was discussion that this is primarily forestry product, not good for use on the farm unless in
biochar form. So it is seen as recycling of forest-by product, for example pine-tree beetle.

There was discussion that tropical wood should not be included. There was discussion biochar should
be forestry based product. There was discussion that it can be reused but that recycled biochar should
not be allowed due to waste remediation process.

Working Group recommendation was amended by the Technical Committee and approved.

Work list 249b Vinegar - Vinaigre

There was discussion that synthetic vinegar, based on a future definition of synthetic, should not be
used.

Working Group recommendation was amended by the Technical Committee and approved.

Work List 251 Sulphates of Zinc or Iron - Sulfates de zinc ou de fer

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee

Work List 252b PH Bulffers, Fish Products - Produits a base de poisson - tampons pH

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

WL 254 Anaerobic Digestate - Digestat anaérobie

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List 255 Potassium Sulphate - Sulfate de potassium
This was discussed as a question that came from the SIC to include into the standard
The issue is that it is difficult to establish mined or unprocessed Potassium Sulphate.
The working group found there was three ways it is processed

1) Sulphuric acid, which is rejected

2) “Natural ion exchange” which is seen as permissible

3) Leach process which is seen as permissible

42



Minutes of CGSB Committee on Organic Agriculture 32/20
April 14-16, 2014
32.311 Crops

This was confirmed that two sources are not based on sulphuric acid. That there other two are found in
lake beds which enables ion-exchange. There was a question about fortification which is only possible
which it was confirmed it was only synthetic chemically.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

Work List 248 Ammonium Soaps - Savons a 'ammonium

There was discussion that there was only one jurisdiction that allowed this, which was the NOP in one
section. The review of this was that it was a synthesized herbicide and that proper weeding, mulching
or moving was sufficient alternatives.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List 251a Table of minerals - LT-251A Tableau de minéraux

There was discussion to create a separate table for elements, but it was determined this wasn’t the best
way to go as it would lead to multiple entries. Subsection numbering could be a possibility.

The committee then began to review the specific items in the table.
There was discussion on boron as a preventative element for use on “demanding crops”. It was

suggested to add this as a new work list item (Action 13).

Biotite was discussed such as silicon silicates as it is bound together by potassium so it is okay as
presented.

The discussion then was that this list is presented as a principle concept and is now open to comment.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved in principle by Technical
Committee and that public review will further examine the work.

The committee then went to 311 Livestock
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2.3 32.310 Crops

Presented by Jean Duval for the Working Group
Jean Duval thanked the working group members . All items were presented by Jean Duval.
It was presented out of order from the list on Google docs to ensure all material was covered.

WL - 141 and 114 - Sprouts - Germinations

There was discussion about the difference between microgreens and shoots. Microgreens are in a
greenhouse, not indoors. It was further discussed that shoots could be in a field.

There was discussion about the need to include media to grow. There was discussion about the terms in
French of micropousse or verdurettes.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved and a new work item to include
microgreens be added to the standard (Action 14).

Work List - 249 - Pre-certification for greenhouses - Pré certification pour les serres

After it was presented there was no further discussion.
Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee

Work List Item - 33 - Compost in greenhouses - Compost dans les serres

After it was presented there was no further discussion.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee

Work List - 32,1 - Growing media for greenhouses — Milieu de culture pour les serres

Based on the earlier discussion and it was already allowed.

Recommendation to reject the comment and remove from the work list was approved by Technical
Committee.

Work List -154 - Using the organic word - Utilisation du mot biologique

There was discussion that during this new edition, there would be a number of edits, both technical
edits and consistency. There will be at least one public review were consistency issues will be reviewed.
Action 15 to all members & CGSB To review for all terms in standard for consistent use.

Work List-188, 189, 190, 197, 170, 252 - Parallel Production - Production parallele

There was discussion about European style of farming and research farms allowing parallel production
for perennials and seeds. There was discussion regarding the rational for this request. The technical
committee discussed that operations were being split into two entities, using the same equipment, but
as legal entities this was already being done.
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There was concurrence with the rational presented and that this would allow for greater participation of
“learning organic” which should be encouraged.

There was concern expressed as well that parallel production should not be allowed that there is an
exemption for research and that the contamination of equipment used on GMO/GE crops might
undermine the organic product.

There was discussion that if processors can do both conventional and organic, why can’t farmers. If the
CBs knew about the parallel production rather than a separate entity, then they could conduct an audit
accordingly.

There was discussion about international agreements and if parallel production was allowed, would this
effect equivalency agreements.

There was discussion about transactional certification if this was allowed to track the organic status.
There was concern about this causing fraud in the system that adding conventional product to obtain
higher perceived prices would be an advantage for the operator. There was concern that because farms
are large it would be an issue to inspection and could be subject to fraud. This was countered with
farmers could cheat the system anyway, and that allowing this allowed for open access to information
on the farms.

There was discussion that in US it was allowed and in the EU it was allowed for certain crops.

There was concern that some products may be very difficult to determine which is conventional and
what is not, before harvest.

There was also concern expressed that the image issue that parallel production has on organic could be
substantive, that if different legal entities, the organic product was not harmed in image.

Again it was discussed that if this was allowed for livestock, while not in crops.

There was discussion that in the organic plan, this would be a major risk item identified and that better
field variety and paperwork would be needed.

There was a discussion of is there a desire for more organic farmers or more organic product?
There was discussion on transition times of fields. There was discussion of dairy considered organic on
the farm, but the crops were not.

There was discussion how this would affect storage on the farm as well.

There was review of OCA standards that parallel and split production was allowed but that any variety of
that crop that had a GE crop could not be grown.

There was agreement in principle to allow parallel production if there was no GMO/GE products being
grown. The committee will ask the working group to review this.

There was concern expressed about this change being seen in the media and that it would increase drift
of contamination of product.

45



Minutes of CGSB Committee on Organic Agriculture 32/20
April 14-16, 2014
32.310 Crops

There was discussion about the farmer that wanted to try a option of the farm but the financial risk was
considerable to stay with conventional. There was discussion that the inclusion of testing of products
could be a required outcome.

There was discussion that in the US, certification of a portion of the farm was allowed and it didn’t
matter what was on the other portion.

There was discussion this would bring this issue into the hands of the CBs.

There was agreement that this could be a major shift in food thinking.

There was discussion that by putting it in the draft standard now, there would be gauge for public
opinion.

There was considerable discussion on putting a timeline on the full transition to fully organic.

The final vote was that the original proposal received 7 votes, 15 votes for parallel production but
wording for GE foods and 3 members did not accept it.

After the section, the Chair thanked the participants, phone participants, the translators and facilities
and convenors for presenting.

The chair closed the session at 4:55 pm PDT.

3.0 Day 3

3.1 Re-establish Meeting Quorum

April 16, 2014 Meeting began at 8:15 AM

Quorum was re-established for the committee of in-person and on-phone participants. The Chair asked
members when people were leaving as to maintain quorum during the day. It was felt the meeting
could go until about 2 pm.

The agenda was reviewed for time commitments and adjusted in set of order.

2.3 32.310 Crops continued
Presented by Jean Duval for the Working Group

Jean Duval reported that discussions the evening before on parallel production was to work on wording
that included the GMO/GE limitation.

There was discussion if no GMO/GE was in the operation, which it was responded this wasn’t the case.
It was noted this item was regarding parallel production, not split production, which GE/GMO doesn’t
not have restriction. It would require a new work list item to restrict split production for GE/GMO.
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It was discussed that contamination could come from many sources not just the individual farm in
particular. There was the sense that being too restrictive would limit new entrants into organic
production.

There was discussion regarding a requirement in Quebec that until 2012 there had been a specific
provision to forbid GMO on any crop on the farm of parallel production. There was discussion that this
might have implied split production.

There was discussion about the principle of parallel production has been okayed with no GE/GMO but
the wording needs to be settled upon by the working group.

There was a new work list item added that the WG shall come up with wording on no GMO/GE on
split production. (Action 16)

Work List- 7,1 to 7,5 & 193-Treated Posts - Poteaux traités
After the December meetings, the Working Group came up with a new proposal that included the
concept of commercial availability and what alternatives were available to treated posts.

Existing posts would be okay

Recycling of existing posts okay.

Adding a clause about commercial availability. It was discussed that commercial availability requires a
documented search for alternatives but might assist semi-arid regions without providing them a specific
exemption. It also allows for future change on a organic plan.

There was discussion how this would be inspected and how this clause would work in an audit. Would a
map of some treated posts but not numbered posts be okay?

There was discussion that the ‘point of time’ concept of commercial availability was a concern.

There was discussion that this could also be a paper from the CFIA on this issue, though that did not
seem to be a good solution.

There was discussion about the use of a time-frame to eliminate all posts, similar to 8.3.8.

There was discussion that non-treated posts in Saskatchewan were four times the cost with a very
limited warranty. It was noted that poplar tree posts are available but to not last long.

There was discussion that perhaps treated posts are not as toxic as they once were, so perhaps not that
big a deal considering other sources of pollution around a farm like barns, paints, fuel etc.

There was discussion that like seeds, that demand will push commercial availability

There was discussion that this proposal is not an issue for farms in Ontario and Quebec due to cedar
posts being more readily available.

There was discussion that treated posts with plastic pipes are very easy to do as are plastic sleeves.
There was feeling that there was overall consensus on this topic and that putting a change in the draft
standard for public review would prompt comment and examples.

The technical committee approved reworded recommendation to include for the draft for public review.
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Work List - 264, 278 - Irrigation - Irrigation

This emanated from a question from the SIC on irrigation water.

The working group decided to add a new paragraph that is based on other standards in Canada. There
was discussion there isn’t international standards on this subject.

Recommendation to accept the item from the work list was approved by Technical Committee.

This concluded the items on Crops.
The committee then when back to Honey
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3.3 Introduction of Permanent Permitted Substances List

Ted Zettel gave a verbal discussion on the work for a Permanent PSL Committee.

He noted this was as yet not a proposal ready for the committee to consider. This project began at the
suggestion of CGSB to suggest a way to streamline the approval process of items onto the PSL.

Any new method would still require 32.311 retain the safeguards already in place but removing the
significant level currently of administrative oversight. Funding was also a major component to this
discussion.

The development of a full process with the details defined will be brought to the next meeting of the
committee. All suggestions to how this might be developed are welcome. It was noted this group is
open to those that would like to volunteer and define what comes to this committee for consideration.
Matt Holmes and Lindsay Fernandez-Salvador would like to participate.

3.4 Boiler Chemicals
Lindsay Fernandez-Salvador gave a presentation on Boiler Chemicals (Annex 2)

She spoke that boiler chemicals to prevent corrosion and acid attack were now permitted in the NOP.
There were items outside of the scope by the NOP/OMRI as non-volatile so were incidental additives.
However 1.4.1 has forbidden other processing aids but incidental additives are not covered. Without
definition, there is a gap in the Canadian Standards.

There was work done by the SIC on water quality and conjunction with guidelines at some level of parts
per million.

The conclusion of the presentation was that these items are not in the standard yet but should be
considered and record intent.

There was discussion that it is not mentioned in the standard, so it is allowed, but these items are not on
the PSL so there is a prohibition of items that contact food vs. the NOP which allows these products.

There was discussion that some items were discussed in the 10" meeting several years ago and rejected.

It was discussed that often these items are considered “under the radar” and are not being seen in
certifications.
There was a suggestion that all the CBs should be surveyed for their opinions.

There was discussion about closed-loop systems.

There was discussion about blanching being a form of product that requires steam that is in contact with
food, not just for cleaning. Poultry scalding of feathers is also permitted.

It was noted that after 72 hours, this chemicals have dissipated.
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3.9 GMO/GE Labelling Claims
There was a group discussion regarding GE/GMO labelling claims.

There is considerable concern GE/GMO labelling is “outpacing” growth of organic industry and how
might this be addressed.

There was discussion on that the NOSB might include thresholds and testing on GMO to validate claims.
There was agreement that just because it is non-GMO, it is not a guarantee it is free of contamination.
There was considerable discussion that to have testing, thresholds are required. Testing facilities should
also be independent but might not be. There was discussion that the threshold should be a tolerance
and that it is safe and a level that farmers would not be penalized.

There was discussion about the EU level of 0.1% or some of 0.09% “purity”.

It was discussed that organics should be the leader on non-GMO, but that it is complicated.

There was discussion that pesticides are a minor issue in relative comparison to the issue of GE/GMO.
The Committee noted that consumers have an expectation of “pure product” and that there must be a
way to keep GMO out.

There was discussion that seeds are tested with levels that are allowed to be used.

It was discussed that some producers require and additional step on their supplies for testing of
product. It would be preferred if the standard addressed it as the standard is the best option for best
“GMO free claims”.

There was discussion on the liability of ‘polluters’ and that because it is regulated. But because there is
no threshold, organic cannot establish liability due to lost sales without the threshold level. If organics
have a threshold of GE, any outside contamination from other sources could go to court.

There was approval at the meeting to establish a non-GE/GMO working group to review this issue.

There was discussion about the cost and need for testing but realizing a consensus position is required.
Seed purity was also discussed, as in “verified seed”. There was discussion if the current wording in
5.3.1 allowed for zero threshold of testing or is there some allowances on contamination?.

It was mentioned that because consumers have a high interest in this, this Technical Committee should
be enabled to address the issue.

It was discussed that the working group is a good idea as they are now part of solution, not part of the
problem.

There was discussion on the market for certified corn and the herb crops market not being GE. There
was discussion that small scale operations should be consulted since testing can be overly onerous on
small scale.

It was noted that Canada Organic Trade Association (COTA) was working on a research project for late
summer on seed and market field crop and horticulture.

There was discussion that a zero percent threshold should be the goal, but it is unlikely. There is concern
that conventional seed are not willing to share this information currently.

It was discussed the working group should be empowered to review and consider seed and GMO/GE
thresholds, testing and undetectable GMOs as well. Maureen Bostock will head up this working group.
Action 17
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3.5 Report on Small-Scale Certification
Tony McQuail gave a verbal presentation (by phone) of small scale production developments.

Tony McQuail noted that a group was formed to discuss issues related to small-scale production in the
standards. It has had three meetings.

It had a mandate to review the organic standards so as to share information and experiences of small-
scale production.

It had a goal to include information into the 2015 publication that would make organic certification
more accepted, embraced and available to small scale.

There was discussion the two make groups of organic producers are large scale and local food
movement. However the local food groups didn’t see the value of certification, which in effect splits the
organic movement.

So the group is looking at certified or self certified or non certified schemes for small scale and the cost
of certification.

There was a survey that was sent out to organizations and as of April 3, 2014, 152 English and 88 French
responses were returned The survey asked about if the organization is certified or not and what are
they doing to promote organic. The full results of the report will be coming out in May 2014.

However there were comments such as non-certified producers don’t feel it is necessary as their
personal relationship with customers is more important.

There was discussion about other suggestions such as
Affidavits, tax-based funding for certification, gross-cost on income certification, open book but not
certified or peer review inspection.

There was a suggestion that free-web based training would be a major advantage to offer small scale if
they got certified. It was also suggested that examples of small scale that are certified as examples it is
possible would be a good idea. The comment was made that submitting your taxes is on the honour
system, while not organic.

There was concern about the costs, paperwork and timelines towards certification. It was also seen as
cumbersome for small operations with less than 100 acres with multiple products.

There might be interest in a new standard solely for small scale. The suggestion that one-size does not
fit all was apt for organic.

A question from the committee was raised as what the technical committee needs to do and what
mandate did this group get.

There was discussion from CGSB that as a National Standard of Canada and as CGSB is part of Public
Works and Government Services, there is a mandate for consideration of small and medium enterprise,
and this discussion has come from that.
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There was discussion about the principles to keep in mind for organic production.

There was discussion about the value proposition for small scale producers.

It was suggested this could be an interesting university research topic.

There was discussion that an on-line forum that gave out information and tips would be value add for
many operations and they would be willing to pay for that service.

There was discussion from a member that there is a lot of small-scale industry in the past in some
commodities and that they are practicing organic but just aren’t getting certified because of the money
required.

There was a request for a plan of action going forward from this discussion.

There was discussion about allowance for intra-provincial trade as a benefit perhaps. That you can’t use
the logo but might be allowed. There was discussion that this might confuse the marketplace for
consumers.

There was discussion that it could be a separate document but would be best under the standards itself.
There was discussion about the evolution of the Aquaculture standard from a concept to voluntary to
now considered under safe-foods, so this could be a similar development process.

There was discussion about a standard for community supported agriculture too.

The committee thanked Tony McQuail for his presentation and that comments can be sent to him.

3.6 Other Remaining business

Organic Round Table
Gunta Vitins discussed (by phone) the work of the Organic Round Table.

She spoke of the 11 round tables for commodities of which organic is one of them.

It has a goal to build a shared understanding of its competitive position, create consensus on how to
improve it, and put plans into action. Its members represent a wide cross section of the Canadian
organic sector including producers, processors, distributors, retailers and exporters.

There was discussion about the support for the work that Tony McQuail just presented. There was
discussion about regulatory gap task force. There was support for Laura Telford for information
presented at the Ministers of Agriculture.

There was discussion about the regulations and which provinces currently have it mandatory and a tool
kit for those that do not yet. The next round table will be in December 2014 and will likely coincide with
this committee.

There was discussion that Quebec was not in favour of small enterprise being included in the organic
regime. That it should not and it is not the mandate of the CGSB but is intra-provincial jurisdiction.
There was discussion that because the understanding of organic is minimal with small producers, that
organics in Canada should follow the USA and now allow for production under a financial threshold.

There was discussion that the small-scale discussion was considered a stop-gap measure until all
provinces adopted a single system. There was discussion for greater provincial regulator representation
at the CGSB Committee.
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3.8 CGSB Process Update

There was discussion about the Publication date and the steps required. Publication goal is for August
2015. Prior to this public review and comment, editorial and translation and more changes are
upcoming.

There was discussion about Sections 1, 2 and 3 from the 32.310 and section 10 and how the new
principles adopted in IFOAM might be considered, since the current principles may no longer be fully in-
line with changes in the sector. There was also a question of copyright of the IFOAM language to be
considered, but that it is generally considered an open source document.

There was a suggestion that the historical principles could be put into the document as an informative
annex. Action 18

There was discussion about an editorial review of the entire document to validate terminology, to
ensure consistency in the language and intent throughout and to ensure the accuracy of translation.

3.10 Adjournment
The Chair discussed the next meeting schedule.

There was discussion regarding the next set of meetings, currently schedule for December 16, 17 and
18, 2014. This could be moved in the schedule or extended to a 4 or 5 day meeting as required.
There is general feeling that 20% of the original work list items remain and that there are a number of
new items with CGSB currently to go out, as well as public review items to document.

There was discussion that getting the public review done soon and a good editorial review of the
document before public review would be ideal for the next meeting.

It was discussed that if the Organic Value Round Table was around that time, schedules would have to
be adjusted.

There was concern that if a significant amount of re-writing and editorial was done, it would be too
confusing.

It was discussed that it was especially important to validate the translation before publication, for both
technical translation of the words, clarity of the standard and equality with the English standard.

It was noted that the technical translation is not just up to one person, but all the members to
contribute.

The Chair thanked the members of the technical committee, both those in Vancouver, and those
participating on the phone. A significant portion of work was accomplished, all that was expected for
this meeting. Future meetings will be a challenge but work progresses. Only a few items have to go
back to the working groups, which was to be expected.

There was considerable discussion among the members about the work done, the respect for differing
opinions and the camaraderie of the committee.
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There was a special thanks give to Elizabeth Corrigan of the Canadian Organic Office, who will be moving
to a new function within CFIA. It was noted that her support and assistance since 2008 and passion for
the industry has earned her considerable admiration within the industry. The committee expressed its
thanks and Elizabeth Corrigan thanked all the members for the collaboration in her time with the
Canadian Organic Office.

The Chair thanked the support staff of the facilities, the translators, and the Organic Federation of
Canada for the sponsorship. He thank convenors and working group members for the work to date. He
thank the participation of CFIA. He thanked Kelly Monaghan, Nicole Boudeau and Mark Schuessler for
the meeting support given. And the members of the committee also congratulated Hugh for his work as
Chair.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 PM.
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Annex 1 Meeting Agenda (Approved)

Annex 2 The Status of Boiler Chemicals in 32.310 and 32.311

Annex 3 Google Docs Working Group Documents
32.310 Crop Production/ productions végétales
32.310 Livestock Production/ Production d’animaux d’élevage
32.310 Preparation/Préparation
Section 8&9
32.310 Apiculture
32.310 Maple
32.311 Crop/ Productions végétales
32.311 Livestock/ Production animaux d’élevage
32.311 Preparation/Préparation

Annexes & Action Items

Summary of Action Items

Action 1
Action 2
Action 3

Action 4
Action 5
Action 6
Action 7
Action 8

Action 9

Action 10

Action 11

Action 12
Action 13
Action 14
Action 15

Action 16
Action 17

Action 18

CFIA
CGSB
WG & All

WG & CGSB

Create a directive to be sent to the certifiers via the CVBs

Will look into how guidelines are referenced throughout the standards.
Committee to word smith and verify the translation of this section (
32.310 Livestock) closely.

Ensure metric conversions from imperial units are done, but imperial
may be referenced in brackets, as desired by committee

Maple Subgroup Verify all substances in 32.310 are in 32.311

Task Group

Develop Task Group for review of current Section 10

Honey Subgroup Add Paraffin to 32.311

CGSB

CGSB & Maple
Subgroup
32.311 WG

CGSB

311 Crops WG
311 Crops WG
310 Crops WG
CGSB & All
310 Crops WG

New WG

CGSB

CGSB will verify from previous meetings the intent wording 7.2.13.2 is
part of the section.

CGSB & Subgroup to consider adding a definition for filtrate that is
inclusive of maple

CGSB Editorial note: Should this state items only in 32.311 or state shall
not contain items not listed in 32.311, so as to not exclude benign
products

Action to ensure consistency regarding translation and commercial
availability language

Action to add this annotation elsewhere to Gypsum and Iron

Action to add work item for “demanding crops”.

Action to add microgreens as new WL item

To review for all terms in standard for consistent use.

Come up with wording on no GMO/GE on split production.

WG to be struck that a new working group for seeds be created and a
working group should be empowered to review and consider seed and
GMO/GE thresholds, testing and undetectable GMOs as well

Put “ the historical principles’ into an informative annex as reference
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April 15, 2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 2)
April 16,2014 8:15 AM to 3:30 PM Pacific Time (DAY 3)

Meeting information

Teleconference

Toll-free Dial-in number 1877-413-4781
ENGLISH: enter code 7771374
FRANCAIS: enter code 2705624

Webex Document Viewing ( For all presentations except google docs)

Topic: Organic Agriculture English

Date: Every 1 day, from Monday, April 14, 2014 to Wednesday, April 16, 2014

Time: 8:15 am (Pacific time)

Meeting Number: 554 061 173 (enter this after you dial in)

Meeting Password: CGSB

To join the online meeting

1. Go to https://pwgsc-nh.webex.com/pwgsc-nh/j.php?MTID=m2c6a49949c17cb6020ee7da48d0elcOc
2. Enter your name and email address.

3. Enter the meeting password: CGSB

4. Click "Join Now".

Sujet : I'agriculture biologique francais

Date : Every 1 day, from Lundi, Avril 14, 2014 a Mercredi , Avril 16, 2014
Heure : 8:15 h (

Numéro de la réunion : 553 255 137

Mot de passe de la réunion : cgsb

Pour participer a la réunion en ligne

1. Allez sur le site https://pwgsc-nh.webex.com/pwgsc-
nh/j.php?MTID=m9c144e266dedce369a8e40a4c657d9bc
2. Entrez votre nom et votre adresse électronique.

3. Entrez le mot de passe de la réunion : cgsb

4. Cliquez sur Prendre part maintenant.

5. Suivez les instructions a I'écran.
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April 14,2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 1)
April 15, 2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 2)
April 16,2014 8:15 AM to 3:30 PM Pacific Time (DAY 3)

DAY 1 April 14, 2014

1.1. Opening Remarks Chair

1.2. Membership Introductions Members

1.3. Establish Quorum Secretary

1.4. Meeting Agenda Approval Chair

1.5. Minutes of 12" meeting approval Secretary

1.6 32.310 Livestock A. Macey
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CagYvM6MIBRGQR
MOyYG4v57YjxTUpjh7JLOmBtgTA9InY/edit

BREAK

1.7 32.311 Livestock J. Gibson
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SvXMBHJ1CPOCbGL
1Y6qMQHV9kbfRDeateQISOVW5Eco/edit

LUNCH

18 32.311 Processing/ Preparation R. Beavers
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1rFjOE6_I60fEWBOr o
42dWMOiv-hkCXjh62b-C8ymxg/edit#

BREAK

1.9 32.310 Livestock A. Macey
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CagYvM6MIBRGQR
MOyYG4v57YjxTUpjh7JLOmBtgTA9InY/edit

1.10 Canadian Food Inspection Agency Update Presentation E. Corrigan
(webex)

ADJOURN FOR DAY Chair

8:15 AM
8:20 AM
8:40 AM
8:45 AM
8:50 AM
9:00 AM

10:15 AM
10:30 AM

12:00 PM
1:00 PM

2:45 PM
3:00 PM

4:30 PM

5:00 PM

The meetings has a full agenda. The committee will be starting early each day to ensure
adjournment each day can be at a reasonable time. On April 16", it is recognized that some
people may have to leave prior to 3:30 pm due to travel commitments.

Times are approximate only for phone participants
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April 14,2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 1)
April 15, 2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 2)
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DAY 2 April 15, 2014

2.1.
2.2.

BREAK
2.3

LUNCH
24

BREAK
2.5

Re-Establish Quorum Secretary
32.310 Processing/ Preparation R. Eisen
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1BxkuhStEE1QTsj4Vda
ND3yiMrAMNO2SAQWhbS95eBaSY/edit

Includes new section 8 and 9
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B8RSD45d0ZdYcnczTTVIdIE

1Z3c/edit

GROUP PHOTO

32.310 Crops (French translation incomplete) J. Duval
https://docs.google.com/document/d/IMmE-n4UIOQuULE-
VZxtPmEM5ZnWXxgWSvaS6zGfHbMKg/edit

Maple
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1G6-ckoblun\VuS-
YHHQ6rTxxPnsnw28rH-qFg07 X-Pc/edit#

Honey
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KeeBj8mdLc8AvllLczr
G-tcRP5WtM5xKe5RSzZ7Dzeg/edit

32.3211 Crops (includes table 4.2) M. Bostock
https://docs.google.com/document/d/IEUH76nE6rr9IvVENgAV
ITXWMYIOgEgbMK ffpsH30HP _4/edit

32.311 Livestock J. Gibson
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SvXMBHJ1CPOCbGL.i
Y6qMQHV9kbfRDeateQISOVW5Eco/edit

ADJOURN FOR DAY Chair

DAY 3 April 16, 2014

3.1
3.2.

BREAK
3.3

3.4

Re-Establish Quorum Secretary
32.310 Livestock (French translation incomplete) A. Macey
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CqYVM6MIBRGgRM
OyG4v57YjxTUpjh7JLIMBtgTAINY/edit#

Permanent PSL & Funding T. Zettel
(webex)
Boiler Chemicals and Organic L.

8:15 AM
8:20 AM

10:15 AM
10:30 AM

12:00 PM
1:00 PM

2:45 PM
3:00 PM

5:00 PM

8:15 AM
8:20 AM

10:15 AM
10:30 AM

11:00 AM


https://docs.google.com/document/d/1BxkuhStEE1QTsj4VdaND3yiMrAMNO2SAQWbS95eBaSY/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1BxkuhStEE1QTsj4VdaND3yiMrAMNO2SAQWbS95eBaSY/edit
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B8RSD45d0ZdYcnczTTVfdlE1Z3c/edit
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B8RSD45d0ZdYcnczTTVfdlE1Z3c/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MmE-n4UlOuULE-VZxtPmEM5ZnWXxqWSvaS6zGfHbMKg/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1MmE-n4UlOuULE-VZxtPmEM5ZnWXxqWSvaS6zGfHbMKg/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1G6-ckobIunVuS-YHHQ6rTxxPnsnw28rH-qFg07_X-Pc/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1G6-ckobIunVuS-YHHQ6rTxxPnsnw28rH-qFg07_X-Pc/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KeeBj8mdLc8AylILczrG-tcRP5WtM5xKe5RSzZ7Dzeg/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1KeeBj8mdLc8AylILczrG-tcRP5WtM5xKe5RSzZ7Dzeg/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1EUH76nE6rr9IvFNgAV9TXWMYlOgEgbMKffpsH3oHP_4/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1EUH76nE6rr9IvFNgAV9TXWMYlOgEgbMKffpsH3oHP_4/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SvXMBHJ1CPOCbGLiY6qMQHV9kbfRDeateQISOvW5Eco/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1SvXMBHJ1CPOCbGLiY6qMQHV9kbfRDeateQISOvW5Eco/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CqYvM6MIBRGqRMOyG4v57YjxTUpjh7JL9mBtgTA9nY/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/18CqYvM6MIBRGqRMOyG4v57YjxTUpjh7JL9mBtgTA9nY/edit

CGSB Organic Agriculture Technical Committee 32/20
Draft Agenda

Thirteenth Meeting (2™ Meeting of 2015 editions)
Vancouver Marriott Pinnacle Downtown/ Ball Room
1128 West Hastings Street
Vancouver, BC V6E 4R5

April 14,2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 1)
April 15, 2014 8:15 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific Time (DAY 2)
April 16,2014 8:15 AM to 3:30 PM Pacific Time (DAY 3)

(webex) Fernandez-
Salvador

35 Report on small scale Certification 11:30 AM

(webex)
LUNCH 12:00 PM
3.6 Other Remaining Business Chair 1:00 PM
3.7 Editorial review Secretary 1:30 PM
3.8 CGSB Process Update: Secretary 2:30 PM

Editorial Edits, Balloting, public review and comment &
timetable, including next meetings (webex)

3.9 Genetically Modified Organisms / Genetically Engineered Chair 2:45 PM
Organisms discussion (webex)

3.10 Adjournment of Meetings Chair 3:30 PM



The Status of Boller

Chemicals In
32.310 and 32.311

April 15, 2014
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Culinary Steam

e Direct Injection
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 Food contact
sterilization
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Boiler Chemicals Control Other
Chemicals

e Scale

e OXxygen
attack

e Acid
Attack
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Fig. 15 - Oxygen Pitting.




 Mineral deposits on
the surface of boiler

e Act as Iinsulator that
reduces heat transfer

e Controlled by
chelating agents
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Dealing with Oxygen

Deaeration
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Biailer Air went
feedwater T Steam
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boiler feedwater

A = Spray nozzle Pumg
B = Spray nozzle shroud

C = Baffle

O = Steam supply pipe

E = Prehesting section

F = Deaeration zection

Oxygen-Scavengers
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Acid Attack
CO, + water = H,CO,

Volatile
Amines

Cyclohexylamine
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Octadecylamine



OMRI Listed — Naturally Trusted - www.omri.org

Boiler Chemical Chemistry
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CFIA Classification

Boiler additives = incidental additives

While not defined under the Food and Drugs
Act (FDA), incidental additives may be regarded,
for administrative purposes, as those substances

which are used in food processing plants and which
may potentially become adventitious residues in
foods. They can include products that are regulated
as drugs or cosmetics under Food and Drug
Regulations (FDR) but specifically exclude food
additives and food packaging materials.




p—_
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32.310 Language

1.4.1 When producing or handling organic
products, it is forbidden to use any of the
following substances or techniques:

7.synthetic processing substances, aids and ingredients, and food
additives and processing aids including sulphates, nitrates and
nitrites, except as specified in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production
Systems - Permitted Substances Lists

Processing aid: Substances that are added to a food
for a technological effect during processing and that are
not present in the finished food product or are present
at insignificant and non-functional levels.



PSL Boiler Chemical Listings
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What are the requirements for water quality, where the water is used to wash
organic vegetables? (128)

While there is no requirement for water quality in the Standard which applies specifically to
washing vegetables, water must meet the requirements for potability as per local, provincial or
federal authorities.

Can water that has been processed through an alkaline filtration system be used in
the preparation or processing of an organic food product? (185)
Providing the resulting water falls within Health Canada's Guidelines for Drinking Water; pH

6.5 to 8.5 and no substances or processes prohibited by the Standard are used, the water is
acceptable.

Processing Incidental
Aid Additives

Water
Quality
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Conclusions

e The Standard and PSL do not contain

language prohibiting boiler chemicals
(neither volatile or non-volatile)

« Original intent was to prohibit the use of
boiler chemicals that would come into
contact with food (the volatiles)

* Intent can be lost as people change jobs,
etc...




Meetini of the CGSB Technical Committee on Orianic Airiculture, December 11-13, 2013

Working Group Recommendations

Apiculture section 7.1

WL 269 & 71.1 Buffer Zone & Location of hives _

OPTION A

OPTION B

WL # 108 Storage of beekeeping material —_
WL # 139 Wax not replaced — _

WL # 268 Paraffin - -

WL # 8 Clarification - Clarification
WL_Introduced Bees SABGilles de remplacement




Section Number(s) [INUMéro des sections: 7.1.9

Existing/existant
Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) delaliste de travaux 269, 71.1

Name of substance/section/ Nomdela'stbstance/paragraphe

WL 269 & 71.1 Buffer Zone & Location of hives Emplacement des ruches

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle'dans la norme

7.1.9 Location of Hives — Apiaries shall be separated by a buffer zone of 3000 m where sources or zones of
substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1, or flower-bearing agricultural crops treated with substances not listed in
CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists (i.e. genetic engineering or
environmental contaminants), are present.

7.1.10 Forage and Feeding

7.1.10.1 The operator shall provide bees with adequate forage and water that are managed in accordance with this
standard.

7.1.10.2 Owing to the long distances that foraging bees may travel, it is not possible to limit foraging activities to
organic floral sources. While placement of colonies on an organic enterprise, in accordance with this standard, is
preferable, hives may be located in other foraging sites, provided the operator can demonstrate that the area
surrounding the

foraging site is not treated or exposed to substances not in accordance with this standard.

7.1.10.3 Organic honey and pollen shall be the major foodstuff for adult bees, and maintained in adequate supplies
in the colony, including leaving colonies, with reserves of honey and pollen sufficient for the colony to survive the
dormancy period.

a. The feeding of colonies can be undertaken to overcome temporary feed shortages owing to climatic or other
exceptional circumstances. Feeding shall be carried out only between the last honey harvest and 15 days before the
start of the next nectar or honeydew flow-period.

b. In such cases, organically produced honey or sugars shall be used. Non-organic refined sugars may be used when
the health of the colony cannot be maintained with the use of organically produced honey or sugars.




Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

June 2013 — jUin'2018 ( 71.1 no date)

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

# 269 The presence of a prohibited substance within 3000 m of an apiary disqualifies the honey as being organic as
7.1.9 does not allow presence of prohibited substances or their residues that present a risk of contamination to bees
and their products during the period when the bees are feeding. Should reference to flower bearing agricultural crops
be considered? Should the presence of non-agricultural prohibited substances that do not pose a risk of contamination
within the buffer zone be tolerated? To what extent should the concept of the potential contamination be considered?

#71.1 Requirements for localization of hives are not strict enough in reference to non-organic fields. It should be
clarified that the non-organic fields where the hives are placed must not have had prohibited substances for applied in
the past 2 years.  Proposed wording: Hives shall be placed in zones where cultivated or natural plants meet these
standards and shall be located so as to provide access to forage in fields having organically cultivated nectar and
pollen bearing plants, zones in a wild state, or fields that have not been treated with any synthetic pesticides for a
minimum period of two (2) years.

Codex (Section B, p. 32): Siting of hives: 61. Hives for beekeeping shall be placed in areas where cultivated and/or
spontaneous vegetation comply with the rules of production as set out in Section 4 of these Guidelines.

The current standard also contains 4 sections relating to foraging and location of hives which appear inconsistent. In
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particular, 7.1.10.2 and the reference to flower-bearing crops in 7.1.9 is inconsistent with the zero-tolerance wording
of the rest of 7.1.9.

Rationale presented at December meeting:

Harmonization with other world standards: Currently, our major trading partners either do not have official standards
for organic honey production (the USA), or have standards considerably more lenient with respect to location of hives
(European Union). Canada currently has signed organic equivalency agreements with these partners, meaning that
honey is being sold as organic in Canada even when it is produced according to standards that are much less strict
than ours with respect to hive location. Canadian honey producers deserve fair treatment, and Canadian consumers
deserve access to local organic honey.

Internal consistency of the Canadian Standard: The Canadian Organic Standard is introduced in section 111 with the
statement: Organic practices and this standard cannot assure that organic products are entirely free of residues of
substances prohibited by this standard and of other contaminants, since exposure to such compounds from the
atmosphere, soil, ground water and other sources may be beyond the control of the operator. The practices permitted
by this standard are designed to assure the least possible residues at the lowest possible levels.

Issues such as pesticide drift, soil contamination, and drift of GMO pollen are relevant to organic crop producers as
much as honey producers, yet the current apiculture requirements place a much greater burden of responsibility on
honey producers than is the case for crop or other livestock farmers. Crop producers need only an 8m buffer around
their crops; clearly insufficient to prevent all contamination with pesticides, seed treatments or GMO pollen. Honey
producers deserve equal treatment.




Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du' GT " "APRIL2014

Location of hives has proved to be a difficult and contentious issue. Rationale presented at December meeting
argued that the current wording is too restrictive however the proposals put forward at that time were returned for
further work. There is still no consensus in the honey working group on the extent to which the standard should be
revised therefore two different options for wording of 7.1.9 are provided for discussion by the TC. The WG
recommends deletion of 7.1.10.1 & 7.1.10.2 with requirements for forage being addressed in new 7.1.9.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee

Proposed amendments to 7.1.9 — 7.1.10 — Option A & Option B

OPTION A
7.1.9 Location of hives

a) Apiaries shall be sited such that the majority of nectar and pollen sources consist of crops produced in
accordance with this standard, wild vegetation, or other nectar and pollen sources that are not genetically
engineered and not treated with substances (excluding fertilizer) prohibited by par. 1.4.1.

b) No acreage of nectar-bearing crops that are genetically engineered or treated with prohibited substances
(excluding fertilizers) are allowed within a 3km radius. These requirements do not apply when flowering is not
taking place or when hives are dormant. For the purpose of this section 'nectar bearing' includes those flowering
species which are the normal forage choices of honeybees. For the purpose of this section, corn, soybeans and
cereal grains are considered non-nectar bearing.

OPTION B

7.1.9 Location of hives

a) Apiaries shall be sited such that the majority of nectar and pollen sources consist of crops produced in
accordance with this standard, wild vegetation, or other nectar and pollen sources that are not genetically
engineered and not treated with substances (excluding fertilizer) prohibited by par. 1.4.1.

b) No acreage of nectar or pollen bearing crops that are genetically engineered or treated with prohibited
substances (excluding fertilizer) are allowed within a 3km radius. These requirements do not apply when flowering
is not taking place or when hives are dormant. For the purpose of this section ‘nectar or pollen bearing crops'
includes those flowering species which are the normal forage choices of honeybees.

Anne - When GE crops exist within the 3 km radius, the potential for risk shall be assessed....
Andy -- ‘when flowering is not taking place’ = “when pollination is not occurring” ???




7.1.10 Forage and Feeding

7.1.10.1 Organic honey and pollen shall be the major foodstuff for adult bees, and maintained in adequate supplies
in the colony, including leaving colonies, with reserves of honey and pollen sufficient for the colony to survive the
dormancy period.

a. The feeding of colonies can be undertaken to overcome temporary feed shortages owing to climatic or other
exceptional circumstances. Feeding shall be carried out only between the last honey harvest and 15 days before the
start of the next nectar or honeydew flow-period.

b. In such cases, organically produced honey or sugars shall be used. Non-organic refined sugars may be used when
the health of the colony cannot be maintained with the use of organically produced honey or sugars.

7.1.10.2 Organically and non-organically produced honey or sugars shall not be provided less than 30 days before
the harvest of honey.

&
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Rationale/Justification

Option A
Evidence shows that honeybees prefer other flowering plants to corn and soybeans. Provided that there is
an abundance of forage available (the operator has complied with 7.1.10 a), the presence of GMO soy or
corn within the 3km radius should not prevent the production of organic honey. The proponents of this
option understand that there could be contamination from the GMO corn and soybeans, but counter that
the reality of the agricultural landscape is such that there is no possibility of absolutely guaranteeing
100% purity. If the presence of GMO corn and soy within 3km. eliminates the possibility of organic
honey production, there will be no organic honey produced in agricultural regions. This would be
unacceptable. In every other commodity, the Standard is written in such a way that compliance is

ossible within the existing agricultural community.




Option B

Beekeepers cannot control the forage choices of honey bees. Honeybees readily collect nectar from
soybean; honey produced from this nectar is common and described on

government websites http://www.bjcp.org/mead/sensory.pdf . Corn is a prolific pollen producer which is

collected and utilize under droughty conditions or when other pollen sources are not

abundant. Research has shown that components of conventional fertilizers trans-

locate systemically throughout crop plants to alter nectar composition. No existing organic standard
allows GE crops within a 3km a hive buffer.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

OPTION A

7.1.9 Location of hives

a) Apiaries shall be sited such that the majority of nectar and pollen sources consist of crops produced in
accordance with this standard, wild vegetation, or other nectar and pollen sources that are not genetically
engineered and not treated with substances (excluding fertilizer) prohibited by par. 1.4.1.

b) No acreage of nectar-bearing crops that are genetically engineered or treated with prohibited substances
(excluding fertilizers) are allowed within a 3km radius. These requirements do not apply when flowering is not
taking place or when hives are dormant. For the purpose of this section 'nectar bearing' includes those flowering
species which are the normal forage choices of honeybees. For the purpose of this section, corn, soybeans and
cereal grains are considered non-nectar bearing.
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Risk assessment wording ......
Refer to other parts of the standard which refer to preferred forage choices for bees ....

ANNE & TED to take this back to work on it and bring back first thing tomorrow morning.

Maureen - if the producer plants a crop that is a clear preferred choice for bees, that might be an exception; clean
water is available; how does producer demonstrate that he/she has ....

OPTION B

7.1.9 Location of hives

a) Apiaries shall be sited such that the majority of nectar and pollen sources consist of crops produced in
accordance with this standard, wild vegetation, or other nectar and pollen sources that are not genetically
engineered and not treated with substances (excluding fertilizer) prohibited by par. 1.4.1.

b) No acreage of nectar or pollen bearing crops that are genetically engineered or treated with prohibited
substances (excluding fertilizer) are allowed within a 3km radius. These requirements do not apply when flowering
is not taking place or when hives are dormant. For the purpose of this section 'nectar or pollen bearing crops'
includes those flowering species which are the normal forage choices of honeybees. If GE crops exist within the 3
km radius, the potential for risk shall be assessed....

Andy -- ‘when flowering is not taking place’ = ‘when pollination is not occurring” ???

OPTION A

7.1.9 Emplacement des ruches

a) Les ruches doivent étre situées de maniere a ce que la majorité des sources de nectar et de pollen soient des
cultures produites en conformité avec la présente norme, de la végétation sauvage, ou d’autres sources de nectar et
de pollen qui ne sont pas génétiqguement modifiées et ne sont pas traitées avec des substances interdites (a
I’exception des engrais) a I’al. 1.4.1.

b) Aucune superficie comportant des cultures nectariféres génétiquement modifiées ou traitées avec des
substances interdites (a I’exception des engrais) ne doit se trouver dans un rayon de 3 km. Ces exigences ne
s’appliquent pas hors des périodes de floraison ou lorsque les ruches sont en dormance. Dans la présente section, le
terme « nectarifere » inclut des espéces floriferes que butinent normalement les abeilles. Dans la présente section, le
mais, le soya et les cultures céréaliéres ne sont pas considérés comme des cultures nectariféres.

Libellé pour I’évaluation des risques ......
Consulter d’autres parties de la norme mentionnant les espéces que préférent butiner les abeilles ....

ANNE et TED reprendront cette partie, y travailleront et la raméneront a la premiére heure demain matin.

Maureen — si le producteur cultive des espéces qui, de toute évidence, sont celles que les abeilles préférent butiner,
ceci pourrait étre une exception; de I’eau saine est disponible; comment un producteur peut-il démontrer qu’il a ....




OPTION B

7.1.9 Emplacement des ruches

a)  Les ruches doivent étre situées de maniére a ce que la majorité des sources de nectar et de pollen soient des
cultures produites en conformité avec la présente norme, de la végétation sauvage, ou d’autres sources de nectar et
de pollen qui ne sont pas génétiquement modifiées et ne sont pas traitées avec des substances interdites (a
I’exception des engrais) a I’al. 1.4.1.

b)  Aucune superficie comportant des cultures nectariferes ou polliniferes génétiqguement modifiées ou traitées
avec des substances interdites (a I’exception des engrais) ne doit se trouver dans un rayon de 3 km. Ces exigences
ne s’appliquent pas hors des périodes de floraison ou lorsque les ruches sont en dormance. Dans la présente section,
les termes « nectarifére » et « pollinifere » incluent des espéces floriféres que butinent normalement les abeilles. Si
des cultures génétiqguement modifiées sont présentes dans le rayon de 3 km, il importe d’évaluer les risques
possibles....

Andy -- « hors des périodes de floraison » = « hors des périodes de pollinisation »???

WG proposal after work on it the evening of April 15th;

7.1.9 Location of hives

a) Apiaries shall be sited where the majority of nectar and pollen sources consist of crops produced in
accordance with this standard, wild vegetation, or other nectar and pollen sources that are not genetically
engineered and not treated with substances (excluding fertilizer and sewage sludge ) prohibited by par.
1.4.1.

b) Nectar-bearing crops that are the normal forage choices of bees and that are genetically engineered or
treated with prohibited substances (excluding fertilizers and sewage sludge) are not are allowed within a
3-km radius of the hives. This requirement only applies when crops treated with prohibited substances are
in flower....

c) If GE corn and soybean crops are present within the 3 km radius, the contamination risk shall be
assessed. Key elements to assess the level of risk include: The risk can be determined to be minimal if the
following conditions are present:

a. there is a continuous abundance of forages preferred by bees in close proximity to the hives to reduce
the bees interest in other crops

b. there are abundant clean water sources adjacent to the hives that can fully satisfy the needs of the bees
c. There are natural features such as forests, hills and waterways which reduce the likelihood of bee travel
d. GE testing of honey can be used to confirm there is no GE contamination (no agreement on d)

Proposal from Nicolas Turgeon

« L’exploitant doit prendre les mesures nécessaires et disposer les ruches de facon a minimiser les
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risques de contamination du miel par les OGM et les substances interdites dans la présente norme.

En absence d’obstacles topographies d’importance, les ruches ne doivent pas étre situées dans un
rayon de 3 km des cultures GM ou qui sont traitées, a I’exception des engrais, avec une des substances
interdites identifiées a I’alinéa 1.4.1. Les cultures GM qui ne sont pas considérées nectariferes, comme
le mais, le soya ou les céréales par exemple, ne sont pas visées par cette exigence si elles ne sont pas
traitées avec les substances interdites a 1.4.1..

Dans le cas spécifique des cultures GM ou il n’y a pas usage de substances interdites (exception des
engrais), I’exigence du 3 km ne s’applique pas hors des périodes de floraison ou lors de la dormance
des ruches. »

Proposal Nicolas Turgeon April 16 2014
The operator should take all necessary measures and locate hives in a way that minimizes risk of
contamination of honey by GMOs and prohibited substances by the standard.

a) In the absence of major topographical obstacles, hives should not be located in a radius of 3 km
from GM crops or from crops treated with prohibited substances outlined in 1.4.1, except fertilizers.
GM crops that are not considered as nectar-bearing, such as corn and soya or cereals, are not
concerned by this requirement if not treated with prohibited substances at 1.4.1.

b)For specific situations where GM crops would not be treated with prohibited substances (except
fertilizers), the 3 km requirement does not apply outside flowering season or when hives are dormant.

GOING BACK TO WORKING GROUP FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION AND PREPARATION FOR
BALLOT.

Proposition du GT subséquemment au remaniement du libellé effectué dans la soirée du 15 avril;

7.1.9 Emplacement des ruches

a) Les ruches doivent étre situées de maniere a ce que la majorité des sources de nectar et de pollen soient
des cultures produites en conformité avec la présente norme, de la végétation sauvage, ou d’autres sources
de nectar et de pollen qui ne sont pas génétiqguement modifiées et ne sont pas traitées avec des substances
interdites (a I’exception des engrais et des boues d’épuration) a I’al. 1.4.1.

b) Les cultures nectariferes incluant les espéces que butinent normalement les abeilles et qui sont
génetiquement modifiées ou traitées avec des substances interdites (a I’exception des engrais et des boues
d’épuration) ne sont pas permises dans un rayon de 3 km des ruches. Cette exigence ne s’applique que
dans les cas ou les cultures traitées avec des substances interdites sont en floraison....

c) Si des cultures de mais et de soya génétiquement modifiées se trouvent dans le rayon de 3 km, le risque
de contamination doit étre évalué. Principaux éléments a évaluer pour déterminer le niveau de risque : le
risque peut étre jugé minime si les conditions suivantes sont présentes :

a. les especes que preferent butiner les abeilles sont toujours accessibles en abondance, a proximité
immédiates des ruches, de fagon a réduire I’intérét que les abeilles peuvent porter a d’autres cultures

b. dans le voisinage immédiat des ruches, des sources d’eau saine sont accessibles en abondance et
peuvent répondre pleinement aux besoins des abeilles
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c. des éléments naturels tels que des foréts, des collines et des cours d’eau sont présents, de sorte que les
abeilles soient moins susceptibles de se déplacer

d. il est possible de vérifier la teneur du miel en organismes génétiquement modifiés, de fagon a pouvoir
déterminer si le miel n’est pas contaminé par de tels organismes (aucune entente au sujet du point d)

Proposition de Nicolas Turgeon

« L’exploitant doit prendre les mesures nécessaires et disposer les ruches de facon a minimiser les
risques de contamination du miel par les OGM et les substances interdites dans la présente norme.

En absence d’obstacles topographies d’importance, les ruches ne doivent pas étre situées dans un
rayon de 3 km des cultures GM ou qui sont traitées, a I’exception des engrais, avec une des substances
interdites identifiées a I’alinéa 1.4.1. Les cultures GM qui ne sont pas considérées nectariferes, comme
le mais, le soya ou les céréales par exemple, ne sont pas visées par cette exigence si elles ne sont pas
traitées avec les substances interdites a 1.4.1.

Dans le cas spécifique des cultures GM ou il n’y a pas usage de substances interdites (exception des
engrais), I’exigence du km ne s’applique pas hors des périodes de floraison ou lors de la dormance
des ruches. »

Proposition de Nicolas Turgeon, 16 avril 2014
L’exploitant doit prendre toutes les mesures nécessaires et placer les ruches de facon a limiter les
risques de contamination du miel par les OGM et les substances interdites par la norme.

a) En I’absence d’obstacles topographiques importants, les ruches ne doivent pas étre situées dans un
rayon de 3 km des cultures génétiquement modifiées ou des cultures traitées avec des substances
interdites en vertu de I’al. 1.4.1, a I’exception des engrais.

Les cultures génétiqguement modifiées qui ne sont pas considérées comme étant nectariféres, comme le
mais, le soya ou les ceréales, ne sont pas visées par la présente exigence si elles ne sont pas traitées
avec les substances interdites indiquees a I’al. 1.4.1.

b) Dans les cas particuliers ou les cultures génétiquement modifiées ne sont pas traitées avec des
substances interdites (a I’exception des engrais), I’exigence relative au rayon de 3 km ne s’applique pas
hors des périodes de floraison ou lorsque les ruches sont en dormance.

ON REVIENDRA AU GROUPE DE TRAVAIL POUR DISCUTER PLUS EN DETAIL DE CE POINT
ET POUR PREPARER LE VOTE.
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WL # 108 Storage of beekeeping material — Entreposage du matériel d*apiculture

Standard Section Number - - 71
Current version of the standard —

Not included — Non inclus

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

The standard does not specify the conditions for storage of beekeeping materials. Synthetics should be
explicitly prohibited as in the Quebec Standard.
Proposed wording: No synthetic products may be used in the storage of beekeeping materials.

WG Recommendation —
Refusal of the reques
Rationale/Justification

Storage of beekeeping materials is not causing a risk to purity of honey. Generic precepts in the Standard
to avoid contamination of materials is sufficient.

L’entreposage de I’équipement ne cause pas de risque a I’égard de la pureté du miel. Les prescriptions
générales de la norme établies pour prévenir la contamination de I’équipement sont suffisantes.

Final wording recommended/ _

No addition. Aucun ajout.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group
Date -presentation to TC/

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - to reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL # 139 Wax not replaced — €irenon remplacee
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Standard Section Number - - 7.1.7.2
Current version of the standard —

7.1.7.2 When no substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1, and no substances not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists, are used in the hive the year before the
colonies are under continuous organic management, the replacement of wax is not necessary. However all
products, such as wax, that are produced before the colonies are under continuous organic management,
shall be considered non-organic.

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

It would be important to have available a guideline for determining the status of wax that is not replaced,
in the years following the initial certification.

Il serait important de disposer d’une directive pour dérterminer le staut de la cire qui n’est pas remplacée
dans les années qui suivent la certification initiale.

WG Recommendation — Recommandation du GT

No change. Aucun changement.

Rationale/Justification

The problem surfacing from not replacing wax regularly is a bee management issue, not specific to
organic bee product.

Le probléme lié au non remplacement de la cire est un probléme de gestion des abeilles, non spécifique
aux produits du miel.

Final wording recommended/ _

No addition. Aucun ajout.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ _

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril

TC recommendation/ _

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptee telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL # 268 Paraffin - Parafine

Standard Section Number - - 7.1.123
Current version of the standard —

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

To allow the use of paraffin wax to treat hive materials if coated with beewax as, in this application, it is
similar to a plastic foundation.

Paraffin is very different than plastic with increased permeability and contamination potential especially
in the heat of a beehive. The NOP considered and discussed and does not allow paraffin in their apiary.
Therefore this allowance may lead to equivalency challenges. Moreover, paraffin is not on PSL. But SIC
would accept it if dipped in organic beewax.

WG Recommendation — Recommendation du GT

To add iaraffin to PSL - ifood ﬁradei. to Livestock Eroduction aids iTabIe 5.3i.

Rationale [Justification

Considerable research has been conducted on using very hot paraffin to treat wood that has been exposed
to AFB and it is a very effective way to control AFB (American Foulbrood) thereby reducing the use of
anti-biotics. New Zealand does not use anti-biotics and has developed these techniques

Plastic foundations are convenient and inexpensive but are not a natural material in the hive (see
7.1.12.1). And it is an environmental disaster when burnt.

Beeswax foundation is a lot of work

Although paraffin is petroleum based it's absorbed into wood to the extent that it's not identifiable as
being waxed. It does absorb contaminants but not to the extent that the beeswax in frames/foundation
does as the latter are in direct contact with the honey and pollen.

Une recherche considérable a été menée sur I’utilisation de la paraffine pour traiter le bois qui a été
exposé a la loque et c’est tres efficace pour contrdler la loque, ce qui réduit I’utilisation d’antibiotiques.
La Nouvelle-Zélande a développé ces techniques et n’utilise pas d’antibiotiques. Les fondations en
plastiques sont pratiques et peu dispendieuses mais ce n’est pas un matériau naturel pour la ruche (réf
7.1.12.1). Et cela crée un désastre environnemental lorsque qu’elles brdlent. Les fondations en cire
d’abeille nécessitent beaucoup de travail. Bien que la paraffine soit dérivée du pétrole, elle est absorbée
dans le bois au point de devenir non décelable. Elle absorbe les contaminants mais pas au méme niveau
que la cire d’abeille dans les fondations car celle-ci est en contact direct avec le miel et le pollen.
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Final wording recommended - Formulation finale recommandee

Table 5.3 Paraffin — Food grade onl

Presentor/Working Group/

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group
Date -presentation to TC/

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as presented to add a substance to Table 5.3 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

Paraffin - Food irade onli. For use in hives.

WL # 8 Clarification - Clarification

Standard Section Number - - 719
Current version of the standard —

Location of Hives — Apiaries shall be separated by a buffer zone of 3000 m where sources or zones of
substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1, or flower-bearing agricultural crops treated with substances not listed in
CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists (i.e. genetic engineering or
environmental contaminants), are present.

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Clarification. Remove the comma and change an agreement: "...3 000 métres ou plus des sources ou des
zones de substances interdites en vertu du par. 1.4.1, ou de cultures florales..."

Response to the comment: The proposed change may have an impact on the English version and
clarification of this paragraph may be more complicated than originally expected. Need full review.




WG Recommendation — Recommandation du GT
Section 7.1.9 will be updated - no need to address this issue

Rationale [Justification

Section 7.1.9 will be updated - no need to address this issue

Final wording_recommended — Formulation finale recommandee

No change. .

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group
Date -presentation to TC/

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ _

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal as that section is being revised currently.
Proposition acceptee telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL Introduced Bees|S/ABEilles e remplacement
Standard Section Number - Numéro de la section de lanorme - 7.1.8

Current version of the standard — _

Introduced Bees — The term introduced bees refers to replacement bees for established organic colonies
— introduced bees are not established colonies. Introduced bees shall come from organic production units
when commercially available. However, replacement bees (e.g. package bees or nucleus colonies) may be
from organic sources or from non-organic sources provided that replacement bees are managed in
accordance with this standard for at least 60 days before the removal of organic apiculture products from
the hive.

17



Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Replacement colonies for the organic beekeeping operation shall be produced within that operation or
shall be established organic colonies supplied from another established organic beekeeping operation.

It is desirable that organic beekeeping operations are sustainable operations. They should produce their
replacement bees from within the operation, but in the event this is not possible (eg. the introduction of
new genetic stock through new queens) only the offspring should be used in the production of organic
honey/beeswax. . This reduces the risks of introducing new viruses and bacteria into the operation and the
introduction of antibiotics and chemicals (antibiotics oxytetracycline, fumigillin and hard chemicals
fluvalinate, coumophos, amitraz and agricultural chemicals) through comb. A 60 day waiting period does
not reduce these risks.

Les colonies de remplacement pour les opérations doivent étre produites a I’intérieur de I’opération ou
étre des colonies biologiques établies provenant d’une autre opération biologique.L’opération doit
produire ses propres abeilles de remplacement mais si cela est impossible (p.ex. I’introduction de
nouvelles souches génétiques par de nouvelles reines) seule la progéniture devrait étre utilisée en
apiculture biologique. Cela réduit le risque d’introduire de nouveaux virus ou bactéries dans I’opération et
I’utilisation d’antibiotiques et agents chimiques (fluvalinate, coumophos, amitraze, oxy-téttracycline,
fumigilline, tylosin) par le biais de la gaufre. Une perlode d’attente de 60 jours ne réduit pas ces risques.

WG Recommendation —

To replace last sentence of 7.1.8 with: Replacement colonies for the organic beekeeping operation shall be
produced within thato peration or shall be established organic colonies supplied from another established
organic beekeeping operation.

Rationale/justification

The current standard would allow the introduction of nucs with brood combs laced with various chemicals
and anti-biotics (fluvalinate, coumophos, amitraz, oxy-tetracycline, fumigillin, tylosin) into an operation
and 60 days later allow the harvesting of “organic honey”. These chemical are all very soluble in beeswax
and honey products. Organic beekeepers need to develop their own hives and operation to avoid
contamination.

Final wording recommended — Formulation finale recommandee

7.1.8 Introduced Bees — The term introduced bees refers to replacement bees for established organic
colonies — introduced bees are not established colonies. Introduced bees shall come from organic

productlon unlts When commeraally avallable Hewever—replaeemeni—bees%&g—paelege—bee&e#meleus
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produetsfrom-the-hive. Replacement colonies for the organic beekeeping operation shall be produced
within that operation or shall be established organic colonies supplied from another established organic
beekeeping operation.

Presentor/Working Group/
Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

7.1.8 Introduced Bees — The term introduced bees refers to replacement bees for established organic
colonies — introduced bees are not established colonies. Introduced bees shall come from organic

productlon unlts when commerually avallable Heweve&replaeemeni—bees—éeg—mekage—bee&ewmeleus

preeluets—#em—the%ye Replacement colonles for the organic beekeeplnq operatlon shaII be produced
within that operation or shall be established organic colonies supplied from another established organic
beekeeping operation.
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Meetini of the CGSB Technical Committee on Ori)anic Ai)riculture, Aﬁril 14-16 2014

Working group recommendations

32.310 —Crop Production— Production végétale

WL -154 — Using the organic word — UfiliSation'di’mot bioclogigue

WL -188, 189, 190, 197, 170, 252 - Parallel Production — Production paralléle
WL - 7.1 to 7,5 & 193-Treated Posts — Potealx iraites

WL - 264, 278 — Irrigation — [Ffigation

WL - 141 and 114 - Sprouts - Gefminations

WL - 249 - Pre-certification for greenhouses — Précettification pourles serres
WL - 33 - Compost in greenhouses — Compostdans Ies serres

WL - 32,1 - Growing media for greenhouses — Milietide cllttire pourles serres

Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections 5

Existing/existant
WL -154 — Using the organic word — Utilisation'du’mot biologigue

Current wording in standards/ Versioniactuelledansianorme

5.1.1 This standard shall be fully applied on a production unit for at least 12 months
before the first harvest of products. Substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1 and substances
not in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems —Permitted Substances Lists,
shall not have been used for at least 36 months before the harvest of any organic crop.




Date request was submitted/ Dateldesotmissiondelarecuete

Unknown

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaite/Proposition/Probleme

Suggest adding the word “organic” before “products” in the first sentence. Before
making that change, review the whole document and decide when to use the word
organic in a consistent manner in all paragraphs.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Agree on comment. Add the word organic at the end of 1st sentence in front of
“products”.
Recommendation to CGSB to go through the full standard for consistency on this.

Rationale/ JUstification

For clarity and consistency

Final wording recommended/ EoFmulation finalerecommancee

5.1.1 This standard shall be fully applied on a production unit for at least 12 months
before the first harvest of organic products. Substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1 and
substances not in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems —Permitted
Substances Lists, shall not have been used for at least 36 months before the harvest of any
organic crop.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grotpede travail

Jean Duval




Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesoumissionauicn

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver / 15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 section 5.1.1 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

This standard shall be fully applied on a production unit for at least 12 months before the
first harvest of organic products. Substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1 and substances not
in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems —Permitted Substances Lists, shall
not have been used for at least 36 months before the harvest of any organic crop.

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 5

Existing/existant
WL -188, 189, 190, 197, 170, 252 - Parallel Production — Production

Name of substance/section/ Nom de lasubstance/paragraphe

5.1.2

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dansla’norme

5.1.2 The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production. During the
transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production in transition,
a non-organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely separate and




identified separately, pending its incorporation into the overall transition process. The
enterprise can be converted one unit at a time, and each converted unit shall respect the
requirements of this standard. The exception to this norm, parallel production, is only
allowed in the following cases: perennial crops (already planted), agricultural research
facilities, production of seed, vegetative propagating materials and transplants. The
following special conditions shall be observed for parallel production:

a. The operator shall clearly demonstrate that the identity of the crops so produced can
be maintained during their production, harvesting, storage, processing, packaging and
marketing.

b. The operator shall maintain verifiable, accurate records of both non-organic and
organic produce and product storage, transportation, processing and marketing.

Note: Parallel production crops both organic and non-organic must be inspected just
prior to harvest and an audit of all parallel production crops must occur after harvest.

Date request was submitted/ Dateldesotumissiondelareguete

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/Probleme

188: Proposed Change to Section proposed additional language inred: ~ “. .. Parallel
production ...is not allowed” except in the case of perennial crops where the necessity
of longer conversion periods is documented. In these cases, a second inspection shall
be required at the time of harvest and/or post harvest handling to ensure there is no
comingling. Facilities for handling of organic and non-organic crop shall be entirely
separated in all aspects. A complete audit of both organic and non-organic crop shall be
submitted at the time of inspection.

189: Proposed Change to Section proposed new language inred: 5.1.2 The enterprise




shall aim at a complete transition of its production. During the transition period, the
enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production in transition, a non- organic system
of production (split or parallel operation) that shall be entirely separate and identified
pending its incorporation into the overall transition process. Parallel production (where
the products of the organic and non-organic system are indistinguishable) is not allowed.
The enterprise can be converted one unit at a time , and each converted unit shall
respect the requirements of this standard. In the case of parallel production, a complete
audit of both organic and non-organic product is required. To prevent comingling, all
handling of organic and non-organic crop shall be completely separate from planting,
harvest, post harvest handling, until sale. All materials used in production of organic and
non-organic crop shall be stored and handled in separate locations. A second inspection
shall be required to verify the complete separation at the time of harvest and/or post
harvest handling.

190: “Parallel production ( where the products of the organic and non-organic system
are indistinguishable) is not allowed”...except in the case of lowbush blueberries.

197,1: PREFERRED OPTION: The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of
its production. During the transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to
the production in transition, a non-organic system of production (split operation) that
shall be entirely separate and identified. Parallel production (where the products of the
organic and non-organic system are indistinguishable) is allowed only with the express
permission of the CB with clear justification for the need and an excellent audit trail in
place. The enterprise can be converted one unit or field at a time, and each converted
unit shall respect the requirements of this standard.

197,2: OPTION 2: The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production.
During the transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production
in transition, a non-organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely
separate and identified pending its incorporation into the overall transition process.
Parallel production (where the products of the organic and non-organic system are
indistinguishable) only allowed where the product sold is clearly distinguishable and
trackable as separate from the non-organic product. The enterprise can be converted one
unit at a time, and each converted unit or field shall respect the requirements of this
standard.

197,3: OPTION 3: The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production.
During the transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production
in transition, a non-organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely
separate and identified pending its incorporation into the overall transition process.
Parallel production (where the products of the organic and non-organic system are
indistinguishable) is only allowed in specific cases below otherwise it is prohibited. The
enterprise can be converted one unit at a time, and each converted unit shall respect the
requirements of this standard. Parallel product is allowed in the following cases:
perennial crops, agricultural research, production of seed, vegetative propagating




materials, transplants, and grassland for grazing.

197,4: OPTION 4: It also may be possible to expand the transition interpretation to
allow parallel production for as many years as necessary to fully transition each unit or
field of the farm. This is quite broad, but might be a possible avenue to take....

170: (concerning 5.1.5: Crops grown in buffer zones shall be considered non-organically
grown products whether they are used on the farm or not.) Comment : Would this be
considered parallel production, a prohibited practice?

252: (1) Parallel production should be allowed in the cases listed in 5.1.2 as well as
“enterprises applying annually for reasons not specified elsewhere in 32.310-2006”; (2)
Remove the specific exceptions and allow all operations to attempt to meet the
requirements of 5.1.2.a & b, while retaining the modified note proposed below. (3) It
IS requested that 5.1.2 be rewritten to reflect that ongoing parallel production be allowed
without restrictions subject to the conditions allowed as per the allowance for livestock
in section 6.8.5. (4) Parallel production is allowed for all crop production. (5) Allow
parallel production. Do not limit it only to those cases sited

188 to translate

to translate proposals 190-197-170-252

188 : Modification proposée a la section — le libellé additionnel proposeé est en caractéres
rouges : « ...la production parallele ... n’est pas permise » sauf dans le cas des cultures
vivaces pour lesquelles la nécessité de périodes de conversion plus longues est étayée de
documents. Dans de tels cas, une deuxieme inspection doit étre exigée au moment de la
récolte ou de la manipulation aprés la récolte, de facon a éviter les mélanges. Les
installations utilisées pour la manipulation des cultures biologiques et non biologiques
doivent étre entierement séparées les unes des autres, a tous les égards. Le compte rendu
d’une vérification intégrale des cultures biologiques et non biologiques doit étre présenté
au moment de I’inspection.

189 : Modification proposée a la section — le libellé additionnel proposé est en caractéres
rouges : 5.1.2 L’entreprise doit viser une conversion compléte de sa production. Pendant




la période de conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus de la production en cours
de conversion, un systeme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée ou
paralléle) qui doit étre entierement distinct et identifié jusqu’a son intégration au
processus de conversion global. La production paralléle (lorsqu’il est impossible de
distinguer les produits biologiques des produits non biologiques) est interdite.
L’entreprise peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois, et chaque unité convertie
doit satisfaire aux exigences de la présente norme. En ce qui a trait a la production
parallele, une vérification complete des produits biologiques et non biologiques est
nécessaire. Pour éviter les mélanges, tous les travaux de manipulation des cultures
biologiques et non biologiques doivent étre exécutes tout a fait séparément, depuis la
plantation, la récolte et les manipulations apres la récolte, jusqu’au moment de la vente
des produits. Toutes les matiéres utilisées aux fins de la production des cultures
biologiques et non biologiques doivent étre entreposées et manipulées dans des endroits
distincts. Une deuxiéme inspection doit étre exigée pour vérifier la séparation intégrale
au moment de la récolte ou de la manipulation aprés la récolte.

190 : « La production parallele (lorsqu’il est impossible de distinguer les produits
biologiques des produits non biologiques) est interdite »... sauf dans le cas des bleuets
nains.

197,1 : OPTION PRIVILEGIEE : L’entreprise doit viser une conversion compléte
de sa production. Pendant la période de conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus
de la production en cours de conversion, un systéeme de production non biologique
(exploitation fractionnée) qui doit étre entierement distinct et identifié. La production
parallele (lorsqu’il est impossible de distinguer les produits biologiques des produits non
biologiques) n’est permise qu’avec I’autorisation expresse de I’organisme de
certification, et seulement si le besoin est clairement justifié et qu’une excellente piste
de vérification est en place. L’ entreprise peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité ou d’un
champ a la fois, et chaque unité convertie doit satisfaire aux exigences de la présente
norme.

197,2 : OPTION 2 : L’entreprise doit viser une conversion compléte de sa production.
Pendant la période de conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus de la production
en cours de conversion, un systeme de production non biologique (exploitation
fractionnée) qui doit étre entiérement distinct et identifié jusqu’a son intégration au
processus de conversion global. La production paralléle (lorsqu’il est impossible de
distinguer les produits biologiques des produits non biologiques) n’est permise que si le
produit vendu est clairement différenciable et peut faire I’objet d’un suivi en tant que
produit distinct des produits non biologiques. L entreprise peut &tre convertie a raison
d’une unité a la fois, et chaque unité ou chaque champ converti doit satisfaire aux
exigences de la présente norme.

197,3: OPTION 3: L’entreprise doit viser une conversion compléte de sa
production. Pendant la période de conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus de la
production en cours de conversion, un systéeme de production non biologique




(exploitation fractionnée) qui doit étre entierement distinct et identifié jusqu’a son
intégration au processus de conversion global. La production parallele (lorsqu’il est
impossible de distinguer les produits biologiques des produits non biologiques) n’est
permise que dans les cas particuliers énoncés ci-apres, sans quoi elle est interdite.
L’entreprise peut étre convertie & raison d’une unité & la fois, et chaque unité convertie
doit satisfaire aux exigences de la présente norme. La production paralléle est permise
dans les cas suivants : cultures vivaces, recherche agronomique, production de
semences, matériel de multiplication végétative, plants repiqués et prairies destinées au
paturage.

197,4 : OPTION 4 : Il pourrait aussi étre possible d’élargir la portée de
I’interprétation de la conversion, de facon a permettre la production paralléle pendant
autant d’années que celle-ci sera nécessaire, pour assurer la conversion compléte de
chaque unité ou de chaque champ de la ferme. Cette option est tres large, mais pourrait
constituer une approche possible...

170: (relativement & la section 5.1.5 : Les plantes cultivées dans les zones tampons
doivent étre considérées comme des produits non biologiques, qu’elles soient utilisées a
la ferme ou non.) Commentaire : ceci serait-il considéré comme une production
paralléle, une pratique interdite?

252 : 1) La production paralléle doit étre permise dans les cas indiqués a la

section 5.1.2, ainsi que dans le cas des « entreprises qui présentent une demande
annuellement pour des raisons non précisées dans une autre section de la norme 32.310-
2006 »; 2) Retrancher les exceptions particuliéres et permettre a toutes les exploitations
de tenter de satisfaire aux normes indiquées aux sections 5.1.2.a et b, tout en conservant
la note modifiée proposée ci-apres. 3) On demande que la section 5.1.2 soit réécrite de
facon a indiquer que la production paralléle continue est permise sans restriction, sous
réserve du respect des conditions établies selon I’autorisation accordée pour les animaux
d’élevage, a la section 6.8.5. 4) La production parallele est permise pour I’ensemble des
cultures agricoles. 5) Permettre la production paralléle. Ne pas la restreindre aux cas
mentionnés.

188 a traduire




a traduire — propositions 190-197-170-252

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Two members of the Crops working group are more inclined to keep 5.1.2. as is. The
rest of the group is in favor of allowing parallel crop production for all crops and to
modify 5.1.2 accordingly while removing the informative note.

5.1.2 The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production. During the
transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production in transition,
a non-organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely separate and
identified separately, pending its incorporation into the overall transition process. The
enterprise can be converted one unit at a time, and each converted unit shall respect the
requrrements of thrs standard Ihe—e*eepﬂen—te—mrs—nenm- AII parallel ﬂg productron—

a. The operator shall clearly demonstrate that the identity of the crops so produced can
be maintained during their production, harvesting, storage, processing, packaging and
marketing.

b. The operator shall maintain verifiable, accurate records of both non-organic and
organrc produce and product storage, transportatron processrng and marketrng

Deux membres du groupe de travail sur les cultures sont davantage enclins a conserver
la section 5.1.2 telle quelle. Les autres membres du groupe sont d’avis qu’il faut
permettre la production parallele pour toutes les cultures et modifier la section 5.1.2 en
conséquence, tout en retirant la note d’information.

5.1.2 L’entreprise doit viser une conversion complete de sa production. Pendant la
période de conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus de la production en cours de
conversion, un systeme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée) qui doit
étre entierement distinct et identifié jusqu’a son intégration au processus de conversion
global. L entreprise peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois, et chaque unité

convertie doit satisfaire aux exigences de la présente norme. L exception-ata-présente
ROFMe; Toutes les cultures de productlon paraIIeIe est—permrs&umquemen{—dans-le&eas




satlsfalre aux condltlons speerales suwantes la—p#edueﬂen—pam%l&dmi—respeetep&)—

a. L’exploitant doit démontrer clairement qu’il est possible de préserver I’identité des
cultures ainsi produites durant leur production, leur récolte, leur entreposage, leur
transformation, leur emballage et leur commercialisation.

b. L’exploitant doit conserver des registres exacts et vérifiables sur les produits non
biologiques et les produits biologiques et leur entreposage, leur transport, leur
transformatlon et leur commerC|aI|sat|on

Rationale/ JUstification

Annual crop producers seem to be the only part of organic production that are not
allowed (trusted with) parallel production. Perennial crops, livestock, processors and
handlers are all permitted to have parallel production with documentation that they can
maintain organic integrity. Currently a number of producers organize their operation
into two “separate” operations, one organic, one non-organic to get around this — same
farm manager, same field equipment, and different fields. As a result the organic
operation is under the supervision of the CB, but there is no supervision of the non-
organic production. The prohibition of parallel production is a deterrent or complication
to transition for expanding organic farms. Even field buffer zones could be considered to
be parallel production. The visual distinguishing characteristics of some varieties and
crop types are also somewhat subjective. They may be distinct at harvest but not during
most of the year in the field including at inspection. Perhaps a better way is to permit
parallel production with records to document all sales (organic and non-organic), storage
and harvest details as well as details of how organic is segregated from non-organic at
all stages of production, storage and handling to maintain organic integrity.

The informative note to 5.1.2 is not applicable to most crops.
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de la récolte ainsi que les détails de la ségrégation entre les cultures biologiques et
conventionnelles a tous les stades de production, d’entreposage et de manutention pour
maintenir I’intégrité biologique. La remarque de 5.1.2. est difficilement applicable a
plusieurs cultures.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

5.1.2 The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production. During the
transition period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production in transition,
a non-organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely separate and
identified separately, pending its incorporation into the overall transition process. The
enterprise can be converted one unit at a time, and each converted unit shall respect the

requwements of thls standard Iheexeeptrentethtsnen% AII paraIIeI rop productlon—

I—shall conform to the foIIowrng speeral cond|t|ons

production:

a. The operator shall clearly demonstrate that the identity of the crops so produced can
be maintained during their production, harvesting, storage, processing, packaging and
marketing.

b. The operator shall maintain verifiable, accurate records of both non-organic and
organrc produce and product storage, transportatlon processrng and marketlng

5.1. 2 L’ explortatlon dort Viser une conversion complete de sa productlon Pendant Ia
période de conversion, I’exploitation peut maintenir, en plus de la production en
conversion, un systeme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée) qui doit
étre entierement distinct et identifié séparément jusqu’a son intégration dans le processus
de conversion global. L exploitation peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois.
Chaque unité convertie doit respecter les exigences de la présente norme. £ exception-a

la—presentenerme—la Toute productlon parallele est—permﬁeuumqeement—dans—le&eas

7 .7 -
aYala! e et b N

preeluetren—para#ete dort respecter les condrtrons specrales suwantes
a. L’exploitant doit démontrer clairement séparer les cultures ainsi produites durant leur

production, leur récolte, leur entreposage, leur transformation, leur emballage et leur
commercialisation sont

b. L’exploitant doit conserver des registres exacts et vérifiables sur les produits non
biologiques et les produits biologiques et leur entreposage, leur transport, leur
transformation et leur commercialisation.

c. L’opérateur biologique qui cultive des cultures génétiquement modifiées doit éviter de
cultiver la méme espéece en production paralléle.
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présehtateur/Grotpe de travail

J. Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesoumissionauicn

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver and follow-up discussion April 16, 2014 — Vancouver

15 avril 2014 — Vancouver, et discussion de suivi, 16 avril 2014 — Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted in principle to amend 32.310 section 5.1.2 as follows:

The enterprise shall aim at a complete transition of its production. During the transition
period, the enterprise can maintain, in addition to the production in transition, a non-
organic system of production (split operation) that shall be entirely separate and
identified separately, pending its incorporation into the overall transition process. The
enterprise can be converted one unit at a time, and each converted unit shall respect the

requwements of thls standard Ihaexeeptron—to—thrs—non% AII paraIIeI rog productlon—

T—shall conform to the foIIowmg speeral cond|t|ons
production:

a. If the operator is growing any GE crops, there shall be no cropping (?!) of the same
item in both organic and conventional forms ( TO BE WORD-SMITHED BEFORE
GOING TO BALLOT)

b. The operator shall clearly demonstrate that the segregation identity of the crops so
produced can be maintained during their production, harvesting, storage, processing,
packaging and marketing.

c. The operator shall maintain verifiable, accurate records of both non-organic and
organlc produce and product storage, transportatlon processmg and marketlng

OCIA standards -- 2.2 -- a crop cannot be sold as OCIA-certified if any variety of that
crop is also produced elsewhere on the farm operation according? to genetically
engineered technology.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM -- organic farms, where they have both organic and
conventional, shall not have any GE crops. Quebec’s standard had this until 2012.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM?? -- for either standard or regulation -- transaction
certificates
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5.1.2 L’exploitation doit viser une conversion compleéte de sa production. Pendant la
période de conversion, I’exploitation peut maintenir, en plus de la production en
conversion, un systeme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée) qui doit
étre entierement distinct et identifié séparément jusqu’a son intégration dans le processus
de conversion global. L exploitation peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois.
Chaqgue unité convertie doit respecter les exigences de la présente norme. L exception-a

la—ppesenteune#me—la Toute productlon parallele est—pe%mﬁeuunmuemem—dans—lesreas

3 -
ae aWay s a

predueﬂen—para#ele d0|t respecter les condltlons spemales suwantes
a. L’exploitant doit démontrer clairement séparer les cultures ainsi produites durant leur

production, leur récolte, leur entreposage, leur transformation, leur emballage et leur
commercialisation sont

b. L’exploitant doit conserver des registres exacts et vérifiables sur les produits non
biologiques et les produits biologiques et leur entreposage, leur transport, leur
transformation et leur commercialisation.

c. L’opérateur biologique qui cultive des cultures génétiquement modifiées doit éviter de
cultiver la méme espece en production paralléle.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée en principe, pour ce qui touche a la
modification de la section 5.1.2 de la norme 32.310, comme sulit :

L’entreprise doit viser une conversion compléte de sa production. Pendant la période de
conversion, I’entreprise peut maintenir, en plus de la production en cours de conversion,
un systéme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée) qui doit étre
entierement distinct et identifié jusqu’a son intégration au processus de conversion
global. L’entreprise peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois, et chaque unité

convertie doit satisfaire aux exigences de la présente norme. L exeeption-ata-présente
nerme; Toutes les cultures de production parallele e

és-doivent
satlsfalre aux condltlons speelales suwantes laqemdueuenqearaueledel{#espeetep(—}
a. Si I’exploitant cultive des produits génétiqguement modifiés, il ne doit y avoir aucune
culture (?!) du méme produit, tant sous forme biologique que sous forme
conventionnelle (A REMANIER AVANT DE PASSER AU VOTE)
b. L’exploitant doit démontrer clairement qu’il est possible de maintenir la séparation
identité des cultures ainsi produites durant leur production, leur récolte, leur
entreposage, leur transformation, leur emballage et leur commercialisation.
c. L’exploitant doit conserver des registres exacts et vérifiables sur les produits non
biologiques et les produits biologiques et leur entreposage, leur transport, leur
transformation et leur commercialisation.
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Normes de I’OCIA -- 2.2 — une récolte ne peut étre vendue comme étant certifiée par
I’OCIA si quelque variété que ce soit de cette récolte est également produite ailleurs au
sein de I’exploitation agricole au moyen? des technologies de génie génétique.

NOUVEAU POINT DE LA LISTE DES TRAVAUX - les fermes biologiques, lorsqu’elles
cultivent des produits biologiques et des produits conventionnels, ne doivent avoir
aucune culture génétiqguement modifiée. Jusqu’en 2012, la norme du Québec incluait
cette disposition.

NOUVEAU POINT DE LA LISTE DES TRAVAUX?? — soit pour la norme, soit pour le
reglement — certificats de transaction

5.1.2 L’exploitation doit viser une conversion compléte de sa production. Pendant la
période de conversion, I’exploitation peut maintenir, en plus de la production en
conversion, un systéme de production non biologique (exploitation fractionnée) qui doit
étre entierement distinct et identifié séparément jusqu’a son intégration dans le processus
de conversion global. L exploitation peut étre convertie a raison d’une unité a la fois.
Chaque unité convertie doit respecter les exigences de la présente norme. £exception-a

Ia—pmsent&ne#me—la Toute productlon parallele est—pe#mls&unmuemen{—dans—le&eas

predueﬂen—para#ele d0|t respecter les condltlons spemales suwantes
a. L’exploitant doit démontrer clairement séparer les cultures ainsi produites durant leur

production, leur récolte, leur entreposage, leur transformation, leur emballage et leur
commercialisation sont

b. L’exploitant doit conserver des registres exacts et vérifiables sur les produits non
biologiques et les produits biologiques et leur entreposage, leur transport, leur
transformation et leur commercialisation.

c. L’opérateur biologique qui cultive des cultures génétiquement modifiées doit éviter de
cultiver la méme espéece en production paralléle.

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 5

Existing/existant
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WL - 7,1 to 7,5 & 193-Treated Posts — Poteaux traités

Name of substance/section/ Nom delasubstance/paragraphe

522.b

Current wording in standards/ Versionactuelle dans lanorme

5.2.2.b. Acquisition of any additional material with these wood treatments is prohibited for new
installations or replacement purposes. Exceptions may be granted in vast rangeland and semi-
arid regions, and will consider the availability of alternate materials.

Date request was submitted/ DateldeiSolmission delaFequete

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

7.1: French version does not read well. Eliminate the word “supplémentaires” Response to the
comment: Impact on the English version must be evaluated as well.

7.2: Not strict enough: “Exceptions may be granted in vast rangeland and semi-arid regions, and
will consider the availability of alternate materials.” — who makes this exception?

7.3: My memory from the meeting where that this was discussed was that the exception was for
vast range lands only. | farm in a semi-arid area that has not allowed new treated posts for 15
years. There are many alternatives that are readily available. I am not aware of any request to
extend the exception to include semi-arid regions. And doing so would be a big an unnecessary
step backwards.

7.4: The removal of the wording “certification body” does not remove the fact that certifiers will
be making the decisions on exceptions without adequate definitions on the terms vast rangeland
and semi-arid regions.

7.5: Please review the text. Who will consider the availability?

193: Comment : The standard for fence posts is discriminatory to prairie farmers who do not
have a ready source of hard wood or cedar. Standard 5.2.3b leaves it up to the judgement of the
C.B. regarding semi-arid or vast range lands, but the standard needs to be written without
interpretative loop holes. In Alberta untreated posts are available in spruce or pine, both soft
woods that do not last long. On our farm we recently took out a fence, some of the posts being
from 1913. At that time a rail car of cedar was brought in and many of those 95 year old posts
were still holding up the fence! We also took out some treated posts from 1967 and forty years
later the ones in dry soil were still good. We put in untreated posts five years ago and any in
low land are already rotting! Unfortunately bringing in cedar is now cost prohibitive and our
conundrum is evident.......... again we need a level playing field. Perhaps the standard can be
amended until an alternative treatment is developed for Canadian conditions. Treated posts
could be allowable in pasture and hay fields but not in confinement pens where the animals are
more likely to chew on the wood.
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7.1 : La version francaise n’est pas bien écrite. Supprimer le mot « supplémentaires ». Réponse
au commentaire : les répercussions sur la version anglaise doivent aussi étre évaluées.

7.2 : Disposition insuffisamment stricte : « Des exceptions pour les paturages trés vastes et en
région semi-aride peuvent étre accordées et tiendront compte de la disponibilité des matériaux
de remplacement. » — qui établit cette exception?

7.3 : Si je me souviens bien de la réunion au cours de laquelle cette question a été debattue,
I’exception ne visait que les paturages trés vastes. Je cultive dans une région semi-aride ou les
nouveaux poteaux traités sont interdits depuis quinze ans. Il existe de nombreuses solutions de
rechange facilement disponibles. Pour autant que je sache, aucune demande n’a été présentée
pour étendre I’exception aux régions semi-arides. Une telle mesure serait inutile et constituerait
un grand pas en arriere.

7.4 : Le retrait des mots « organisme de certification » ne change rien au fait que les
certificateurs prendront les décisions concernant les exceptions, sans disposer de définitions
appropriées des expressions « vastes paturages » et « régions semi-arides ».

7.5 : Veuillez réviser le texte. Qui prendra en considération la disponibilité?

193 : Commentaire : La norme concernant les poteaux de clture est discriminatoire pour les
cultivateurs des Prairies qui ne bénéficient pas d’une source directe de bois feuillu ou de cedre.
Selon le point 5.2.3b de la norme, la décision concernant les régions semi-arides ou les vastes
paturages est laissée au jugement de I’organisme de certification, mais il importe de rédiger la
norme de fagon a ce que celle-ci ne puisse donner lieu & aucune fausse interprétation. En
Alberta, des poteaux non traités sont disponibles en épinette et en pin, qui sont tous les deux des
bois tendres dont la durée de vie est courte. Sur notre ferme, nous avons récemment enlevé une
cléture, car certains des poteaux dataient de 1913. A cette époque, le cédre nous était livré par
voie ferroviaire, et bon nombre de ces poteaux vieux de 95 ans soutenaient encore la cléture!
Nous avons aussi retiré certains poteaux traités datant de 1967 et, quarante ans plus tard, ceux
qui étaient plantés dont un sol sec étaient encore en bon état. Nous avons installé des poteaux
non traités il y a cing ans, et ceux qui sont plantés dans des zones de plaine sont déja en train de
pourrir! Malheureusement, il en colte beaucoup trop cher pour se faire livrer du bois de cédre de
nos jours, et notre probléme est évident.......... Encore une fois, nous avons besoin de régles du
jeu équitables. Peut-étre pourrait-on modifier la norme jusqu’a ce qu’un traitement de rechange
soit mis au point pour les conditions canadiennes. Les poteaux traités pourraient étre admissibles
dans les paturages et les prairies de fauche, mais non dans les enclos de confinement, ou les
animaux sont plus susceptibles de machouiller le bois.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G 1

The first proposal of the WG was rejected at the TC December 2013 meeting.
Recommendation of Feb. 26, 2014, meeting:

5.2.2 The use of posts or wood treated with materials ether-than-these permitted in CAN/CGSB-
32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists, is prehibited allowed.

a. Continued use and recycling of existing {prohibited)} posts treated with prohibited substances
within the farm are allowed

prohlblted substances for new installations or replacement purposes is not allowed unless

alternatives such as metal, plastic, concrete, and protective sleeves, are not.commercially
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available.

5.2.2 L’utilisation de poteaux ou d’autres piéces de bois traités avec des substances-autres-gue
eelles qui figurent dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311, Systemes de production biologique —
Listes des substances permises, est permise nterdite:

a. Le maintien de I’utilisation et le recyclage de poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une exploitation agricole sont permis.

ou (nb) Il est permis de réutiliser et recycler les poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une epr0|tat|on agrlcole

L’utilisation de poteaux traités avec des substances interdites pour de nouvelles installations ou a
des fins de remplacement n’est permise que si des alternatives telles que le métal, le plastigue, le
ciment et les enveloppes de protection ne sont pas commercialement disponibles.

Rationale/ JUstification

Introduces the notion of commercial availability instead of derogation. Indicates possible
alternatives to treated wood.

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale' recommancee

5.2.2 The use of posts or wood treated with materials ether-than-these permitted in CAN/CGSB-
32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists, is prehibited allowed.

a. Continued use and recycling of existing {prohibited) posts treated with prohibited substances
within the farm are allowed

mgmns—&ndw#eenadeﬁheﬂavaﬂabtm%ef—&ltemate—mateﬂab The use of posts treated Wlth

prohibited substances for new installations or replacement purposes is not allowed unless
alternatives such as metal, plastic, concrete, and protective sleeves, are not. commercially
available.

5.2.2 L’utilisation de poteaux ou d’autres piéces de bois traités avec des substances-autres-gue
eelles qui figurent dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311, Systemes de production biologique —
Listes des substances permises, est permise aterdite:

a. Le maintien de I’utilisation et le recyclage de poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une exploitation agricole sont permis.

ou (nb) Il est permis de réutiliser et recycler les poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une epr0|tat|on agrlcole
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isponibilithd criaucd : .

L’utilisation de poteaux traités avec des substances interdites pour de nouvelles installations ou a
des fins de remplacement n’est permise que si des alternatives telles que le métal, le plastique, le
ciment et les enveloppes de protection ne sont pas commercialement disponibles.

Presentor/Working Group/ PréSehtateUr/Groupe detravail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Date/desoumissionaucr

April 16 2014 — Vancouver / 16 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'c 1

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

5.2.2 The use of posts or wood treated with materials etherthanthese permitted in CAN/CGSB-
32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists, is prehibited allowed.

a. Continued use and recycling of existing {prohibited) posts treated with prohibited substances
within the farm are allowed

mgmns—&ndw#eeemdeﬁh&awt&bt%ef—&kemate—mateﬂats- The use of posts treated Wlth

prohibited substances for new installations or replacement purposes is not allowed unless
alternatives such as metal, plastic, concrete, and protective sleeves, are not.commercially
available.

5.2.2 L utilisation de poteaux ou d’autres pieces de bois traités avec des substances-autres-gue
eelles qui figurent dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311, Systémes de production biologique —
Listes des substances permises, est permise nterdite:

a. Le maintien de I’utilisation et le recyclage de poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une exploitation agricole sont permis.

ou (nb) Il est permis de réutiliser et recycler les poteaux déja traités avec des substances
interdites sur une epr0|tat|on agrlcole

L’utilisation de poteaux traités avec des substances interdites pour de nouvelles installations ou a
des fins de remplacement n’est permise que si des alternatives telles que le métal, le plastique, le
ciment et les enveloppes de protection ne sont pas commercialement disponibles.
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WL - 264, 278 — Irrigation — Irrigation

Section Crop Production — Production vegetale

NEW—-

Current wording in standards/ _

None

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

264: The SIC received the following question:

There are no standards for irrigation water in the COS. Should a canal treated with Magnicide
considered the same as equipment? Should testing for residues be necessary to show that the
Magnicide does not remain present or has been applied in error within the 72 hour period,
assuming that the operator does not have control over the use of this product?

SIC answer was that this is not an authorized substance and that the principle in 5.6.3 applies.
However, the SIC refers to TC to determine how irrigation canals treated with Magnicide should
be considered, knowing that this treatment is imposed by local regulations in some places

278: We are proposing a new Paragraph under subsection 5.2 Environmental Factors. (5.2.3)
Irrigation Water. Irrigation Water Quality Guidelines of Agriculture & Agri-Food Canada were
referenced in OMAFRA’s Irrigation Factsheet.

5.2.3.  Where water is used for irrigation of crops for human consumption, the water sources
shall be tested annually during the growing season for bacteriological quality. Bacteriological
levels shall not exceed the limits for acceptable levels specified in the Irrigation Water Quality
Guidelines of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (E coli 100/100ml; Coliform 1000/100ml)

Ecological Farmers Association of Ontario proposes that the Canadian Organic Standard
CGSB/CAN 32.310 define both the requirement for testing and the minimum level of
contamination for irrigation, livestock and crop wash water.In many parts of Canada there exists
no regular governmental monitoring of water used in on farm production. Water quality testing
can also provide information about the effectiveness of the manure handling on the farm which
cannot be assessed using any other means.

264 : La question suivante a été posée au CIN :

La Norme canadienne sur les produits biologique ne comporte aucune disposition concernant
I’eau d’irrigation. Un canal traité avec du Magnicide doit-il étre considéré de la méme facon que
I’équipement? Un dépistage des résidus est-il nécessaire pour démontrer que le Magnicide n’est
plus présent ou qu’il a été appliqué par erreur en deca de la période de 72 heures, en supposant
gue I’exploitant ne maftrise pas I’utilisation de ce produit?

Le CIN répond qu’il ne s’agit pas d’une substance autorisée et que le principe énoncé a la
section 5.6.3 s’applique.

Toutefois, le CIN s’en remet au Comité technique pour déterminer la fagon dont les canaux traités
avec du Magnicide doivent étre pris en considération, compte tenu du fait que ce traitement est
imposé par les réglements locaux a certains endroits.
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278 : Nous proposons un nouvel alinéa au paragraphe 5.2, Facteurs environnementaux. (5.2.3)
Eau d’irrigation. La fiche d’information du ministére de I’ Agriculture, de I’ Alimentation et des
Affaires rurales de I’Ontario concernant I’irrigation fait référence aux lignes directrices
d’Agriculture et agroalimentaire Canada en matiére de qualité de I’eau d’irrigation.

5.2.3. Lorsque les eaux sont utilisées a des fins d’irrigation de cultures destinées a la
consommation humaine, les sources d’eau doivent étre soumises chaque année, durant la saison
de croissance, a des tests de vérification de la qualité bactériologique. Les niveaux
bactériologiques ne doivent pas dépasser les limites acceptables indiquées dans les lignes
directrices d’Agriculture et agroalimentaire Canada en matiére de qualité de I’eau d’irrigation
(E. coli —100/100 ml; coliformes — 1 000/100 ml).

L’Ecological Farmers Association of Ontario propose que la Norme canadienne sur les produits
biologiques CGSB/CAN 32.310 deéfinisse les exigences en matiére d’essais, ainsi que le niveau
minimal de contamination de I’eau de lavage utilisée pour I’irrigation, les animaux d’élevage et
les cultures. Dans beaucoup de régions du Canada, il n’existe aucun mécanisme gouvernemental
régulier de surveillance des eaux utilisées aux fins de la production agricole. L analyse qualitative
de I’eau peut aussi fournir de I’information concernant I’efficacité des processus de manipulation
du fumier a la ferme, ce qui ne peut étre évalué par d’autres moyens.

Recommendation by WG/ Recomimandation dulGroUpe de travail

The crops WG proposes to create a new 5.7 paragraph:

5.7 Irrigation of organic crops is permitted provided that the operator documents precautions
taken to prevent contamination of land and products with substances not included in CAN/CGSB
-32.311.

Rationale/

The Crops WG does not see a need to develop a detailed irrigation standards. No other
important international organic standards has irrigation requirements.

Bacteriological quality of water is a food safety issue. It is dealt with by commodity guidelines
or provincial requirements.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancdee
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5.7 Irrigation of organic crops is permitted provided that the operator documents precautions
taken to prevent contamination of land and products with substances not included in

CAN/CGSB -32.311.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe detravail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Date desoumissionaucn

April 16 2014 — Vancouver / 16 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

5.7 Irrigation of organic crops is permitted provided that the operator documents precautions
taken to prevent contamination of land and products with substances not included in
CAN/CGSB -32.311.

WL - 141 and 114 - Sprouts - Germinations
Current wording in standards/ _

7.4.4 Soluble fertilizers shall not be added to rinsing water.

7.4.5 Growth medium shall conform to the present standards (e.g. free of substances prohibited
by par. 1.4.1 for 36 months).

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme
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#114: Clearer requirements on growing media used in sprout production

#141: Clarify the status of “Sprouts” section vs “Greenhouse Crops Production” section (re:
hydroponics).

Growing media shall comply with these standards (be free from synthetic products for a period of
36 months). These requirements also apply to potting media or other soils from outside the
greenhouse.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandationdue 1
Reject proposed change to wording. Change the title of the section 7.4 to “Sprouts and shoots
production”.

Rationale/ JUStification

7.4.5 covers growth media.

Final wording recommended/ EoFmulation finale recommancdee

7.4 Sprout and shoot production.

Presentor/Working Group/ PréSehtatelr/Groupe de travail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 15 2014 — Vancouver / 15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend the title of 32.310 section 7.4 as follows:

Sprout and shoot production.
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NEW WORK LIST ITEM: micro-greens should to be added to the standard.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée, pour ce qui touche a la modification du titre
de la section 7.4 de la norme 32.310, comme sulit :

Production de germinations et de pousses.

NOUVEAU POINT DE LA LISTE DES TRAVAUX : il importe d’ajouter les micro-
pousses a la norme.

WL - 249 - Pre-certification for greenhouses — Précertification pour

Section/ -
Crop Production/Greenhouse / ProdUction en serre
Current wording in standards/ _

7.5.1 The operator shall manage soil and crop production units with an in-ground permanent soil
system or with a container system with soil free of substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1. In-ground
permanent soil systems shall be free of substances prohibited by par. 1.4.1 for at least three years
before use. The operator shall totally abstain from using hydroponics and aeroponics.

Note: The Canadian Organic Products Regulations require operators to document that they have
not used substances prohibited by this standard and substances not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists. The Organic Products Regulations
also require that, in the case of an initial application for an organic certification of crops grown
in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system, the application for certification must be
filed 15 months before the day on which the product is expected to be marketed. During that
period of time, compliance to this standard will be assessed by the certification body, and this
assessment must at least include one inspection of the production unit during production in the
year before crops grown in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system may be eligible
for certification and one inspection during production in the year crops grown in greenhouses
with an in-ground permanent soil system are eligible for certification.
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

If greenhouse(s) is built on land that is already certified organic, uses no prohibited substances or
materials and is using soil already certified, we feel that the 15 month waiting period should not
be necessary. Verification of operation would be required.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G 1

Add this sentence to the end of the note of 7.5.1:

This requirement does not apply for greenhouses built on land that is part of an existing organic
operation.

Ajouter la phrase suivante a la fin de la remarque de 7.5.1:
—

Rationale/ JUStification

To make it clear that the 15 months in the note concerns only newly certified operations

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulationfinalerecommancee

Note: The Canadian Organic Products Regulations require operators to document that they have
not used substances prohibited by this standard and substances not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists. The Organic Products Regulations
also require that, in the case of an initial application for an organic certification of crops grown
in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system, the application for certification must
be filed 15 months before the day on which the product is expected to be marketed. During that
period of time, compliance to this standard will be assessed by the certification body, and this
assessment must at least include one inspection of the production unit during production in the
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year before crops grown in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system may be
eligible for certification and one inspection during production in the year crops grown in
greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system are eligible for certification. This
requirement does not apply for greenhouses built on land that is part of an existing organic

operation.

Presentor/Working Group/ PréSehtateUr/Groupe de travail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Date desoumissionaucn

April 15 2014 — Vancouver / 15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 the note after section 7.5.1 as follows:

Note: The Canadian Organic Products Regulations require operators to document that they have
not used substances prohibited by this standard and substances not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists. The Organic Products Regulations
also require that, in the case of an initial application for an organic certification of crops grown
in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system, the application for certification must
be filed 15 months before the day on which the product is expected to be marketed. During that
period of time, compliance to this standard will be assessed by the certification body, and this
assessment must at least include one inspection of the production unit during production in the
year before crops grown in greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system may be
eligible for certification and one inspection during production in the year crops grown in
greenhouses with an in-ground permanent soil system are eligible for certification. This
requirement does not apply for greenhouses built on land that is part of an existing organic
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operation.

WL - 33 - Compost in greenhouses — Compost dans les serres

Section / Section
Crop Production/ Produiction Vegétale
Current wording in standards/ _

7.5.2 The operator may use supplemental heat with proper exhaust of burnt gasses, and
supplemental lighting. Supplemental nutrition may be used in accordance with CAN/CGSB-
32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances List.

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Last sentence of 7.5.2 - However, composted animal manure can be the primary source of
nutrients - should be a recommendation rather than a requirement

Recommendation by WG / Recommandationaue 1

This comment concerns a part of the standard that no longer exists. Mandatory use of compost in
greenhouses was removed from the standards.
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Rationale/ JUiStification

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulationfinalerecommancee
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de'travail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 152014 - Vancouver / 15Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendationdu'cT

WG recommendation accepted to reject this proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 32,1 - Growing media for greenhouses — Milieu de culture pour

Section/ -
Crop Production/Greenhouse / ProdUction en serre

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle'dans la'norme

7.5.3 Plants and soil, including potting soil, shall not be in contact with substances prohibited by
par. 1.4.1, including wood used for greenhouse structures or frames of raised beds treated with
such substances.

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Proposed wording: Transplant and potting media (Greenhouse Soil) shall be in compliance with
these standards (free from synthetic products for 36 months). This also applies to topsoil or any
other compost component originating from outside the enterprise.
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Recommendation by WG / Reécommandationduie 1

New proposed wording rejected.

Rationale/ JUiStification
Already covered in PSL table 4.3.( Transplant and potting

media :Shall be composed entirely of allowed substances.) and in table 4.2 (Soil : From organic
sources in accordance with this standard for 36 months.)

Déja couvert dans la LSP au tableau 4.3 et au tableau 4.2
Final wording recommended/ EGFmulationfinalerecommancee
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de'travail

Jean Duval

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 152014 — Vancouver / 15Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to reject this proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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Meeting of the CGSB Technical Committee on Organic Agriculture, Aprilv14-16 2014

Working Group Recommendations

32.310 - Livestock Production —Production d’animaux

6.4 Livestock Feed — Aliments des animaux d‘élevage

WL - 54B, 103 Organic milk for young mammals — Lait biologigue pour les jeunes

mammiferes

WL -78 Analysis of livestock water — Analyse de I‘eau pour animaux d‘élevage

6.5 Breeding - Reproduction

WL - 55 Age of breeding dairy heifers — Age de reproduction pour génisses laitiéres

6.8 Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d‘élevage

WL - 204 —Title of Section 6.8 — Titre de la section 6.8

WL - 62 Maternity Pens — Enclos de mise bas

WL - 259 Exercise for Dairy cattle — Exercice pour les animaux laitiers

WL - 63 Milking Parlours- Salles de traite

WL - 209 — 272 Qutdoor runs for cattle & space requirements — Aires d‘exercice et

exigences pour espace

WL -102 Tying of tails & Electric trainers — Attachement des queues et dresseurs
électriques

WL - 138 Poultry cages — Cages pour la volaille

WL - 242, 243, 254 - % solid floor for provision of litter in poultry barns - % de plancher
solide pour la litiere dans les poulaillers

WL - 244, 255 Stocking density for layers — Densité de logement pour les pondeuses

WL - 176 Pasture or mobile unit flock size - Densité de logement en paturage ou unités

mobiles



6.1 General

WL - 59 - Lameness & 60 -mastitis levels — Boiterie et taux de mastite

WL - 47b Prohibition on winter only production-Productions exclusivement hivernales

WL - 128 Additional informative note — Remargue additionnelle

6.3 Transition to Organic

WL - 274 Does 6.3.3 apply to poultry — Al. 6.3.3 s‘applique-t-il a la volaille

6.6 Transport and Handling — Transport et manutention

WL - 21 Transit time — Temps de transport

6.7 Livestock Health Care — Soins de santé des animaux d‘élevage

WL — 273 — 239 Physical Alterations & Timing of castration — Altérations physiques et

age de la castration

WL - 66 Spaying of female beef cattle — Castration des bovines de boucherie

WL - 22 Quarantining sick and medicated animals — Quarantaine des animaux malades

et médicamentés

WL - 133 — Chemical allopathic drugs — Médicaments allopathigues chimiques

WL - 23.1 Use of veterinary medicinal substances —Substances médicinales vétérinaires

WL - 23.2, 202 Veterinary medicinal substances for poultry — Substances médicinales
pour volaille

WL - 201 Veterinary medicinal substances poultry — Substances médicinales pour volaille

WL - 199 Add exceptions to 6.2.2di for poultry — Ajout d‘exceptions a I‘al. 6.2.2 di pour la

volaille

WL -132 a,b,c & 23.3, Antibiotic treatment of dairy cattle — Traitement antibiotique pour

animaux laitiers

WL - 134 Meat - wording /Viande - libellé

WL - 3.1 Veterinary drug withdrawal times — Temps de retrait - médicaments

vétérinaires

6.2 Origin of livestock

WL -19.4 Non organic rabbits for breeding - Lapins non biologiques pour la reproduction




6.8 Livestock Living Conditions — cont

WL - 76 Space requirements for rabbits — Exigences pour les aires d‘exercice pour les
lapins

WL - 96 Lighting - Eclairage

WL - 104 Clarify when rabbits can be confined — Clarifier le confinement pour les lapins

WL -105, 106 Minimum age for breeding & number of litters & 106 age of weaning —

Age pour reproduction, nombre de portées, dge pour sevrage

WL - 245 Land for pigs — Terres pour |‘élevage des porcs

WL - 246 Pasture for pigs —Paturage pour les porcs

WL - 183.1 Problematic sows — Truies problématiques

WL - 247 Space for pigs — Espace pour les porcs

WL - 27 & 27c Grazing on common land — Paturage sur des terres communes

WL - 260 Cleaning products for livestock housing — Nettoyants pour le logement des

animaux

WL - 212 Rewrite entire section — Réécrire toute la section




6.4 Livestock Feed - Aliments des animauxd élevage

WL - 54B, 103 Organic milk for young mammals — _

Section Number(s) ENUMEro des'sections 32.310, 6.4.3a

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nomidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Feed — /Aliments pouranimaux d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dans la’norme

6.4.3a For young mammals, the need for natural milk, including colostrum within the first
day of life.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Comimentaite/Proposition/Probleme

WL 54B: Standard states that young mammals must be fed natural milk. Standard
should also state that milk must be organic or from transitional animals that are fed
100% organic feed. Proposed wording: In the case of young mammals, the need for
organic natural milk, including colostrums, on the first day of life. However, milk from
breeders in transition, given feed composed of 100% organic ingredients, is authorized.




WL 103: The standard should specify that young mammals that will produce milk or
meat can be removed from their mothers at 1 day of age or after receiving colostrum,
similar to the Quebec standards. In this case, the standard should clarify to what age and
what weight these young mammals must receive milk as food. Proposed wording: Calves,
lambs and kids may be taken from their mothers at the age of one (1) day provided they
receive colostrum before separation. a) Until the age of three (3) months, calves shall
receive fresh whole organic milk or reconstituted organic milk. b) Lambs and kids shall
be given fresh whole organic milk or reconstituted organic milk until they have reached 2
months of age or a weight of 18 kg.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

At the December TC meeting it was agreed to address WL 54B with revisions being
proposed for WL 103. Agreement was reached on new wording for all but 6.4.3.a iii)
which was returned to the working group for further deliberation on the need to specify a
quantity of milk or to include recommendations in an informative note. See the final
wording below for the new proposal for 6.4.3a iii)

A la rencontre de décembre, le CT a accepté d’adresser I’item 54B avec les révisions
proposées pour I’item 103. Une entente sur le nouveau libellé a été entérinée par tous,
mais 6.4.3.a iii a été resoumis au GT pour qu’il délibére sur le besoin de spécifier la
quantité de lait ou d’inclure des recommandations sous la forme d’une remarque. Se
référer aussi au libellé plus bas pour la nouvelle proposition pour 6.4.3.a.iii.

Rationale/JUstification

The proposal addresses a gap in the standard with respect to allowing removal from the
mother. It provides additional clarity and eliminates interpretation difficulties of 6.4.3a as
noted in WL 54B while providing some specifics to ensure that quantities of milk are
sufficient for the well-being of an animal raised in an organic system where there is no




high protein calf starter fed. The need for suckling in young calves and quantities of milk
required are well supported by research. Use of artificial teats should be enforced for all
young mammals not nursing naturally. The WG does not intend to place an additional
burden for record keeping on the farmers. The new text will prompt inspectors to review
calf rearing and when problems are observed the inspector can investigate further and
CBs will have a means to enforce the standards ( 6.4.1 & 6.4.2') when nutritional
requirements are not met.

La proposition vise une lacune de la norme a I’égard de la séparation du veau de la mére.
Elle apporte une clarification additionnelle et élimine les difficultés d’interprétation de
6.4.3 a, tel que noté a I’item 54B, tout en décrivant des spécifications pour assurer que les
quantités de lait sont suffisantes pour le bien-étre de I’animal élevé sous régie biologique
ou il n’y a aucun aliment de démarrage riche en protéines. Le besoin de téter des jeunes
veaux et les quantités de lait requises sont bien documentés par la recherche. L’utilisation
de tétines artificielles doit étre mise en force pour les jeunes mammiféres non allaités
naturellement. Le GT n’a pas I’intention d’alourdir la tenue de registres pour les fermiers.
Le nouveau texte incitera les inspecteurs a évaluer I’élevage des veaux et, quand des
problémes sont observés, d’approfondir leur investigation; I’OC disposera de mesures
pour appliquer la norme (6.1.1 & 6.4.2) lorsque les besoins nutritionnels ne sont pas
satisfaits.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

Calves, lambs and kids may be taken from their mothers at the age of 24 hours provided
they receive colostrum. Exceptions can be made if contagious diseases are present in
the herd.

i) Until the age of three (3) months, calves shall receive fresh whole organic milk or
reconstituted organic milk.

ii) Lambs and kids shall be given fresh whole organic milk or reconstituted organic
milk until they have reached two (2) months of age or a weight of 18 kq.

iii) When they are not nursing, young animals shall be fed to meet their nutritional
requirements to achieve optimal growth and health using artificial teats to satisfy their
motivation to suck™.

iv) dairy calves shall have access to solid food at all times.

* Refer to recommendations in the Dairy Code of Practice for colostrum feeding and the
guantity of milk to be fed to dairy calves.




Add to definitions

Code of Practice - Code of Practice for the care and handling of farm animals

Les veaux, agneaux et chevreaux peuvent étre séparés de leur mére a I’age de 24 heures a
la condition gu’ils aient recu du colostrum. Des exceptions peuvent étre acceptables s’il y
a des maladies contagieuses qui affectent le troupeau.

i) jusqu’a I’age de trois (3) mois, les veaux doivent étre nourris de lait biologique frais ou
reconstitué;

ii) les agneaux et chevreaux doivent étre nourris de lait biologique frais ou reconstitué
jusqgu’a I’age de deux (2) mois ou aprés avoir atteint un poids de 18 kq;

iii) lorsgu’ils ne sont pas allaités par la mére, les besoins nutritionnels des jeunes animaux
doivent étre satisfaits en recourant aux tétines* afin de satisfaire leur besoin de téter et
assurer une croissance et une santé optimales

iv) les veaux de race laitiére doivent avoir acces a des aliments solides en tout temps.

* Se référer au Code de pratiques pour le soin et la manipulation des bovins laitiers pour
la gestion de I’alimentation du colostrum et la quantité de lait a fournir aux veaux de race
laitiere.

Ajout aux définitions

Code de pratiques - Code de pratigues pour le soin et la manipulation des bovins laitiers

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Grotipede travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECOmmendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:
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Calves, lambs and kids may be taken from their mothers at the age of 24 hours provided
they receive colostrum. Exceptions can be made if contagious diseases are present in
the herd.

i) Until the age of three (3) months, calves shall receive fresh whole organic milk or
reconstituted organic milk.

ii) Lambs and kids shall be given fresh whole organic milk or reconstituted organic
milk until they have reached two (2) months of age or a weight of 18 ka.

iii) When they are not nursing, young animals shall be fed to meet their nutritional
requirements to achieve optimal growth and health using artificial teats to satisfy their
motivation to suck™.

iv) dairy calves shall have access to solid food at all times.

* Refer to recommendations in the Dairy Code of Practice for colostrum feeding and the
guantity of milk to be fed to dairy calves.

Add to definitions

Code of Practice - Code of Practice for the care and handling of farm animals

Les veaux, agneaux et chevreaux peuvent étre séparés de leur mére a I’age de 24 heures a
la condition qu’ils aient recu du colostrum. Des exceptions peuvent étre acceptables s’il y
a des maladies contagieuses qui affectent le troupeau.

i) jusqu’a I’age de trois (3) mois, les veaux doivent étre nourris de lait biologique frais ou
reconstitué;

ii) les agneaux et chevreaux doivent étre nourris de lait biologique frais ou reconstitué
jusqgu’a I’age de deux (2) mois ou apres avoir atteint un poids de 18 kq;

iii) lorsgu’ils ne sont pas allaités par la mere, les besoins nutritionnels des jeunes animaux
doivent étre satisfaits en recourant aux tétines* afin de satisfaire leur besoin de téter et
assurer une croissance et une santé optimales

iv) les veaux de race laitiére doivent avoir acces a des aliments solides en tout temps.




* Se référer au Code de pratiques pour le soin et la manipulation des bovins laitiers pour
la gestion de I’alimentation du colostrum et la quantité de lait a fournir aux veaux de race
laitiere.

Ajout aux définitions

Code de pratiques - Code de pratigues pour le soin et la manipulation des bovins laitiers

WL -78 Analysis of livestock water — _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 6.4.5

New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

6.4 Livestock Feed

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.4.5 Animals shall be provided with clean fresh water on demand

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

There should be requirements related to analysis of water used for organic livestock. As
in the QC Stds, total and fecal coliforms as well as atypical bacteria should be analyzed.




La norme CAN/CGSB 32.310 doit préciser les paramétres majeurs qui doivent entrer en
ligne de compte dans le cadre d’une analyse de I’eau, pour I’eau potable utilisée dans un
élevage biologique. La norme doit s’inspirer de ce qui se fait au Québec, ou les
coliformes totaux et fécaux et les colonies atypiques doivent étre analyses.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
Accept the proposal.
Accepter la proposition

Rationale/ Justification

It is important for livestock to be provided with access to potable and palatable water for
their well being but one cannot always control where livestock drink. Testing is the best
way to confirm quality; it is required by the dairy sector but it is not considered
reasonable to require testing of every water source for range cattle. The proposed
wording takes this into account and proposes an initial test of the main water source to
determine if there are water quality issues and at least one annual test for bacterial
contamination. For more information on Livestock Water Quality:
http://www.agriculture.gov.sk.ca/Livestock_Water_Quality Guide

Il est important pour les animaux d’élevage d’avoir acces a de I’eau potable et agréable
au godt pour assurer leur bien-étre, mais il n’est pas toujours possible de contrdler la ou
s’abreuvent les animaux. Le testage est le meilleur moyen d’attester la qualité de I’eau;
c’est requis par le secteur laitier, mais il est considéré qu’il ne serait pas raisonnable
d’exiger des tests pour chaque source d’eau des bovins de paturage. Le libellé proposé
tient compte de cela et propose un test initial de la principale source d’eau afin de
déterminer s’il y a des problemes relatifs a la qualité de I’eau et au moins un test annuel
pour vérifier la contamination bactérienne. Pour plus d’information sur la qualité de I’eau
pour les animaux d’élevage:

http://www.agriculture.gov.sk.ca/Livestock Water_Quality Guide

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

6.4.5 Animals of all ages shall be provided with clean fresh water on demand. The main
water source shall be tested initially for potential toxins (heavy metals, ions, bacteria) and
annually for bacterial contamination. If CFU* levels are more than 100/100ml remedial
action shall be taken. (*CFU: colony forming units)
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver and April 16, 2014 - Vancouver (after WG clarification of
numbers)
le 14 et 16 avril, 2014 (si apreés clarification des unités)

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

6.4.5 Animals of all ages shall be provided with clean fresh water on demand. The main
water source shall be tested initially for potential livestock toxins (heavy metals, ions,
bacteria) according to guidelines for livestock drinking water quality; and annually for
bacterial contamination. If CFU* levels are more than 100/100ml remedial action shall be
taken. (*CFU: colony forming units)

6.5 Breeding - Reproduiction

WL - 55 Age of breeding dairy heifers — Agelde/feproduction pour genisses
Section Number(s) ENUMEro dessections 32.310, 6.5

New/Nolvead

Name of substance/section/ Nomidelastbstance/paragraphe
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Livestock Production — Breeding — REproduction = animaux o elevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dans la’norme

none

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la'requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Add the following standard: e. dairy heifers must not be bred before 15 months of age.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

The LWG concluded that it was not necessary to include prescriptive details regarding
age or size of heifers in the standard.

Le GT conclut qu’il n’est pas nécessaire d’inclure des directives détaillées relatives a
I’age ou la taille des génisses dans la norme.

Rationale/JUStification

Age is not a good criteria to evaluate readiness for breeding. Weight and development
(maturity) are more important considerations and these relate to how the animals are fed.
With inclusion of more detail to ensure the proper feeding of calves it is not necessary to
include additional standards for heifers to ensure they have attained an appropriate size

before beini bred.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancee

none- aucun changement
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Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Grotpe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

6.8 Livestock Living Conditions - _

WL - 204 - Title of Section 6.8 — Titre de la section 6.8
Section Number(s) [INUmMEro des'sections 6.8

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nofidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle' dans la’norme
6.8 Livestock Living Conditions - Conditions d’élevage

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Coimentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Adjust section title to read Livestock Living Conditions, Excluding Poultry

Contents of section seem to apply to the four-legged animals.

F

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

No change necessary.

RationalefJUstification

Paragraphs 6.8.1 to 6.8.5 apply to all types of livestock. Requirements for different
species are included as sub sections of 6.8

Les paragraphes 6.8.1 & 6.8.5 s’appliquent & toutes les especes animales. Les exigences
spécifiques aux diverses espéces sont incluses dans les sous-sections de 6.8.

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommandee

No Change - aucun changement

Presenter/Working Group[iPFésentateur/Groupede travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL - 62 Maternity Pens — _
Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 6.5.1, 6.8.10

New/Notveal

Name of substance/section/ Nofidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la'requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposalfissue/ GoMimentaire/Proposition/ProbIEme

For dairy animals that do not calve at pasture, clean maternity pens shall be provided.

Pour les bovins laitiers qui ne vélent pas au paturage, il faut fournir des enclos de mise
bas propres.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

Accept intent of the proposal to prevent the use of tie stalls for birthing and ensure
behavioural needs of animals can be met with the addition of a new paragraph in 6.8.1.
Recommendations for corresponding space allowance for dairy cattle are proposed with
changes to the space requirement table (WL # 209)

Accepter I’intention de la proposition afin de prévenir I’utilisation des stalles entravées
pour la mise bas et assurer que les besoins comportementaux des animaux soient satisfaits
avec I’ajout d’un nouveau paragraphe a 6.8.1. Les recommandations pour I’allocation
d’espace correspondante pour les bovins laitiers sont proposées avec les changements au
tableau descriptif des exigences d’espace (item 209)

Rationale/JUStification

Inclusion of this paragraph addresses a gap in the standard. There is also a need to clarify
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that the use of tie stalls for birthing where movement is restricted does not meet the
requirements for organic production even though 6.8.3 allows dairy cows to be tethered at
other times.

L’inclusion de ce paragraphe résout une lacune dans la norme. Il est aussi nécessaire de
clarifier que I’utilisation des stalles entravées pour la mise bas ou les mouvements sont
restreints ne rencontre pas les exigences en production biologique méme si l.al.6.8.3
permet que les vaches laitieres soient attachées en d’autres temps.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancee

6.8.1.i (current i becomes j) Animals that birth indoors shall be provided with a clean,
dry, well bedded space with stable footing. Birthing facilities must allow for separation
from other animals and be able to accommodate all the mother’s needs (including milking
and nursing) until the mother is recovered from the birthing process. Animals shall not
be tied or tethered when giving birth.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesoumissioniatic

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

6.8.1.i (current i becomes ) Animals that birth indoors shall be provided with
sufficient space and a clean, dry, well bedded space with stable footing. Birthing
facilities must allow for separation from other animals and be able to accommodate all

16




the mother’s needs (including milking and nursing) until the mother is recovered from the
birthing process. Animals shall not be tied or tethered when giving birth.

WL - 259 Exercise for Dairy cattle — _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 32.310, 6.8.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - CGonditions délevags

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.8.3 Except for lactating cows, the continuous tethering of livestock is not permitted.
When tie stalls are used in dairy barns in the winter season, cows shall be allowed a
period of exercise each day, when possible, and at least twice a week.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Nov 2011

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Mandatory access to exercise area; the introduction of new requirements related to the
mandatory access to exercise areas at least twice per week in winter time for lactating
dairy cows in tied stalls will have a major impact on the compliance with the COS for a
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majority of producers. After our analysis, approximately 80% of the producers do not
have the adequate facilities for complying with this requirement. Though the sector
agrees with this principle, compliance should be reached considering the adaptation
capacity of the operations, of the current facilities and considering Quebec standard
requirements and environmental regulations.

An explanatory letter was submitted with proposals for a derogation until new facilities

can be constructed.

Acces obligatoire des vaches laitieres a des aires d’exercice. L’introduction des nouvelles
exigences relativement a I’acces obligatoire a des aires d’exercice, au moins 2 fois par
semaine en hiver pour les vaches laitieres en lactation en stabulation entravée, aura un
impact majeur sur la conformité d’une majorité des producteurs de lait biologique du
Québec. Selon notre analyse, environ 80 % des producteurs ne possedent pas les
installations nécessaires pour se conformer a ces nouvelles exigences. Bien que le secteur
soit en accord avec le principe, la mise en conformité devra se faire en considérant la
capacité d’adaptation des entreprises, des installations en place et acceptées dans le cadre
des exigences normatives québécoises et de la réglementation environnementale en
vigueur au Québec.

Une lettre explicative a été soumise pour proposer une dérogation jusqu’a ce que de
nouveaux batiments puissent étre construits.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Accept proposal to address the current situation in Quebec but ensure that any derogation
is not open ended. Revise 6.8.3 to indicate exceptions to tethering are permitted and
move details to an expanded 6.8.10 section to include housing for dairy cows as well as
dairy calves.

Accepter la proposition pour tenir compte de la situation actuelle au Québec, mais assurer
qu’aucune derogation n’est illimitée. Réviser 6.8.3 pour indiquer que des exceptions a
I’attachement sont permises et deplacer les détails y liés a une section 6.8.10 élaborée
pour inclure les conditions de logement pour vaches laitieres et pour veaux de race
laitiére.

Rationale/ Justification

When 6.8.3 was introduced an analysis showed approximately 80% of the producers in
Quebec did not have adequate facilities for complying with the requirement. In winter
months dairy farmers with tie stall barns were either, tethering cows and heifers, and/or
had no space for exercise areas. Compliance entailed major renovations at significant
cost which limited the ability for some operators to adapt to the new standard quickly.
Allowing an ongoing derogation does not meet organic principles and is not in the best
interests of the sector therefore time lines for coming into compliance are proposed. The
August date of the derogation corresponds to publishing date of the new standard.
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Additional text is added to strengthen the intent that tie stalls not be used in organic dairy
barns.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.8.3 Except-forlactating-cows, The continuous tethering of livestock is not permitted.
Exceptions for dairy cattle are outlined in Subsection 6.8.10. :

A
Y v,

6.8.10.1 Tie stalls in already existing dairy barns may be used for lactating dairy cows
and for a period of one month for the training of heifers raised in loose
housing. Tie stalls are prohibited for new dairy barn construction and
major renovations.
1) When tie stalls are used in dairy barns during the winter season, cows shall have an
exercise period each day when possible, or at least twice a week.
i1) When compliance of Subsection 6.8.10.1 and 6.8.10.1 i requires construction of new
infrastructure on organic farms, a derogation is allowed until August 1,
2021 provided that there is a plan for the new construction or renovation
by August 1, 2016 and:
a) There is no tethering of heifers and dry cows OR
b) all tethered cows are allowed a period of exercise each day when possible or at
least twice a week.

6.8.10. £ 5 The housing of calvesin ........

[N
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 & April 16, 2014 — Vancouver
le 14 avril 2014 et le 16 avril 2014,

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted in principle - more work needs to be done on the
derogation, it will be discussed with the Canada Organic Office before going to ballot.
Anne discussed this with Elizabeth Corrigan of the COO in Vancouver - Elizabeth will
take the portion highlighted in green below and create a directive to be sent to the
certifiers via the CVBs.

Recommandation du GT acceptée en principe — il reste encore a faire relativement a la
dérogation, et on en discutera avec le Bureau Bio-Canada (BBC) avant de soumettre la
question au vote. Anne a discuté de ceci avec Elizabeth Corrigan, du BBC, & Vancouver
— a partir de la partie surlignée en vert ci-apres, Elizabeth créera une directive a envoyer
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aux certificateurs par I’entremise des organismes de vérification de la conformité (OVC).

6.8.3 Except-forlactating-cows, The continuous tethering of livestock is not permitted.
Exceptlons for dalrv cattle are outllned in Subsectlon 6.8. 10 When—tle

6.8.10 Housing of Dalry G&I#es Cattle

6.8.10.1 Tie stalls in already existing dairy barns may be used for lactating dairy cows
and for a period of one month for the training of heifers raised in loose
housing. Tie stalls are prohibited for new dairy barn construction and
major renovations.

i) When tie stalls are used in dairy barns during the winter season, cows shall have an
exercise period each day when possible, or at least twice a week.

6.8.10. 25 The housing of calvesin ........ (RENUMBERING CHANGE ONLY for this)

6.8.3 Il est interdit d’attacher continuellement les animaux d’élevage autres-gue-tes
vaches-laitieres-enlactation. Des exceptions pour les vaches laitiéres sont

|nd|quees ar allnea 6.8.10. l:epsqueudes—stalrlesren%ravees—sem—wrsees

6.8.10 Logement des veaux-de-race-laitiere bovins laitiers

6.8.10.1 Les stalles entravées dans les étables a vaches laitiéres existantes peuvent étre
utilisées pour les vaches en lactation et pendant une période d’un mois
pour I’entrainement des génisses élevées en stabulation libre. Les stalles
entravées sont interdites dans les étables nouvellement construites et dans
celles qui subissent des rénovations majeures.

i) Lorsque les stalles entravées sont utilisées dans les étables a vaches laitiéres pendant
I”hiver, une période d’exercice doit étre prévue pour les vaches,
guotidiennement si possible, sinon au moins deux fois par semaine.
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est permise jusqu’au 1* ao0t 2021, 4 la condition qu’il y ait un plan pour
la nouvelle construction ou rénovation dés aofit 2016 et que :
a) aucune génisse ou vache tarie ne soit attachée, OU

b) une période d’exercice soit prévue pour toutes les vaches attachées,

6.8.10. £ 5 Logement des veaux de race laitiére ........ (RENUMEROTATION
SEULEMENT pour ce point-ci)

WL - 63 Milking Parlours- _
Section Number(s) [INUmMEro des'sections 32.310, 6.8

New/Nolvead

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - Conditions d*animatix d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de'sotumission de la'requéte June 2008
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Comimentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Add a section on milking parlours based on the SPCA standard. Proposed wording:

a) Animals shall be handled quietly and calmly to, in and out of the milking parlour.

b) Animals shall not have to wait longer than an hour from the time they are moved to the
holding area to the time they return to the barn/pasture (maximum 2 hours a day).

c) Treated cows shall be appropriately identified, separated and milked last wherever
possible.

d) Animals too sick or weak to make it to the parlour or those with a chance of going
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down in the parlour shall be milked in a hospital pen with a portable milking unit.

e) Appropriate safeguards shall be implemented to eliminate and prevent tingle voltage.
f) Electric crowd gates shall not be used.

g) Floors of milking parlours shall be designed to prevent animals from slipping and
falling.

Ajouter une section sur les salles de traite qui s’inspire de la norme de la SPCA. Libellé
proposé :

a) Les animaux doivent étre manipulés tranquillement et calmement a leur entrée et leur
sortie de la salle de traite.

b) Les animaux ne doivent pas attendre plus d’une heure a partir du moment ou ils
pénétrent dans I’aire d’attente jusqu’au moment ou ils réintegrent I’étable/le paturage (au
maximum 2 heures par jour).

c) Les vaches traitées doivent étre correctement identifiées, séparées et traites en dernier
dans la mesure du possible.

d) Les animaux trop malades ou trop faibles pour se rendre a la salle de traite ou ceux qui
risquent de s’affaisser dans la salle doivent étre traits dans un enclos vétérinaire avec un
appareil de traite portatif.

e) Des protections suffisantes doivent étre mises en place afin d’éliminer et de prévenir
les picotements électriques.

f) 1l est interdit d’utiliser des grilles électriques.

g) Les planchers des salles de traite doivent étre congus pour empécher que les animaux
ne glissent et ne tombent.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

Accept proposal to include a new paragraph in 6.8.10 outlining requirements for milking
parlours

Rationale/JUStification

Addresses a gap in the standard and provides guidance with respect to the most
important considerations for organic producers who are renovating or constructing new
dairy barns.

N
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Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommandee

New 6. 8. 10. 4 When milking parlours are in use:

a) Animals shall not have to wait longer than an hour per milking from the time they are
moved to the holding area to the time they return to the barn or pasture.

b) Animals too sick or weak to make it to the parlour or those with a chance of going
down in the parlour shall be milked in a hospital pen with a portable milking unit.

c) Electric crowd gates shall not be used.

d) Bare concrete flooring shall be avoided in the holding area, parlour and alleys.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Grope de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG RECOMMENDATION accepted as amended as follows:

New 6. 8.10. 4 When milking parlours are in use:
a) Operators shall minimize the amount of time that animals have to wait between when they
are moved to the holding area to the time they return to the barn or pasture.

2
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b) Portable mobile milking units shall be available for sick or weak animals who are unable to

make it to the milking parlour.

c) Electric crowd gates shall not be used,

d) Non-slip flooring shall be used in the holding area, parlour and alleys.

RECOMMANDATION DU GT acceptée telle que modifiée, c’est-a-dire :

Nouvel alinéa 6. 8. 10. 4 Dans les salles de traite :
a) Les exploitants doivent limiter le temps d’attente des animaux depuis le moment ou ils sont
amenés dans 'aire d’attente jusqu’au moment ol ils retournent a I'étable ou au paturage.

b) Des unités de traite portatives doivent étre disponibles pour les animaux trop malades ou

trop faibles pour se rendre a la salle de traite.

c) Les barriéres électriques ne peuvent pas étre utilisées.

d) Des planchers non glissants doivent étre en place dans I’aire d’attente, la salle de traite

et les allées.

WL - 209 - 272 Outdoor runs for cattle & space requirements — -

Section Number(s) [INUmMEro des'sections 32.310, 6.8.8

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Versionactuelle/dans lanorme

6.8.8 The minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for cattle are as follows:

Indoor Space Outdoor Runs and Pens
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Adult |6 m*head 9 m%head
COWS

Calves |Incremental increase of 2.5 m%head for young |5 m?/head to 9 m*/head,
calves to 5 m?/head for growing (1-year old) depending on the size of
steers and heifers animals

Date request was submitted/ Date de'Soumission de la'requéte 209 - 2, 272 - June

2013

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIemme

# 209 Outdoor runs - 9 m2 change to 0 for winter months for Fraser Valley and
Vancouver Island regions.

Fraser Valley and VVancouver Island receive approx. 60 inches rain over winter months.
British Columbia Environmental Regulation requires all outside concrete pad with cattle
access need to collect run off, the size of the covered manure pit would need to be the

same size as outside SEace reiuirements.




analyze a request for introducing the size of the cattle for space requirement calculation.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

# 209 The LWG agreed that this is an issue for farmers which should be addressed and
therefore recommends removing specific size requirements for outdoor pens/exercise
areas. The objective is that the cattle have access to the outdoors whenever possible. The
LWG is therefore proposing that the table in 6.8.8. be expanded to include different
scenarios and that there also be a statement regarding the ratio of cows to stalls required
in a free stall system rather than any space requirements for stalls.

With respect to # 272. We recognise that smaller breeds require less space but in the case
of dairy cows we did not want to recommend an area less than that required in the code of
practice. However a derogation may be allowed for small breeds of beef cattle providing

the requirements of 6.8.1.c are met.

The LWG also plans to review the space requirements for sheep and goats before the next
TC meeting.

N
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Rationale/Justification

Environmental regulations in BC require contaminated water storage for any run off
from hard surface yards depending on the amount of rainfall received and size of the area.
Quebec also has environmental regulations that limit size and location of outdoor runs
and their proximity to waterways. Rather than suggest to producers that cattle be kept
inside in areas which experience heavy rainfall in winter months, it would be preferable
to encourage the use of outdoor areas at any time in any province. If cattle are able to
move freely between indoor and outdoor space the exact size of the outdoor space is less
important.

The requirements for dairy cattle are based on the requirements of the Dairy Code of
Practice.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancdee

6.8.7 b the final finishing phase —when-cattle-are-confined-forfinishing-there-shal-be-at
least 23m*/ani

6.8.8 Cattle — the minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for beef and dairy
cattle are as follows:

Indoor space Outdoor runs & pens




(when confined in
pens)
Adult Beef Cows* 6 m%/head 9 m%head
Final finishing stage 23 m%/head 23 m%/head
for beef cattle
Dairy Cow — bedded 11 m?/head
pack barns
Dairy cow —maternity 15 m?/head
pens
[1 pen/35 cows
recommended]
Calves & young 2.5 young calves increasing to 5 5-9 m%/head depending
cattle m?/head for growing (1-year old) on size of animals
steers and heifers

* a derogation for a reduction in space is allowed for small breeds of cattle.

New 6.8.10.2 In a free stall system the ratio of cows to stalls shall not exceed 1:1
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Presenter/Working Group/iPrésentatelr/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.7 Herbivores shall have access to pasture, during the grazing season, and to the open
air or outdoor exercise area at other times weather permitting. Exceptions to the pasture
requirement are allowed for:

a. breeding males;

b. the final finishing phase —when-cattle-are-confined-forfinishing-there-shal-be-at-least
23m’fani
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c. young animals when their health and welfare are jeopardized.

6.8.8 Cattle — the minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for beef and dairy
cattle are as follows:

Indoor space Outdoor runs & pens
(when confined in pens)

Adult Beef Cows* 6 m?/head 9 m%/head
Final finishing 23 m?%/head 23 m?/head

stage for beef cattle

Dairy Cow — 11 m?%head
bedded pack barns

Dairy cow — 15 m?/head
maternity pens **

Calves & young 2.5 young calves increasing to 5 5-9 m?/head depending
cattle m?/head for growing (1-year old) steers on size of animals
and heifers

* a derogation for a reduction in space is allowed for small breeds of cattle.
** Informative note: 1 pen /35 cows recommended

New 6.8.10.2 Dans un systéme en stalle libre, la ration de vaches par stalle ne doit pas
excéder 1 :1.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM - look into the final finishing stage indoor space
requirements and also for the dairy cow - maternity pens.

Recommandation du GT acceptée pour la modification de la norme 32.310, comme suit :

6.8.7 Les herbivores doivent avoir acces au paturage, pendant la saison de paturage, ainsi
qu’a I’air libre ou aux aires d’exercice extérieures en d’autres périodes, si les conditions
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météorologiques le permettent. Des exceptions quant aux exigences en matiere de
paturage sont permises dans les cas suivants :

a. les males reproducteurs;

b. la phase d’engraissement finale — lersquelesbevins-sentconfineslors-deta-finitionH
doityavoir-au-moins 23 m/animal:

c. les jeunes animaux, lorsque leur santé et leur bien-étre sont compromis.

6.8.8 Bovins — Les exigences minimales visant les espaces intérieurs et extérieurs pour
les bovins de boucherie et les bovins laitiers sont les suivantes :

Espace intérieur Aires extérieures et
enclos (lorsque
confiné en enclos)

Vaches* et beeufs 6 m?/téte 9 m%/téte
adultes
Phase finale 23 m?/téte 23 m?/téte

d’engraissement pour
beeufs de boucherie

Vaches laitiéres — 1 m?/téte
étables a litiere profonde

Vaches laitiéres —parcs 15 m#/téte
de vélage **
Veaux et jeunes bovins Augmentation additionnelle de 5 m%/téte a

2,5 m?/téte pour les jeunes veaux @ | 9 m%téte, selon la
5 m?/téte pour les bouvillons et les taille des animaux
génisses (1 an) en croissance

* Une dérogation peut étre permise pour la réduction de I’espace pour les petites especes
de bovins.
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** Note d’information : On recommande un ratio de 1 enclos pour 35 vaches.

Nouvel alinéa 6.8.10.2 Dans un systeme de logette, le ratio vaches/stalles ne doit pas
dépasser 1:1

NOUVEL ELEMENT DE LA LISTE DE TRAVAUX — Examiner les exigences
concernant I’espace intérieur pour la phase d’engraissement finale, ainsi que la
partie concernant les parcs de vélage des vaches laitiéres.

Section Number(s) / Numeéro des sections 6.8

New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - CORGHOASEIEISAEE

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme
none

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

The standard should indicate that the tying of cattle’s tails and the use of electric fencing
on the hind quarters is prohibited, similar to the Quebec standard. Proposed wording:
Tying of tails and using electric fencing on the hind quarters to temporarily deal with
space shortages (stalls too short) are not permitted.

La norme doit préciser qu’il est interdit d’attacher la queue des bovins et d’utiliser du fil
électrique au niveau de la croupe, a I’instar des Normes biologiques de référence du
Québec. Libellé proposé : Il est interdit d’attacher la queue ou d’utiliser du fil électrique
au niveau de la croupe pour remédier provisoirement aux carences d’espace (stalles trop
courtes).

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

WL -102 Tying of tails & Electric trainers — _

The LWG believes the intent of the proposal under WL 102 was to prohibit the use of
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electric trainers in tie stalls. With 2 dissenting voices on the LWG; there was general
agreement that electric trainers should be prohibited. This is identified as a gap in the
Canadian standard; it was prohibited by the Quebec standard. Tying of tails need not be
prohibited because it keeps the end of the tail out of the manure but is loose enough to
allow natural behaviours and does not restrict movement.

Add prohibition as new paragraph after 6.8.10 which will be renamed to refer to housing

for dairy cattle not just calves.

Rationale/ Justification

Allowing the use of electric cow trainers (ECT) is in contradiction with standard 6.8.1c. :
sufficient space and freedom to lie down in full lateral recumbency, stand up, stretch
their limbs and turn freely, and express normal patterns of behaviour;

Alternatives are available for maintaining cleanliness of cows. Sweden and parts of
Germany prohibit trainers for both conventional and organic herds. It is prohibited in
organic standards of Germany, Switzerland and Austria. There is no mention of it in the
other countries of Europe because they don’t have any tie stalls.

Research in Europe: ECTs increased the negative effects of diseases on the reproductive
performance and turned weak estrous into a major risk factor for culling. (Hultgren, J.
2001).

The general assembly 2014 of the organic dairy farmers of Quebec (representing 107
farms) agreed with the proposal to prohibit trainers.

The recent SIC comment on the subject indicated that the use of electric trainers was not
explicitly prohibited and their use has a place in diary barns to keep cows clean and
prevent disease with the proviso that their use had to be carefully monitored to ensure
movement is not restricted. This would be difficult to verify and there are alternatives to
keep cows clean although they do require more work on the part of the farmer.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
6. 8. 10.3 The use of electric cow trainers is prohibited.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation to add the following to 32.310 accepted as presented (along with
subsequent number changes for the remaining two existing sub-clauses)

6. 8. 10.3 The use of electric cow trainers is prohibited.

6.8.10.24 Calves shall be group-housed following weaning.
6.8.10.35 As appropriate for the season, dairy replacement calves over nine months of
age shall have access to pasture.

La recommandation du GT concernant I’ajout de ce qui suit a la norme 32.310 est
acceptée telle quelle (ainsi que les changements de numérotation des deux autres clauses
secondaires existantes).

6. 8. 10.3 L utilisation des dresseurs électriques pour vaches est interdite.

6.8.10.24 Les veaux doivent étre logés en groupe apres le sevrage.
6.8.10.35 Selon la saison, les veaux de race laitiére de remplacement agés de plus de neuf
mois doivent avoir acces au paturage.
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WL - 138 Poultry cages — Cagesipouriavolaille
Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 6.8.11.1a

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nomidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Poultry — Conditions d*élevage = Volaille

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle’dansia norme

6.8.11.1 a. The keeping of poultry in row/battery cages is not permitted.

Date request was submitted/ Date de'sotumission de la'requéte 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Comment made on the French version but could apply to the English version, which
reads “the keeping of poultry in row/battery cages is not permitted.

Would be clearer if brackets were used

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

Accept proposal and include other types of cage systems.

Rationale/JUstification

Intent is clearer

L’intention est plus claire.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancee
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6.8.11.1a The keeping of poultry in row cages (battery, enriched or colony) is not
permitted.

6.8.11.1a L’élevage de la volaille dans des cages en rangees (en batteries, améliorées ou

en colonie) est interdit.

Presentor/Working Group/iPFésehtateUr/Groupe dettravail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as presented as follows:

6.8.11.1a the keeping of poultry in row cages (battery, enriched or colony) is not
permitted.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée telle
quelle, c’est-a-dire :

6.8.11.1a L’élevage de la volaille dans des cages en rangees (en batteries, améliorées ou

en colonie) est interdit.

WL - 242, 243, 254 - % solid floor for provision of litter in poultry barns -

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 32-310 - 6.8.11.6

Existing/existant
Work List

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
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Livestock Living Conditions —Poultry / Conditions d’élevage = volaille

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.8.11.6 Litter shall be provided and maintained in a dry manner. Houses with slatted
floors shall have 30% minimum of solid floor area with sufficient litter available for dust
baths, scratching and foraging.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte May 2010, Aug 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

242 & 243: This is a new paragraph that deals with the provision of litter for dust bathing,
scratching and foraging and states that slatted floors are to have a minimum of 30% litter
on a solid floor area. = CPEPC/CCGD members believe that 30% litter/solid floor space
was chosen arbitrarily by the Livestock Working Group. 25% litter/solid floor has been
historically adequate and a common poultry husbandry practice in the organic egg sector.
This change this will require barn redesigns at a significant cost. CPEPC/CCGD
members request further review of scientific literature and discussion within the
Livestock Working Group.

AM response in 2010: It was not an arbitrary decision. The EU organic standard requires
at least one third of floor area be solid and covered by litter. Scientists working in the
field of poultry welfare/behaviour were asked for their opinions and they recommended
30%. The WG has not found any scientific evidence on which to base a decision
proposing a lesser percentage.

254: | do not agree with this designation of 30% floor space since there is no science to
support the designation. | understand the rational to allow birds opportunity to come off
of slats to perform normal dust bathing activity etc. The fact is many of the current floor
systems are very bird friendly in that they are plastic, warm and allow for little if any foot
pad damage. The swine description for allowing non-slip flooring is simply allowing for
areas in the barn that will be supplying bedding and resting activities (Sec 6.8.1 g). |
think this would be more than sufficient for poultry rather than having a prescriptive
number of 30%. | would like to have this revisited and hopefully reworded.

242 & 243 : Ce nouveau paragraphe traite de I’apport de litiere pour que les oiseaux
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puissent prendre des bains de poussiére, gratter et fouiller, et stipule que, pour les
planchers a lattes, il faut un minimum de 30 % de litiére sur une surface pleine. Les
membres du CCTOV croient que la norme de 30 % de litiére/plancher plein a été choisie
arbitrairement par le Groupe de travail sur les animaux d’élevage. La norme de 25 % de
litiere/plancher plein a toujours été adéquate et est une pratique commune dans le secteur
des ceufs biologiques. Ce changement nécessitera de réaménager les poulaillers a
grands frais.

Les membres du CCTOV demandent un examen plus approfondi de la documentation
scientifique et une discussion au sein du Groupe de travail sur les animaux d’élevage.

Anne M 2010 : Ceci n’a pas été une décision arbitraire. La norme biologique de I’UE
requiert qu’au moins 1/3 du plancher soit plein et couvert de litiére. Nous avons demande
I’avis de scientifiques travaillant dans le domaine de la volaille et ils ont recommandé
30%. Le groupe de travail n’a trouvé aucune preuve scientifique permettant de proposer
un moindre %.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

29/1/14 No change recommended at this time. Agreed that the LWG should revisit the
issue from time to time to review science and any changes in housing recommendations
for poultry.

29/1/14 Aucune modification n’est recommandée pour le moment. On convient que le
GT sur les animaux d’élevage devrait revoir ce point de temps a autre pour examiner les
aspects scientifiques et les modifications visant les recommandations en matiere de
logement de la volaille.

Rationale/ Justification

No evidence found to suggest a change is needed. It is important there be sufficient area
for birds to engage in natural behaviours such as scratching and dust bathing and more so
now that additional floors in poultry barns are all slatted.

On n’a trouvé aucun élément donnant a penser qu’une modification est nécessaire. Il est
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important que les oiseaux disposent d’un espace suffisant pour exprimer leurs
comportements normaux (ex. se gratter, prendre des bains de poussiere), d’autant plus
maintenant que les planchers additionnels installés dans les poulaillers sont tous dotés de
lattes.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
No change.

Aucune modification.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 244, 255 Stocking density for layers — _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 6.8.11.9
Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions/

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme
6.8.11.9 The maximum indoor and outdoor densities for poultry are as follows:
Layers Indoors 6 birds/m?

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte May 2010, August
2010
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Please see table in "Public Review Summary Comment and Responses" document.
CPEPC members particularly are concerned about stocking density for Layers.
There is no scientific basis for the Livestock Working Group to propose 6 birds/ m2. 6
birds/ m2 which calculates to approximately 10 kg of body weight / m2 in comparison to
what is proposed for Broilers. Granted that Broilers exhibit different behaviours than
Layers there is no basis for proposing 6 birds/ m2.
This density will decrease flock sizes by 20- 25 % and therefore dramatically reduce the
organic egg supply to retailers.
Consumers will be impacted with reduced supply and increased prices for organic eggs.
Therefore, CPEPC members will reiterate their previous request to reference the current
Codes of Practice (which is near 7 birds/m2) and reflects the common poultry husbandry
practice in the organic egg sector. In addition, the Codes of Practice are credible animal
care standards that were developed based on science and the input of veterinarians,
animal welfare organizations, producers and other stakeholders.
Finally, decreasing the stocking density means increased land requirements for organic
flocks. This increases the carbon footprint by organic farms, which is contrary to the
spirit of organic
To preserve the existing supply at the current cost structure, CPEPC requests that
stocking density for Layers reflects what exists in the current Recommended code of
practice for the care and handling of farm animals: Chickens, Turkeys and Breeders from
Hatchery to Processing Plant.

Pour les membres du CCTOV particuliérement, la densité de logement des poules
pondeuses est un sujet de préoccupation.  Le Groupe de travail sur les animaux
d’élevage ne s’appuie sur aucun argument scientifique pour proposer 6 oiseaux/m2. Cette
densité de 6 oiseaux/m2 équivaut a environ 10 kg de poids corporel/m2; cette valeur est a
comparer a ce qui est proposé pour les poulets a griller. Méme si les poulets a griller et
les poules pondeuses ont des comportements différents, il n’y a aucune raison de
proposer 6 oiseaux/m2.  Cette densité diminuerait la taille des troupeaux de 20 a 25 %
et limiterait donc considérablement I’approvisionnement des détaillants en ceufs
biologiques. La réduction de I’offre et I’laugmentation du prix des ceufs biologiques
auront un impact sur les consommateurs.  Par conséquent, les membres du CCTOV
réitéreront leur demande qu’on s’en remette aux Codes de pratiques actuels (ou il est
question de pres de 7 oiseaux/m2) qui témoignent des pratiques avicoles communes en
production d’ceufs biologiques. De plus, les Codes de pratiques sont des normes de soins
crédibles qui ont été élaborées en fonction de principes scientifiques, avec le concours de
vétérinaires, d’organismes de protection des animaux et d’autres parties.  Enfin, la
diminution de la densité d’élevage est synonyme de besoins accrus en terrain pour la
volaille biologique, ce qui augmente I’empreinte écologique des exploitations biologiques
et est contraire a I’esprit de la production biologique.

Afin de préserver I’offre existante au niveau de la structure de codts actuelle, le CCTOV
demande que la densité de logement des poules pondeuses concorde avec ce qui est
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préconisé dans le Code de pratiques recommandées pour le soin et la manipulation des
animaux de ferme — Poulets, dindons et reproducteurs du couvoir a 1’abattage.

WL 255: In keeping with Section 6.8.11.3 utilize the following wording “according to
recommended best management practices”.

#255 Dans la section 6.8.11.3, utiliser le libellé suivant ... « suivant les meilleures
pratiques de gestion recommandées ».

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
21/1/14 Reject proposal to replace 6 birds/m2 with a reference to the Code of Practice or
to best management practices.

Rationale/ Justification

The density for layers has been debated at length at the 11th TC meeting with the
conclusion that the organic industry should be able to define itself differently from
conventional in the marketplace should it so choose. Supply and cost factors are not
considered persuasive for revising standards. Nor is the difference with the US approach
where there are no stocking density requirements if it means a lowering of the Canadian
standard. Although regular eggs are imported from the US when there are shortages, this
should not happen with organic eggs because stocking densities are a critical variance for
the equivalency agreement between the US & Canada for organic trade. Imported organic
eggs have to meet Canadian standards. The rationale for no change is supported only on
the understanding that the rules are enforced at the border.

La question de la densité de logement des pondeuses a fait I’objet d’un long débat lors de
la 11° réunion du CT, et on a conclu que I’industrie biologique devrait étre en mesure de
se définir différemment de ce que prévoient les méthodes conventionnelles du marché, si
elle le souhaite. Les facteurs liés a I’approvisionnement et aux co(ts ne sont pas jugeés
convaincants pour la révision des normes. Ce n’est pas le cas non plus de la différence
par rapport & I’approche des Etats-Unis, qui ne comporte aucune exigence en matiére de
densité de logement, si cela a pour effet d’assouplir la norme canadienne. Bien que des
ceufs réguliers soient importés des Etats-Unis en cas de pénurie, cela ne devrait pas se
produire dans le cas des ceufs biologiques, puisque les densités de logement constituent
un écart crucial aux fins de I’accord d’équivalence entre les Etats-Unis et le Canada pour
le commerce des produits biologiques. Les ceufs biologiques importés doivent satisfaire
aux normes canadiennes. L’absence de modification ne peut se justifier que s’il est
entendu que les regles sont mises en application a la frontiére.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
No change

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver - le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT
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WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 176 Pasture or mobile unit flock size - _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 6.8.11.10

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - Gondifions @'élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.8.11.10 For pasture-based operations and mobile units, the stocking density shall be no
more than 2000 layers per hectare (800 per acre), 2500 broilers per hectare (1000 per
acre) or 1300 large birds (turkeys/geese) per hectare (540 per acre) calculated using the
total amount of land available for rotation.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Nov 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

CTMA, CFC, EFC and CPEPC request to change the recommendations for pasture or
mobile unit flock size.

L’OCCD, les PPC, les POC et le CCTOV demandent que le groupe de travail sur le bétail
révise I’interprétation de I’élevage intérieur et extérieur de la volaille.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
The proposal to change the recommendations for flock size is rejected; instead revisions
to the wording are proposed to make the intent easier to understand and to make it
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applicable to mobile units only. The standard provides no other information about mobile
units therefore additional wording is proposed regarding the frequency of moving mobile
units and density within those units.

Note this revision does not address the issue of flock size and how much land should be

available when the housing is stationary. Further discussion may be required in future to
determine whether the requirements for outdoor areas in 6.8.11.1bi are sufficient.

La proposition concernant la modification des recommandations sur la taille des
troupeaux est rejetée; on propose plutdt des modifications a la formulation, de sorte que
I’intention soit plus facile a comprendre et vise exclusivement les unités mobiles. La
norme ne donne aucune autre information concernant les unités mobiles. On propose
donc une formulation additionnelle concernant la fréquence de déplacement des unités
mobiles et la densité de logement au sein de ces unités.

Il est a souligner que cette revision ne tient pas compte de la taille des troupeaux et de la
question de savoir quelle doit étre I’étendue des terrains disponibles lorsque les unités de
logement sont fixes. D’autres discussions seront nécessaires pour déterminer si les
exigences en matiére d’aires extérieures énoncées au point 6.8.11.1bi sont suffisantes.

Rationale/ Justification

The intent of this paragraph is to ensure that poultry stocking rates do not have negative
impact on the land. With mobile units when birds are not free ranging the density can be
high on small areas but there are long rest periods between use. The additional text is
needed to ensure mobile units are managed as intended to provide fresh grass and
maintain the health of the birds and the health of the land with respect to build up of
manure or parasite loads. Length of time will vary depending on size and number of
birds; experience suggests no more than 4 days and more often might be necessary.

Le but de ce paragraphe est de faire en sorte que les taux de chargement de la volaille
n’aient pas d’effets négatifs sur les terres. Avec les unités mobiles, lorsque les oiseaux ne
sont pas en liberté, la densité peut se révéler eélevée dans les aires de petite taille, mais il y
a de longues périodes de repos entre les utilisations. Le texte additionnel est nécessaire
pour faire en sorte que les unités mobiles soient gérées comme prévu, de fagon a fournir
de I’herbe fraiche et a maintenir la santé des oiseaux et la santé des terres pour ce qui est
de I’accumulation de fumier ou de charges parasitaires. La durée variera selon la taille
des oiseaux et leur nombre; I’expérience montre que dans bien des cas, au plus quatre
jours et une fréquence plus élevée pourraient étre nécessaires.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

6.8.11.10 For pasture-based eperations enterprises with ard mobile units, the stocking
density shall be no more than 2000 layers per hectare (800 per acre), 2500 broilers per
hectare (1000 per acre) or 1300 large birds (turkeys/geese) per hectare (540 per acre)
calculated using the total amount of land used avatable for rotation of poultry pasture.
Mobile units shall be moved daily when possible and at least once every 4 days taking
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into consideration the impact on the birds and on the land. Density within the mobile unit
shall correspond to the indoor densities in Subsection 6.8.11.9.

6.8.11.10 Dans le cas des unites-de-production entreprises fondées sur le paturage et
dotées d’unités mobiles, la densité de logement calculée d’apres la superficie totale

utilisee dispenible-pour la rotation du paturage de la volaille ne doit pas depasser

2 000 poules pondeuses par hectare (800 par acre), 2 500 poulets de chair par hectare

(1 000 par acre) ou 1 300 gros oiseaux (dindons/oies) par hectare (540 par acre). Les
unités mobiles doivent étre déplacées quotidiennement si possible et au moins une fois
tous les guatre jours, compte tenu des effets gu’ont les oiseaux sur les terres. La densité a
I’intérieur de I’'unité mobile doit correspondre aux densités des aires intérieures indiguées
dans la sous-section 6.8.11.9.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT
WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.11.10 For pasture-based operations with ard mobile units, the stocking density shall
be no more than 2000 layers per hectare (800 per acre), 2500 broilers per hectare (1000
per acre) or 1300 large birds (turkeys/geese) per hectare (540 per acre) calculated using
the total amount of land used avaHable for rotation of poultry pasture. Mobile units shall
be moved daily when possible and at least once every 4 days taking into consideration the
impact on the birds and on the land. Density within the mobile unit shall correspond to
the indoor densities in Subsection 6.8.11.9.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.8.11.10 Dans le cas des unités de production fondées sur le paturage et dotées d’unités
mobiles, la densité de logement calculée d’apres la superficie totale utilisée dispenible
pour la rotation du paturage de la volaille ne doit pas dépasser 2 000 poules pondeuses
par hectare (800 par acre), 2 500 poulets de chair par hectare (1 000 par acre) ou

1 300 gros oiseaux (dindons/oies) par hectare (540 par acre). Les unités mobiles doivent
étre déplacées quotidiennement si possible et au moins une fois tous les quatre jours,
compte tenu des effets gu’ont les oiseaux sur les terres. La densité a I’intérieur de I’unité
mobile doit correspondre aux densités des aires intérieures indiquées dans la sous-
section 6.8.11.9.
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6.1 General

WL - 59 - Lameness & 60 -mastitis levels _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 6.7

New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
6. Livestock Production - Prodtctiondianimatsk levage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme
None

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

#59 Clinical lameness must be kept below 10% of the dairy herd. If occurrence is higher
there must be plan to eliminate the cause.

La claudication clinique doit étre maintenant en deca de 10 % du troupeau laitier. Si le
pourcentage est plus élevé, il faut alors se doter d’un plan en vue de s’attaquer a la cause.

#60 Mastitis levels should be less than 15% of the dairy herd. If occurrence is higher
there must be a plan to eliminate the cause.

Les taux de mastite doivent étre inférieurs a 15 % du troupeau laitier. Si ces taux sont
plus élevés, il faut se doter d’un plan afin de s’attaquer a la cause.

Rationale: The incidence of lameness and mastitis are good indicators of welfare
problems in the herd related to the living conditions for the animals. An outcome based
measurable standard with respect to welfare will be helpful to both the producer and the
certifier.
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2014. The AWTF has withdrawn these original proposals because of the difficulty in
determining a threshold level backed up by research. Instead it would be preferable to
reference other programs to achieve the desired outcome.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Remove WL 59 & 60; The LWG concurs with the AWTF that it is difficult to determine
a threshold backed up by research and agrees with the proposal that it would be
preferable to reference established programs to achieve the desired outcomes. A new
addition to 6.1 is proposed.

Retrait des points 59 et 60 de la liste des travaux; le GT sur les animaux d’élevage
convient, avec le GT sur le bien-étre animal, qu’il est difficile de déterminer un seuil
étayé par la recherche, et est d’accord avec la proposition selon laquelle il serait
préférable de faire renvoi aux programmes établis pour obtenir les résultats souhaités. Un
nouvel ajout au paragraphe 6.1 est proposé.

Rationale/ Justification

The original proposal from the AWTF was an attempt to introduce the concept of using
indicators or an outcome-orientated approach to determining if living conditions achieve
the desired levels of animal welfare on an organic farm. Research in the dairy sector has
show that organic animal husbandry does not always fulfil its promises with respect to
animal welfare but replacing words such as “adequate”, “appropriate” or “sufficient” with
highly prescriptive text for standards about bedding or comfort levels is problematic. We
do not need to determine compliance or non compliance with very specific details when
the objective is to see an improvement in the well being of animals. The proposal is
considered a practical solution which will not increase the workload of the farmer or
significantly increase paperwork or the time needed for inspections.

Increasingly animal welfare issues are being addressed in the conventional sector and by
organizations such as the SPCA. Many organic farmers are already participating in these
programs. It would be redundant to duplicate assessments and unrealistic to require that
all organic inspectors of livestock operations be trained to make accurate assessments.
The proAction Program of the Dairy Farmers of Canada, for example, includes animal
care assessments and involves self assessment by farmers as well as an audit every 2
years in different seasons. It will be implemented across Canada by 2017 and farmers
with low scores will be required to improve.

La proposition initiale du GT sur le bien-étre animal était une tentative de mise en
application du concept lie a I’utilisation d’indicateurs ou d’une approche axee sur les
résultats pour déterminer si les conditions de vie atteignent les niveaux souhaités de bien-
étre animal sur une ferme de type biologique. Des études menées dans le secteur laitier
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ont démontré que I’élevage biologique d’animaux ne tient pas toujours ses promesses en
ce qui a trait au bien-étre animal. Toutefois, il est difficile de remplacer un texte incluant
des mots comme « adéquat », « approprié » ou « suffisant » par un texte hautement
normatif concernant les normes en matiere de litieres et de niveaux de confort. Nous
n’avons pas besoin de déterminer la conformité ou la non-conformité avec des points tres
précis lorsque I’objectif est d’observer une amélioration du bien-étre des animaux. La
proposition est considérée comme une solution pratique qui n’alourdira pas la charge de
travail de I’agriculteur ou qui n’entrainera pas une augmentation substantielle des
formalités administratives ou du temps nécessaires pour les inspections.

De plus en plus, les problémes liés au bien-&tre animal sont réglés au sein du secteur
conventionnel et par des organismes tels que la Société canadienne de protection des
animaux (SCPA). De nombreux cultivateurs de produits biologiques participent déja a
ces programmes. Il ne servirait a rien d’exécuter les évaluations en double, et il serait
irréaliste d’exiger que tous les inspecteurs d’exploitations agricoles de type biologique
recoivent une formation pour étre en mesure d’exécuter des évaluations precises.

L’ Initiative proAction des producteurs laitiers du Canada, par exemple, comporte des
évaluations des soins des animaux et prévoit des auto-évaluations de la part des
cultivateurs ainsi qu’une vérification tous les deux ans, au cours de saisons différentes.
Ce programme sera mis en ceuvre dans I’ensemble du Canada d’ici 2017, et les
cultivateurs qui obtiendront des cotes peu élevées seront tenus de s’améliorer.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

6.1.6 When the operator participates in animal welfare assessments, either voluntary, or
mandated by industry associations, the results of these assessments shall be made
available and any required improvements demonstrated.

6.1.6 Quand I’exploitant participe a des évaluations du bien-&tre animal, soit a titre
volontaire, soit a la demande d’associations industrielles, les résultats de ces évaluations
doivent étre communiqués et les améliorations exigées doivent étre démontrées.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

SENT BACK TO WORKING GROUP AFTER DISCUSSION and some new concepts
presented:

6.1.6 When the operator participates in animal welfare assessments, either voluntary, or
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mandated by industry associations, the results of these assessments shall be made
available and any required improvements demonstrated.

Andy’s suggestion ?? - The operator must provide documents that demonstrate advances in
animal welfare practices including providing any documents or assessments that are mandated
by industry associations. We want documented improvement of animal welfare on the farm.
We don’t want to let people who are NOT doing anything off the hook.

TED’s suggestion?? -- 6.1.6 When the operator participates in animal welfare
assessments mandated by industry associations, the results of these assessments shall be
made available and any required improvements demonstrated.

WG work after discussions the evening of April 15th - still no consensus within WG
(Francois has concerns);

6.1.6 Operators shall demonstrate their commitment to animal welfare. When

mandatory animal welfare programmes are implemented by industry associations , the

documentation associated these programmes shall be made available to demonstrate

compliance with accepted animal welfare standards.

A RENVOYER AU GROUPE DE TRAVAIL APRES LA DISCUSSION et une fois que
certains nouveaux concepts auront été présentes :

6.1.6 Quand I’exploitant participe a des évaluations du bien-&tre animal, soit a titre
volontaire, soit a la demande d’associations industrielles, les résultats de ces évaluations
doivent étre communiqués et les améliorations exigées doivent étre démontrées.

Suggestion d’Andy? — L’exploitant doit présenter des documents qui démontrent les progrées
réalisés au chapitre des pratiques en matiére de bien-étre animal, y compris les documents ou
les évaluations demandés par des associations industrielles. Nous voulons que I'amélioration du
bien-étre animal a la ferme soit étayée de documents. Nous ne voulons pas dégager de leurs
responsabilités les personnes qui NE font rien pour améliorer les choses.

Suggestion de TED? -- 6.1.6 Quand I’exploitant participe a des évaluations du bien-étre
animal, soit a titre volontaire, soit a la demande d’associations industrielles, les résultats
de ces évaluations doivent étre communiqués et les améliorations exigées doivent étre
démontrées.

Le GT a travaillé apres les discussions menées dans la soirée du 15 avril —aucun
consensus n’a encore été dégagé au sein du GT (Francois a des préoccupations a ce
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sujet).

6.1.6 Les exploitants doivent démontrer leur engagement a I'égard du bien-étre animal.

Lorsque des programmes de bien-étre animal obligatoires sont mis en ceuvre par des

associations industrielles, les documents rattachés a ces programmes doivent étre

communiqués, de facon a démonter la conformité avec les normes de bien-étre animal

reconnues

WL - 47b Prohibition on winter only production-_

Section Number(s) [INUMEro des sections 6.1.3

New/Nolvead

Name of substance/section/ Nom de lasubstance/paragraphe
Livestock Production General — Production d*animatix d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme
None- /AUCUR

Date request was submitted/ Date dé'soumission de la'requéte June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Proposed wording - Add at the end of 6.1.3: Winter-only production is prohibited

Livestock production during the winter season only should be prohibited. Some
producers might acquire livestock at the beginning of winter for resale at the end of the
winter to avoid sending the animals to pasture.

—
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Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

Accept proposal for poultry production only and add new clause to 6.1.3

Rationale/JUStification

The WG concluded that this is mainly an issue for poultry production. There is no
intention to force farmers to produce year round or to limit possibilities for
diversification; for example when a mixed farm wants to fill a local niche market and
supply turkeys for the Christmas market. It was also argued that possibilities should be
left open for calves from a cow-calf operation go to different farms for backgrounding
over winter given the situation that many organic calves are being sold in to the
conventional market. The proposal addresses a concern that poultry operations could
switch in and out of organic production when raising birds in batches to avoid having to
comply with the standard for outdoor access. It also discourages the high risk practice of
moving in and out of organic production which is prohibited for land (5.1.6) but not
specifically addressed in the livestock standards.

Le GT a conclu que cette question se rapporte principalement a la production de volailles.
On n’a pas I’intention de forcer les agriculteurs a produire toute I’année ou de restreindre
les possibilités de diversification, comme dans le cas ou une ferme mixte souhaite
combler un créneau du marché local et fournir des dindes pour le marché de Noél. On a
aussi fait valoir qu’il faut laisser les portes ouvertes pour les cas ou une entreprise
d’élevage de vaches et de veaux souhaite s’adresser a des fermes différentes pour la semi-
finition de ses veaux pendant I’hiver, compte tenu du fait que de nombreux veaux de type
biologique sont vendus sur le marché conventionnel. La proposition fait suite a la crainte
que des exploitations avicoles puissent passer du mode de production biologique a un
autre mode lorsqu’elles élévent des oiseaux en lots, pour éviter d’avoir a respecter la
norme concernant I’acces a des aires extérieures. Elle a aussi un effet dissuasif quant a la
pratique trés risquée consistant a passer du mode de production biologique a un autre
mode, comportement qui est interdit pour les terres (5.1.6), mais qui n’est pas traité
expressement dans les normes sur les animaux d’élevage.

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommancee

6.1.3d Winter only production of poultry is restricted to farms that are able to fully
comply with the standards for the specific livestock type regardless of the time of year.

6.1.3d L’élevage exclusivement hivernal de la volaille est réservé aux fermes gui sont en
mesure de respecter pleinement les normes sur les animaux d’élevage en cause, quelle
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gue soit I’époque de I’année.

Presentor/Working Group/iPFésehtateUr/Groupe dettravail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation to add a sub-clause to 32.310 accepted as presented as follows:

6.1.3d Winter only production of poultry is restricted to farms that are able to fully
comply with the standards for the specific livestock type regardless of the time of year.

La recommandation du GT concernant I’ajout d’une clause secondaire a la
norme 32.310 est acceptée telle quelle, c’est-a-dire :

6.1.3d L’élevage exclusivement hivernal de la volaille est réservé aux fermes gui sont en
mesure de respecter pleinement les normes sur les animaux d’élevage en cause, quelle

gue soit I’époque de I’année.

WL - 128 Additional informative note - _

Section Number(s) _ 6.1.3
New/Notveau
Name of substance/section/ Nom de lasubstance/paragraphe
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Livestock Production - General - Généralitéss Production danimauixd’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dans la’norme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la'requéte 3rd ballot 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Suggest including an informative note similar to: “Some additional requirements for
animal containment may be necessary based on Federal or Provincial legislation or
policies to assure the continued health of all animals. Operators must first heed the
requirements set out by Federal and Provincial jurisdictions.”

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

It is not necessary to include such a statement. Remove from the work list.

Rationale/JUStification

It is a given that organic producers have to follow any federal or provincial regulations if
required in the case of a disease outbreak.

Il est entendu que les producteurs d’aliments biologiques doivent respecter les reglements
fédéraux ou provinciaux, le cas échéant, en cas d’éclosion de maladie.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancee

None

Presentor/Working Group/iPFésehtateUr/Groupe dettravail
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Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesoumissioniatic

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

6.3 Transition to Organic

WL - 274 Does 6.3.3 apply to poultry - Al6:3:35appliquestsil laVolaille
Section Number(s) [INUMEéro des sections 32.310. 6.3.3

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nofdelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Production — Transition — Produiction d*animaux d’élevage = Conversion

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle' dans la’norme

6.3.3. During the final year of transition, feed crops and pasture may be used as organic
by the production unit of the enterprise. The feed shall not be considered as organic
outside of this unit.
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Clarify if 6.3.3 is inclusive of all types of livestock including poultry or only breeding
herds of cattle etc.

6.3.3 not very clear if it is inclusive of all types of livestock including poultry or only
breeding herds of cattle etc. SIC answered that "Yes 6.3.3 does apply to poultry pasture.
Pasture for poultry must be fully compliant, or in the final year of transition, i.e. there
must be verification that no prohibited substances have been applied for at least 24
months. The operation must be under the supervision of the CB for one year before the
marketing of the organic livestock or livestock product.” But a commentor wrote: "No.
6.3.3 applies only to animals in transition. Poultry cannot be transitioned, they must be
managed in accordance with the standards beginning no later than the second day of life."

Clarifier si l.al. 6.3.3 inclut tous les types d’élevages, y compris la volaille, ou seulement
les troupeaux reproducteurs du bétail etc.
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The LWG concluded that it is not necessary or desirable to apply 6.3.3 to poultry;
livestock with short life cycles should have fully compliant feed. Reword so that it
applies to ruminants and pigs only when dairy & breeding herds are being transitioned. It
should only apply during the last year of transition of the land while animals are also in
transition. This is consistent with the intent of 6.3.4.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage a conclu qu’il n’est pas nécessaire ou souhaitable
d’appliquer I’alinéa 6.3.3 & la volaille; les animaux d’élevage dont le cycle de vie est
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court devraient disposer d’aliments pour animaux pleinement conformes. Il faut
reformuler cet alinéa de sorte qu’il ne s’applique aux ruminants et aux porcs qu’au
moment ou les bovins laitiers et les animaux reproducteurs sont en cours de conversion.
Cet alinéa ne doit s’appliquer que pendant la derniére année de conversion des terres,
lorsque les animaux sont également en cours de conversion. Ceci est conforme a
I’intention de I’alinéa 6.3.4.

Rationalef Justification

The proposed wording reflects the fact that 6.3. is about transition of livestock. 6.3.3 is
only necessary in situations when livestock is being transitioned. It is not intended to
provide a general derogation for the need for organic feed or as a means to shorten the
overall transition time other than allowing the transition of livestock and land at the same
time. Once organic meat, milk or eggs are being produced the requirements of 6.4.1 &
6.2. 2 must be met.

La formulation proposée tient compte du fait que le paragraphe 6.3 porte sur la
conversion des animaux d’élevage. L’alinéa 6.3.3 n’est nécessaire que dans les situations
ou les animaux d’élevage sont en cours de conversion. Il ne vise pas a offrir une
dérogation générale pour les cas ou des aliments pour animaux biologiques sont
nécessaires, ni a permettre de raccourcir la période de conversion globale, sauf s’il s’agit
d’autoriser la conversion simultanée des animaux d’élevage et des terres. Lorsque des
viandes, du lait ou des ceufs de type biologique sont produits, il importe de satisfaire aux
exigences des alinéas 6.4.1 et 6.2.2.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.3.3. During the final year of transition of the land when herds or sheep flocks are being
transitioned to organic production, feed crops and pasture may be used as organic by the
production unit of the enterprise. The feed shall not be considered as organic outside of
this unit.

6.3.3. Pendant la derniére année du processus de conversion des terres, lorsque les
troupeaux d’animaux d’élevage ou de moutons sont en cours de conversion vers le mode
de production biologique, les cultures fourragéres et le paturage peuvent étre utilisés
comme aliments de type biologique par I’unité de production de I’entreprise. Les aliments
pour animaux ne doivent pas étre considérés comme étant de type biologique en dehors
de cette unité.

Presentor/Working Groupf Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
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April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.3.3. During the final year of transition of the land when herds or sheep flocks are being
transitioned to organic production, feed crops and pasture may be used as organic by the
production unit of the enterprise. The feed shall not be considered as organic outside of
this unit.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.3.3. Pendant la derniére année du processus de conversion des terres, lorsque les
troupeaux d’animaux d’élevage ou de moutons sont en cours de conversion vers le mode
de production biologique, les cultures fourrageres et le paturage peuvent étre utilisés
comme aliments de type biologique par I’unité de production de I’entreprise. Les aliments
pour animaux ne doivent pas étre considérés comme étant de type biologique en dehors
de cette unité.

6.6 Transport and Handling - _

WL - 21 Transit time - _
Section Number(s) [ENUMEro des'sections|6.6.5

Existinglexistant

Name of substance/section/ Nomidelastbstance/paragraphe
6.6 Transport & Handling — [Transport et manutention

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme
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6.6.5 The duration of transportation shall be as short as possible.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de larequéte June 2007

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme
Fhe-duration-ef-transportation-shal-be-as-shert-as-possible— Animals in transit longer than

24 hours shall be unloaded, fed, watered, and rested at least once every 24 hours from the
time of loading. (Priority High)

The standard needs to provide more direction in the area of livestock transport.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

The LWG agreed with the intent of the proposal to strengthen the section on Transport
and propose revisions to 6.6.2 and 6.6.5.

Le GT sur animaux d’élevage est d’accord avec I’intention de la proposition de
renforcement de la section sur le transport, et propose des corrections aux alinéas 6.6.2 et
6.6.5.

Rationale/JUStification

This section of the standard is very general without specific requirements. Current
wording states that the duration of transport be as short as possible and this is clearly the
intent - the shorter the time the less stress on the animal as required in 6.6.2. Given the
size of the country and the possibility that even the “as short as possible” could be several
hours, there are several factors that have to be taken into consideration including transit
and rest times, density on the transport vehicle, and specific requirements for different
categories of animals. Rather than adding a lot of additional requirements to the standard,
a requirement to follow the Transportation Code of Practice for the Care and Handling of
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Farm Animals was considered preferable.

La présente section de la norme est trés générale et ne fait état d’aucune exigence
particuliére. Dans le libellé actuel, on stipule que la durée du transport doit étre la plus
courte possible, et ceci est clairement le but visé — plus la période est courte, moins
I’animal est sujet au stress, comme le stipule I’alinéa 6.6.2. Compte tenu de la taille du
pays et du fait que la durée « la plus courte possible » peut correspondre a plusieurs
heures, certains facteurs doivent étre pris en considération, dont les heures de transport et
de repos, la densité de logement du véhicule de transport et les exigences particulieres a
I’endroit des différentes catégories d’animaux. Plutdt que d’ajouter de nombreuses
exigences a la norme, on a jugé préférable d’inclure une exigence concernant le respect
du Code de pratiques recommandées pour le soin et la manipulation des animaux de
ferme — Transport.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

Revised wording:

6.6.2. The transport and slaughter of livestock shall be managed to minimize stress, injury
and suffering. Stocking density in transport vehicles shall adhere to the recommendations
outlined in the Transportation Code of Practice. The use of electrical stimulation or
allopathic tranquilizers is prohibited.

6.6.5. The duration of transportation shall be as short as possible. If the journey is more
than 5 hours, the operator shall adhere to recommendations for maximum transit times
and minimum feed, water and rest times according to the Transportation Code of
Practice and the Health of Animals Requlations. In circumstances where
recommendations are not followed justification shall be given.

Formulation révisée :

6.6.2. Le transport et I’abattage des animaux d’élevage doivent étre gérés de fagon a
limiter le stress, les blessures et la souffrance physique. La densité de chargement des
vehicules de transport doit étre conforme aux recommandations énoncées dans le Code de
pratigues recommandées pour le soin et la manipulation des animaux de ferme —
Transport. L utilisation de stimulation électrique ou de tranquillisants allopathiques est
interdite.

6.6.5. La durée du transport doit étre la plus courte possible. Si le voyage est d’une durée
de plus de cing (5) heures, I’exploitant doit respecter les recommandations concernant les

59




durées maximales de transport et les durées minimales d’alimentation, d’abreuvement et
de repos, conformément au Code de pratiques recommandées pour le soin et la
manipulation des animaux de ferme — Transport et au Réglement sur la santé des
animaux. Si les recommandations ne sont pas suivies, il importe de donner une

justification.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey - Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT
WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows ::

6.6.2. The transport and slaughter of livestock shall be managed to minimize stress, injury
and suffering. Stocking density in transport vehicles shall adhere to the recommendations
outlined in the Transportation Code of Practice. The use of electrical stimulation or
allopathic tranquilizers is prohibited.

6.6.5. The duration of transportation shall be as short as possible. If the journey is more
than 5 hours, the operator shall adhere to recommendations for maximum transit times
and minimum feed, water and rest times according to the Transportation Code of
Practice. In circumstances where recommendations are not followed justification shall be

given.

NOTE - ensure that Health of Animals Regulations is at the front of 32.310 about the references
to other Acts and Regulations.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.6.2. Le transport et I’abattage des animaux d’élevage doivent étre gérés de fagon a
limiter le stress, les blessures et la souffrance physique. La densité de chargement des
vehicules de transport doit étre conforme aux recommandations énoncees dans le Code de
pratigues recommandées pour le soin et la manipulation des animaux de ferme —
Transport. L utilisation de stimulation électrique ou de tranquillisants allopathiques est
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interdite.

6.6.5. La durée du transport doit étre la plus courte possible. Si le voyage est d’une durée
de plus de cing (5) heures, I’exploitant doit respecter les recommandations concernant les
durées maximales de transport et les durées minimales d’alimentation, d’abreuvement et
de repos, conformément au Code de pratiques recommandées pour le soin et la
manipulation des animaux de ferme — Transport et au Réglement sur la santé des
animaux. Si les recommandations ne sont pas suivies, il importe de donner une

justification.

REMARQUE — s’assurer que le Réglement sur la santé des animaux est indiqué au début de la
section correspondant a la norme 32.310, en ce qui a trait au renvoi a d’autres lois et d’autres
réglements.

6.7 Livestock Health Care - Soilis de santé des animaux d elevage

WL — 273 — 239 Physical Alterations & Timing of castration — _

Section Number(s) [ENUMEro des'sections 32.310, 6.7.2

Name of substance/section/ Nomidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Health Care — S0ifisde santé des animaux d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme

6.7 .2 Physical alterations are prohibited except when absolutely necessary to improve the
health, welfare or hygiene of animals, or for identification or safety reasons. Physical
alterations shall be undertaken in a manner that minimizes pain, stress and suffering, with
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consideration to the use of anaesthetics, sedatives and non-steroid anti-inflammatory
analgesics (e.g. ketoprofen).

a. Beak trimming and de-toeing of birds, tail docking of pigs and trimming of needle
teeth in piglets are only allowed when necessary to control problem behaviour that has a
negative impact on the welfare of other animals. Operators shall document the measures
taken to control or eliminate the behaviour.

=

Tail docking of cattle is prohibited except when necessary for veterinary treatment of
injured animals.

134

The following procedures are allowed under the conditions specified in par. 6.7.2:

castration of piglets, lambs and calves
il docking of lambs’ tails
iii. branding and ear tagging

iv. dehorning and debudding (use of anaesthetics or sedatives is required for dairy
calves).

d. Castration of piglets shall take place in the first two weeks of life. Castration of cull
boars is prohibited.
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Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la'requéte June 2013, May 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Coimentaire/Proposition/Probleime

# 273 Add goats to 6.7.2 or other species. A discrepancy has been found with 6.7.2 (¢)
(i) of CAN/CGSB-32.310-2006 where castration is specifically listed as being permitted
for piglets, lambs and calves, but kids (goats) have not been included. If there is a reason
behind castration not being permitted for kids, could you please provide with the
explanation as producers will inquire if we deny it.

# 239 re 6.7.2.d However we feel that castration at 3 weeks is better. The animal is more
vigorous, the testicles easier to remove, and the piglet will remain on the sow for a
minimum of one week and will be healed. Also please see the letter in the attachment 1 (?
No letter found)

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Allow castration for goats as well as the other species listed.

The LWG recommends that this section references the codes as practice rather than
including all the specific requirements of each type of animal.

No change is recommended for the timing of castration for pigs.
Permettre la castration pour les chevres ainsi que pour les autres espéces indiquées.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage recommande que cette section fasse renvoi aux codes
de pratiques, plutdt que d’indiquer toutes les exigences particuliéres visant chaque type
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d’animal.

Aucune modification n’est recommandée relativement au moment ou il convient de
procéder a la castration des porcs.

Rationalef Justification

In organic production physical alternations are prohibited except when absolutely
necessary. All producers are increasingly being forced to change their practices. Some
traditional methods are no longer considered acceptable without pain medications and
where a procedure was once routine, the need is now based on a welfare risk/benefit
analysis.

The more recently revised codes of practice require or will require by 2016 the use of
pain medications. For example:

Pig Code 6 March 2014 Castration performed after 10 days of age must be done with
anesthetic and analgesic to help control pain. As of July 1, 2016, castration performed at
any age must be done with analgesics to help control post-procedure pain.

Beef Code- Pain medication for castration required by Jan 2016 when older than 9 month
s; by 2018 required when older than 6 months

The Codes are based on the latest research and the organic standards on physical
alterations should not contradict a requirement of a Code of Practice. Rather than
continually revising the organic standard when codes are revised a reference to the Codes
of Practice is preferred.

The requirement for “in the first two weeks of life” for castration of piglets was included
partly to address the fact that pain medication was not a requirement when piglets are
very young. In general producers recommend 3-6 days as the time period when there is
the least stress and the wound easily heals. Allowing castration at an older age seems to
be a move in the wrong direction but we have no information regarding whether or not
producers requesting an older age are routinely using pain medication.

Dans le domaine de la production biologique, les modifications physiques sont interdites,
sauf quand elles sont absolument nécessaires. De plus en plus, tous les producteurs sont
forcés de modifier leurs pratiques. Certaines méthodes traditionnelles ne sont plus
considérées comme étant acceptables sans médicaments contre la douleur, et alors que
certaines procédures étaient autrefois courantes, le besoin est maintenant fondé une
analyse des risques et des avantages pour le bien-étre.

Les codes révises le plus recemment exigent, ou exigeront d’ici 2016, le recours a des
médicaments contre la douleur. Par exemple :
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Code sur les porcs, 6 mars 2014 — La castration des porcs agés de plus de dix jours doit
étre exécutee a I’aide d’anesthésiques et d’analgésiques a des fins de maitrise de la
douleur. A compter du 1* juillet 2016, des analgésiques devront étre administrés aux
porcs de n’importe quel &ge au moment de la castration pour favoriser la maitrise de la
douleur postérieure a la procedure.

Code sur les beeufs — Le recours a des médicaments contre la douleur, au moment de
I’exécution d’une castration, sera obligatoire a compter de janvier 2016, lorsque les bétes
seront agées de plus de neuf (9) mois; a compter de 2018, le recours a ces médicaments
sera exigé pour les bétes agées de plus de six (6) mois.

Les codes s’appuient sur les travaux de recherche les plus récents, et les normes
biologiques relatives aux modifications physiques ne doivent pas contredire une exigence
d’un code de pratiques. Plut6t que de réviser la norme biologique chaque fois que les
codes sont révisés, on juge préférable d’inclure un renvoi aux codes de pratiques.

On a inclus I’exigence concernant la castration des porcelets « dans les deux premieres
semaines de vie » en partie parce que les médicaments contre la douleur n’étaient pas
exigés dans les cas ou les porcelets étaient trés jeunes. En général, les producteurs
recommandent de castrer les bétes au moment ou celles-ci sont agées de 3 a 6 jours,
puisqu’il s’agit selon eux de la période ou le stress est le plus faible et ou les blessures
guerissent le plus facilement. L’autorisation de castrer des bétes plus &gées semble étre
un pas dans la mauvaise direction, mais nous ne disposons d’aucun renseignement sur la
question de savoir si les producteurs qui demandent I’autorisation de castrer des bétes
plus agées utilisent couramment des medicaments contre la douleur.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.7 .2 Physical alterations are prohibited except when absolutely necessary to improve the
health, welfare or hygiene of animals, or for identification or safety reasons. Physical
alterations shall be undertaken in a manner that minimizes pain, stress and suffering, with
consideration to the use of anaesthetics, sedatives and non-steroid anti-inflammatory
analgesics (e.g. ketoprofen) at any age, regardless of the method chosen to perform the
procedure. The Codes of Practice have placed restrictions on age and method used for
physical alterations such as castration, tail docking, dehorning and branding. In most
cases, pain control medications are required when performing these procedures. Consult
the relevant Code of Practice for guidance.

a. Beak trimming and de-toeing of birds, tail docking of pigs and trimming of needle
teeth in piglets are only allowed when necessary to control problem behaviour that has a
negative impact on the welfare of other animals. Operators shall document the measures
taken to control or eliminate the behaviour.

b. Tail docking of cattle is prohibited except when necessary for veterinary treatment of
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injured animals.

c. The following procedures are allowed under the conditions specified in Subsection
par 6.7.2:

I. castration of piglets, lambs, kids and calves
Il docking of lambs’ tails
iii. branding and ear tagging

iv. dehorning and debudding {use-ofanaesthetics-or-sedatives-is-reguired-for-dairy
calves).

d. Castration of piglets shall take place in the first two weeks of life. Castration of cull
boars is prohibited.

6.7.2 Les modifications physiques sont interdites, sauf quand elles sont absolument
nécessaires pour améliorer la santé, le bien-étre ou I’hygiéne des animaux, pour identifier
ces derniers ou pour des raisons de sécurité. Les modifications physiques doivent étre
faites de facon a limiter la douleur, le stress et la souffrance, et en envisageant le recours
aux anesthésiques, aux sédatifs et aux analgésiques anti-inflammatoires non stéroidiens
(ex. kétoprofene) quel que soit I’age de la béte et quelle que soit la méthode choisie pour
exécuter la procédure. Les codes de pratiques prévoient des restrictions a I’égard de 1’age
et de la méthode utilisée pour les modifications physiques telles que la castration, la
caudectomie, I’écornage et le marquage. Dans la plupart des cas, le recours a des
médicaments contre la douleur est exigé au moment de I’exécution de ces procédures.
Pour plus de renseignements, veuillez consulter le code de pratiques pertinent.

a. Lataille du bec et la phalangectomie des oiseaux, la caudectomie des porcs et la taille
des canines des porcelets ne sont permises que lorsqu’elles sont nécessaires pour limiter
les problémes de comportement qui nuisent au bien-étre des autres animaux. Les
exploitants doivent documenter les mesures prises pour limiter ou éliminer le
comportement nuisible.

b. La caudectomie des bovins est interdite, sauf quand il faut administrer un traitement
veétérinaire a des animaux blessés.

c. Les procédures suivantes sont permises dans les conditions mentionnées a+-ak au
paragraphe 6.7.2 :

i. la castration de porcelets, d’agneaux, de chevreaux et de veaux;
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i la caudectomie des agneaux;

iii. le marquage et I’étiquetage des oreilles;

iv. I’écornage et la taille des bourgeons de cornes {(Futilisation-d anesthésiques-ou-de
< datif . I I laitiére).

d. Les porcelets doivent étre castrés dans les deux premiéres semaines de vie de I’animal.
La castration des verrats de réforme est interdite.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au'CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.7 .2 Physical alterations are prohibited except when absolutely necessary to improve the
health, welfare or hygiene of animals, or for identification or safety reasons. Physical
alterations shall be undertaken in a manner that minimizes pain, stress and suffering, with
consideration to the use of anaesthetics, sedatives and non-steroid anti-inflammatory
analgesics (e.g. ketoprofen) at any age, regardless of the method chosen to perform the
procedure. The Codes of Practice have placed restrictions on age and method used for
physical alterations such as castration, tail docking, dehorning and branding. In most
cases, pain control medications are required when performing these procedures. Consult
the relevant Code of Practice for guidance.

a. Beak trimming and de-toeing of birds, tail docking of pigs and trimming of needle
teeth in piglets are only allowed when necessary to control problem behaviour that has a
negative impact on the welfare of other animals. Operators shall document the measures
taken to control or eliminate the behaviour.

b. Tail docking of cattle is prohibited except when necessary for veterinary treatment of
injured animals.

c. The following procedures are allowed under the conditions specified in Subsection
par 6.7.2:
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i. castration of piglets, lambs, kids and calves
Il docking of lambs’ tails
iii. branding and ear tagging

iv. dehorning and debudding {use-ofanaesthetics-or-sedatives-is-regquired-fordairy
ol

d. Castration of piglets shall take place in the first two weeks of life. Castration of cull
boars is prohibited.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.7.2 Les modifications physiques sont interdites, sauf quand elles sont absolument
nécessaires pour améliorer la santé, le bien-étre ou I’hygiéne des animaux, pour identifier
ces derniers ou pour des raisons de sécurité. Les modifications physiques doivent étre
faites de fagon a limiter la douleur, le stress et la souffrance, et en envisageant le recours
aux anesthésiques, aux sédatifs et aux analgésiques anti-inflammatoires non stéroidiens
(ex. kétoprofene) quel que soit I’age de la béte et quelle que soit la méthode choisie pour
exécuter la procédure. Les codes de pratiques prévoient des restrictions a I’égard de 1’age
et de la méthode utilisée pour les modifications physiques telles que la castration, la
caudectomie, I’écornage et le marguage. Dans la plupart des cas, le recours a des
médicaments contre la douleur est exigé au moment de I’exécution de ces procédures.
Pour plus de renseignements, veuillez consulter le code de pratiques pertinent.

a. Lataille du bec et la phalangectomie des oiseaux, la caudectomie des porcs et la taille
des canines des porcelets ne sont permises que lorsqu’elles sont nécessaires pour limiter
les problémes de comportement qui nuisent au bien-étre des autres animaux. Les
exploitants doivent documenter les mesures prises pour limiter ou éliminer le
comportement nuisible.

b. La caudectomie des bovins est interdite, sauf quand il faut administrer un traitement
vétérinaire a des animaux blesses.

c. Les procédures suivantes sont permises dans les conditions mentionnées a+-ak au
paragraphe 6.7.2 :

i. la castration de porcelets, d’agneaux, de chevreaux et de veaux;

i la caudectomie des agneaux;
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iii. le marquage et I’étiquetage des oreilles;

iv. I’écornage et la taille des bourgeons de cornes {(Futitisation-d anesthésiques-ou-de
< latif . I I laitiére).

d. Les porcelets doivent étre castrés dans les deux premiéres semaines de vie de I’animal.
La castration des verrats de réforme est interdite.

WL - 66 Spaying of female beef cattle - _
Section Number(s) ENUMEro des sections 32.310, 6.7

New/NoUveau

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe

Livestock 6.7 Livestock Health Care — SOifiside sante des animaux d elevage
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date dé'sotumission de la'requéte June 2008
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commimentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Proposed addition: Spaying of female beef cattle is prohibited.

Ajout propose : interdire la castration des bovins de boucherie de sexe femelle.
Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

Accept proposal and include prohibition in 6.7 for clarity should this management tool be
proposed for use in organic operations.
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Accepter la proposition et inclure une interdiction au paragraphe 6.7 a des fins de clarte,
au cas ou cet outil de gestion serait proposé en vue d’un usage dans le cadre des activités
biologiques.

RationalefJUstification

Spaying of beef cattle is more common in Australia than North America. In NAitis a
management tool sometimes used on ranches when there is excessive riding of heifers
which are being kept for feeding or where there are particularly persistent bulls on
neighbouring land. Organic livestock husbandry aims to avoid physical alterations unless
absolutely necessary and the fact it is a rarely used technique in Canada confirms that it is
not necessary.

La castration des bovins de boucherie est plus courante en Australie qu’en Amérique du
Nord. En Ameérique du Nord, elle constitue un outil de gestion parfois utilisé sur les
ranchs ou I’on fait face a un chevauchement excessif des génisses gardées a des fins
d’alimentation ou lorsqu’il y a des taureaux particulierement importuns sur les terres
avoisinantes. La production animale biologique vise a éviter les modifications physiques,
sauf si elles sont absolument nécessaires, et le fait que cette technique est rarement
utilisée au Canada vient confirmer que celle-ci n’est pas nécessaire.

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommancee

Add 6.7.2 e Spaying of female beef cattle is prohibited

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au' CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

Add 6.7.2 e Spaying of female beef cattle is prohibited
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WL - 22 Quarantining sick and medicated animals — _
Section Number(s) _6.7.4

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
6.7 Livestock Health Care - S0ifis\desanté des animauix d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dans la’norme

6.7.4. Medical treatment for sick or injured livestock shall not be withheld to preserve
their organic status. All appropriate medications shall be used to restore livestock to
health when methods acceptable to organic production fail. Shipping of diseased
livestock to slaughter for human consumption is prohibited. Sick and medicated animals
shall be quarantined from healthy livestock.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2007

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

..... Sick and medicated poultry animals shall be quarantined from healthy poultry

;%

Poultry that are undergoing treatment should be separated from healthy stock because
there is a risk of healthy poultry eating feces containing prohibited medication. However,
sick or treated livestock do not always need to be separated from healthy livestock—this
decision should be left to the herdsperson.




Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

The Livestock WG agreed that that quarantine or separation may or may not be
necessary for all livestock types depending on circumstances. The last sentence is
deleted and new text proposed.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage convient que les mesures de mise en quarantaine ou de
séparation sont ou ne sont peut-étre pas nécessaires pour tous les types d’animaux
d’élevage, selon les circonstances. La derniére phrase est supprimée et un nouveau texte
est propose.

Rationalef'JUSEIfiation The use of the word quarantine in 6.7.4 is problematic because
it requires a very strict separation protocol. In practice “quarantine” may only be
necessary to limit disease transmission. Segregation is applicable to a wider range of
circumstances such as when animals are being treated or when they are injured, but it
may not always be necessary. Although segregation might be considered an extra
precaution to ensure animals do not end up going to slaughter before the required
withdrawal time from medication, some livestock types can easily be individually tagged
and indentified.

L’utilisation du mot « quarantaine » a I’alinéa 6.7.4 est problématique, puisque ce
procédé nécessite un protocole de séparation trés strict. En pratique, la mise en

« quarantaine » peut n’étre nécessaire que pour limiter la transmission d’une maladie. La
ségrégation s’applique a un plus large éventail de circonstances, telles que les cas ou des
animaux recoivent des traitements ou sont blesses, mais elle peut ne pas étre toujours
nécessaire. Bien que la ségrégation puisse étre considérée comme une précaution
additionnelle, permettant de veiller a ce que les animaux ne soient pas envoyes a
I’abattage avant la fin du délai d’attente requis par suite de I’administration de
médicaments, certains types d’animaux d’élevage peuvent facilement étre marqués et
identifiés individuellement.

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommandee
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6.7.4. Medical treatment for sick or injured livestock shall not be withheld to preserve
their organic status. All appropriate medications shall be used to restore livestock to
health when methods acceptable to organic production fail. Shipping of diseased
livestock to slaughter for human consumption is prohibited. Sick-and-medicated-animals
shal-be-quarantined-from-healthy-Hvestoek. Where the presence of injured or diseased
livestock presents a risk to the health of individual animals or birds, they shall be
separated from the herd or flock.

6.7.4. 1l est interdit de priver un animal d’élevage malade ou blessé d’un traitement
médical pour maintenir son statut biologique. Tous les médicaments appropriés doivent
étre utilisés pour que I’animal d’élevage recouvre la santé quand les méthodes autorisées
en production biologique échouent. Il est interdit d’envoyer un animal d’élevage malade a
I abatt0|r pour consommatlon humalne l:es—&mmau*m&laele&et—seus%edwaﬁen@ewem
s, Lorsque la
présence d animaux d elevaqe blesses ou malades presente un risque pour Ia santé de
certains animaux ou de certains oiseaux, ces animaux d’élevage doivent étre séparés du
troupeau d’animaux d’élevage ou de volailles.

Presentor/Working GroupllPrésentateur/Groupe detravaill Anne Macey, Livestock

Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.7.4. Medical treatment for sick or injured livestock shall not be withheld to preserve
their organic status. All appropriate medications shall be used to restore livestock to
health when methods acceptable to organic production fail. Shipping of diseased
livestock to slaughter for human consumption is prohibited. Sick-and-medicated-animals
shal-be-quarantined-from-healthy-Hvestoek. Where the presence of injured or diseased
livestock presents a risk to the health of individual animals or birds, they shall be
separated from the herd or flock.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.7.4. Il est interdit de priver un animal d’élevage malade ou blessé d’un traitement
médical pour maintenir son statut biologique. Tous les médicaments appropriés doivent
étre utilisés pour que I’animal d’élevage recouvre la santé quand les méthodes autorisées
en production biologique échouent. Il est interdit d’envoyer un animal d’élevage malade a
I abatt0|r pour consommatlon humalne l:es—ammau*malade&et—swnedw&ﬂenﬁe{%m

. Lorsque la
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présence d’animaux d’élevage blessés ou malades présente un risque pour la santé de
certains animaux ou de certains oiseaux, ces animaux d’élevage doivent étre séparés du
troupeau d’animaux d’élevage ou de volailles.

WL - 133 — Chemical allopathic drugs - _
Section Number(s) ENUMEro des sections|6.7.6 b & c

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe
6.7 Livestock Health Care — Soifis de'sanité des animaux d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

6.7.6.b Phytotherapeutic (i.e. herbal or botanical substances excluding antibiotics),
homeopathic or similar products shall be used in preference to chemical allopathic
veterinary drugs or antibiotics, provided that their therapeutic effect is effective for the
species and the condition for which the treatment is intended.

6.7.6¢ If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be effective in
combating illness or injury, chemical allopathic drugs (not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists) may be administered under
veterinary supervision. Some restrictions apply when meat animals are treated (see par.
6.7.7,6.7.8 e. and 6.7.9).




Date request was submitted/ Date de'Soumission de la'requéte June 2008 3rd ballot

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

We propose that the expression “chemical allopathic drugs” be replaced with “chemically
synthesized allopathic drugs”.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

TBD Either accept proposal or simplify replacing this phrase with “veterinary drugs”

RationalefJUstification

The VDD representative has no recollection of the details but thinks this subtle
difference was suggested in order to more accurately reflect what we meant by
conventionally used pharmaceutical drugs, assuming the intent is to avoid drugs not
found in nature and that are chemically synthesised in a laboratory. This would
distinguish them from other products which may be used in an allopathic way. The
LWG considered that the intent in 6.7.6.c would still be understood if the phrase was
simplified using a more generic term “veterinary drugs” not listed. However replacement
of the term in 6.7.6.b may not convey the same intent. We have asked for veterinary
advice, but not yet received an answer.

Le représentant de la Direction des médicaments vétérinaires (DMV) ne se souvient pas
des détails, mais croit que cette différence subtile a été suggérée dans le but d’indiquer
plus précisément ce que nous entendons par « médicaments pharmaceutiques d’usage
classique », en supposant que le but est d’éviter les médicaments qui se trouvent rarement
a I’état pur dans la nature et qui sont synthétisés par voie chimique en laboratoire. Cela
permettrait de les distinguer d’autres produits susceptibles d’étre utilisés d’une maniére
allopathique. Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage considere que I’intention du point 6.7.6.c
serait quand méme comprise si la phrase était simplifiée a I’aide d’un terme plus
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générique, a savoir des « médicaments d’usage vétérinaire » non répertoriés. Toutefois, le
remplacement du terme au point 6.7.6.b pourrait ne pas exprimer la méme intention.
Nous avons demandé un avis vétérinaire, mais on ne nous a pas encore répondu.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee
Presentor/Working Group/iPrésentateur/Grotipe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au'CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG proposal from the floor accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.7.6¢ If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be effective in
combating illness or injury, ehemical-alopathie veterinary drugs (not listed in
CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists) may be
administered under veterinary supervision. Some restrictions apply when meat animals
are treated (see par. 6.7.7, 6.7.8 e. and 6.7.9).

La proposition du GT, de la part des participants et visant la modification de la norme 32.310, est
acceptée. C’est-a-dire :

6.7.6¢ S’il est peu probable que les produits mentionnés aux points 6.7.6 a. et b. soient
efficaces pour combattre la maladie ou traiter la blessure, les médicaments alopathigues
chimigues d’usage vétérinaire (non mentionnés dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Systemes de production biologique — Listes des substances permises) pourront étre
administrés sous la supervision d’un vétérinaire. Certaines restrictions s’appliquent
lorsque des animaux de boucherie sont traités (voir les points 6.7.7, 6.7.8 e. et 6.7.9).

76



WL - 23.1 Use of veterinary medicinal substances —
Section Number(s) [ENUMEro des'sections 32.310 6.7.6¢

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Heath Care- S0iis dé'santé des animatx d*elevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dans la’norme

6.7.6 ¢ If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be effective in
combating illness or injury, chemical allopathic drugs (not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production systems - permitted substances lists ) may be administered under
veterinary supervision. Some restrictions apply when meat animals are treated (see par.
6.7.7,6.7.8e and 6.7.9).

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la requéte June 2007

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

WL # 23.1 Proposed wording: If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely
to be effective in combating illness or injury, chemical allopathic veterinary drugs (not
listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311.....) may be administered using srderveterinary procedures

|

The suggested amendment will ensure that farmers can still administer veterinary drugs
without needing to have a veterinarian present.




Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Revise to clarify the intent which is not that a veterinarian be present.

Reéviser afin de préciser I’intention, qui n’est pas d’exiger qu’un vétérinaire soit présent.

Rationale/Justification

This is not interpreted as needing the veterinarian present but that a veterinarian has been
consulted and prescribed the treatment. The additional oversight and accountability
reduces the risk of abuse. Text is needed to cover all situations when medications need to
be used regardless of whether organic status is impacted.

Ceci n’est pas interprété comme une mesure exigeant la présence d’un vétérinaire, mais
plut6t comme un point indiquant qu’un vétérinaire a été consulté et a prescrit le
traitement. La supervision et la responsabilité additionnelles réduisent le risque de
mauvais traitements. Le texte doit tenir compte de toutes les situations dans lesquelles des
médicaments sont nécessaires, que le statut biologique soit touché ou non.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancdee

6. 7.6 c If the use of the products in Subsection par-_ 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be
effective in combatting illness or injury, chemical allopathic veterinary drugs not listed in
Subsection 5.3 of CAN/CGSB-32.311 Organic-Production-systems—permitted-substanees
Hsts) may be administered when authorized by a veterinarian. urderveterinary
superviston—\VWhen meat animals are treated some restriction apply when-meat-animals
are-treated ( see Subsection 6.7.7, 6.7.8 e and 6.7.9).

6.7.6 ¢ S’il est peu probable que les produits mentionnés aux points aux-ak 6.7.6a et b
soient efficaces pour combattre la maladie ou traiter la blessure, les médicaments
allopathiques chimiques d’usage vétérinaire non mentionnés au paragraphe 5.3 de la

norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 Systemes-de-production-biclogique—Listes-des-substances
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permises; pourront étre administré si un vétérinaire I’autorise seus-la-supervision-d un
véterinaire—Lorsque des animaux de boucherie sont traités, certaines restrictions

s’appliquent lersgque-des-antmaux-de-boucherie-senttraites (voir tes-ak les points 6.7.7,
6.7.8 eet6.7.9).

Presentor/Working GroupllPréséntateur/Groupe detravaill Anne Macey, Livestock

Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au C 1

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ ReéCommendation dt G

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6. 7.6 c If the use of the products in Subsection par-_ 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be

effective in combatting illness or injury, ehemical-alopathic veterinary drugs not listed in

Subsection 5.3 of CAN/CGSB-32.311 Organic-Production-systems—permitted-substanees
Hsts) may be administered with written authorization by a veterinarian urder-veterinrary

supervision—\VWhen meat animals are treated some restrictions apply when-meat-antmals
are-treated ( see par- Subsection 6.7.7, 6.7.8 e and 6.7.9).

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.7.6 ¢ S’il est peu probable que les produits mentionnés aux points aux-ak 6.7.6a et b
soient efficaces pour combattre la maladie ou traiter la blessure, les médicaments
aHopathigues-chimigues d’usage vétérinaire non mentionnés au paragraphe 5.3 de la
norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 Systemes-de-production-biologique—Listes-des-substances
permises; pourront étre administré avec I’autorisation écrite d’un vétérinaire seusta
supervision-d-un-vetérinatre—Lorsque des animaux de boucherie sont traités, certaines

restrictions s’appliquent lorsgue-des-animaux-de-boucherie-sont-traités (voir les-al les
points 6.7.7, 6.7.8 e et 6.7.9).

79




WL - 23.2, 202 Veterinary medicinal substances for poultry — _

Section Number(s) ENUMEro des'sections 32.310 6.7.6c & 6.7.6e

Existing/éxistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Health Care- S0is dé'santé des animatix d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Versionactuelleidans lanorme

6.7.6 c If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be effective in
combatting illness or injury, chemical allopathic drugs (not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311,
Organic Production systems - permitted substances lists ) may be administered under
veterinary supervision. Some restrictions apply when meat animals are treated (see par.
6.7.7,6.7.8e and 6.7.9).

6.7.6.e Antibiotic treatment of dairy animals is permitted in emergencies under the
following conditions:

Date request was submitted/ Date de'Soumission de larequéte June 2007 & ?
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

WL 23.3 Proposed: If the use of the products in par. 6.7.6 a. and b. is unlikely to be
effective in combating illness or injury, laying birds may be treated with chemical
allopathic drugs or antibiotics or parasiticides (not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311...) after
veterinary advice. The eqggs from such birds cannot be considered organic for 90 days
after the last treatment of such substances. Birds so treated can never be considered as
organic meat animals.

The suggested amendment will ensure that farmers can still administer veterinary drugs
without needing to have a veterinarian present. The committee feels this derogation (d)
for treatment of laying flocks is needed.

WL 202: (6.7.6.e) Add words “and poultry” so it reads: Antibiotic treatment of dairy
animals and poultry is permitted in emergencies under the following conditions: In Sub ii,
substitute word “milk” for “product”. In Sub iii, change “herd” to “herd or flock”. In Sub
iv add words “and poultry”; change “shall” to “may” and add “or in the case of poultry
with lifecycles shorter than a year, during their lifetime” so it reads: Dairy animals and
poultry may undergo only two treatments (of combined parasiticides and antibiotics) per
year, or in the case of poultry with lifecycles shorter than a year, during their lifetime”.

Rationale: Housekeeping changes to include poultry. Housekeeping change from “shall”
to “may” to recognize that goal is to not use treatments.
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Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

LWG meeting 21/1/14 Reject proposal. Allowing for medicating poultry is an old issue
previously discussed at length. However the WG agreed that a review of wording of
6.7.6.e is needed to improve clarity and ensure the intent is understood; proposals are
presented with the discussion of work list item 23.3.

Rejet de la proposition lors de la réunion du GT sur les animaux d’élevage tenue le

21 janvier 2014. Le fait de permettre I’administration de médicaments a la volaille est un
vieux probleme dont on a déja longuement discuté. Toutefois, le GT convient qu’il
importe de revoir la formulation du point 6.7.6.e pour en accroitre la clarté et assurer la
compréhension de I’intention; les propositions sont présentées conjointement avec
I’examen du paragraphe 23.3.

Rationale/Justification

Use of medications for laying hens and meat birds was discussed at the 10" meeting of
the TC. The TC rejected the proposals to allow antibiotics for poultry and this was
clarified by the addition of text in 6.7.8.d and 6.7.9vii regarding the use of antibiotics and
parasiticides in poultry flocks. There is no need for such an allowance for layers if there
is a comprehensive vaccination schedule for pullets. The poultry industry is moving away
from using antibiotics.

On a discuté de I’utilisation des médicaments pour les poules pondeuses et les oiseaux de
chair lors de la 10° réunion du CT. Ce dernier a rejeté la proposition visant a autoriser
I’administration d’antibiotiques a la volaille. Pour plus de précision, on a ajouté un texte
aux points 6.7.8.d et 6.7.9vii, concernant I’utilisation des antibiotiques et des
antiparasitaires dans les élevages de volailles. Il n’est pas nécessaire d’accorder une telle
autorisation pour les poules pondeuses si un calendrier de vaccination global est en place
pour les poussins. L’industrie de la volaille délaisse I’ utilisation des antibiotiques.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

None

Presentor/Working Group//Présentateur/Groupedetravaill Anne Macey, Livestock

Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECOmmendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 201 Veterinary medicinal substances poultry — _

Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 32.310 6.7.6d

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Health Care - Soilis/dé/Santé des animauix d*levage

Current wording in standards/ Versionactuelledans lanorme

6.7.6d d. When veterinary drugs other than those with specific requirements listed in this
standard or CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Productions Systems — Permitted Substances
Lists, are used, a withholding period equivalent to double the label requirement or 14
days, whichever is longer, shall be observed before the products from treated livestock
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can be considered organic.

Change minimum withdrawal period for veterinary drugs other that those listed in the
PSL to seven days for poultry. Proposed new wording: “.....a withholding period
equivalent to double the label requirement or 14 days, whichever is longer, shall be
observed before the products from treated livestock can be considered organic. In the
case of poultry, the minimum withholding period is equivalent to double the label
requirement or seven days”.

Certain coccidiostats approved by Health Canada in poultry have no withdrawal period so
14 days is excessive, especially given the propensity for ranged and floor birds to acquire
coccidiosis and worms.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

LWG Meeting 21/1/2014 Reject proposal

La proposition a été rejetée lors de la réunion qu’a tenue le GT sur les animaux d’élevage
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le 21 janvier 2014.

Rationale/Justification

This was debated at a previous TC meeting. There should be no special consideration for
poultry. It should be same withdrawal time for all types of livestock. There is no need to
use coccidiostats in organic poultry production; birds can be given a vaccine at one day
old.

Ce point a fait I’objet d’un débat lors d’une réunion précédente du CT. Aucune mesure
spéciale ne doit étre prévue pour la volaille. Le délai d’attente doit étre le méme pour tous
les types d’animaux d’élevage. Il n’est pas nécessaire d’utiliser des anticoccidiens dans le
cadre de I’élevage biologique de la volaille; on peut vacciner les oiseaux lorsqu’ils sont
agés d’un jour.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

No change

Presentor/Working Group/Préséntateur/Groupe detravaill Anne Macey
Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

85



WL - 199 Add exceptions to 6.2.2di for poultry — _
Section Number(s) ENUMEro des sections|c.2.2.di

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Origin of Livestock — Dfigihedes animaux d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Versionactuelledans lanorme

6.2.2.di Poultry used for edible poultry products shall be poultry that have been under
continuous organic management, in accordance with this standard, beginning no later
than the second day of life; birds shall not have been given medication other than
vaccines.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte »

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Add “except as otherwise stipulated in this standard”

Further requested changes will suggest exceptions associated with antibiotics,
coccidiostats, parasiticides and de-wormers for poultry.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

This proposal is no longer relevant and should be removed from the work list.

Cette proposition n’est plus pertinente et doit étre retranchée de la liste des travaux.
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Rationale/JUstification

6.2.2.di has been clarified ( Dec 2013 meeting) to only refer to chicks & eggs. Other
proposals to allow medications for poultry have been dealt with in the preceding items
and no changes were recommended.

Des preécisions ont été apportées au point 6.2.2.di (réunion de décembre 2013) de sorte
gu’on n’y mentionne que les oisillons et les ceufs. Les autres propositions concernant
I’autorisation des médicaments pour la volaille ont été traitées aux points précédents, et
aucune modification n’a été recommandée.

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommancee

None

Presentor/Working Group/iPFésentatelr/Groupe detravail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC Recommendation/IRecommendation duC

WG recommendation accepted as presented - no change to standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL -132 a,b,c & 23.3, Antibiotic treatment of dairy cattle - _

Section Number(s) ENUMEro des sections 32.310 6.7.6 e

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe
Livestock Health Care — Antibiotic treatment of dairy cattle - S0iRs de'sante des animaux

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la’norme

6.7.6. e. Antibiotic treatment of dairy animals is permitted in emergencies under the
following conditions:

I. The operator shall have written instructions from a veterinarian indicating
the product and the treatment method used.

ii. Such treatment shall result in a milk withdrawal time of at least 30 days or
two times the specific medication’s withdrawal period, whichever is longer.

iii. Antibiotic use shall be documented in herd health records.

Iv. Dairy animals shall undergo only two treatments (of combined parasiticides
and antibiotics) per year. Dairy animals that require more than two treatments
shall undergo a 12-month transition period.

<

Dairy animals with chronic conditions requiring repeated use of this practice
shall be removed from the herd.
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Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la'requéte 2008 3rd ballot

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

132a: Although we agree with the need for allowing antibiotic use, this is likely to be
problematic for some international countries. The committee must be prepared to accept
for other markets that antibiotic use may not be allowed. Further, given this major
discrepancy, we would suggest that this allowance be reviewed every 3-5 years to
determine if this is still necessary for the industry. As the industry evolves and learns
better processes we would expect that there will be a time when antibiotics would not be
needed, or farmers will be able to withstand some products being sold as conventional.

132b: Antibiotic treatments of dairy animals. I think that the withdrawal time may be too
short, and that a lifetime ban might have been more appropriate. | don’t think 30 days is
consistent with consumer expectations, and it seems dairy farmers could have lived with
longer or life exclusion. It is a potential future trade issue with the US, for processed
products containing dairy ingredients. The US is not going to allow antibiotics and dairy
any time soon.
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132c: The use of antibiotics at any time in animals is prohibited in other standards and at
this time goes against the perception of consumers as to what organic means. This could

also create a trade barrier to Canadian products wishing to export to an area where use of
antibiotics in animals is totally forbidden.

23.3: re 6.7.6.e.v Dairy animals with chronic conditions requiring repeated use of this
practice shall be removed from the herd. Comment: the practice in iv. Insert par.
reference: the practice specified in par. 6.7.6 iv.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT 120/2/14

Concerns regarding use of antibiotics and potential trade barriers (WL 132 a, b & ¢) were
deemed non persuasive and the allowance for use of antibiotics should continue.
Revisions are proposed to the text of 6.7.6 only for greater clarity of intent. (WL 23.3 &
WL 202 comment)

A corresponding revision is proposed to the text of 6.7.9 v where the term “(of combined
antibiotics and parasiticides)’ is used.

Les préoccupations concernant I’utilisation des antibiotiques et les obstacles au
commerce possibles (points 132 a, b et c) ont été jugées non convaincantes et
I’autorisation de I’utilisation des antibiotiques doit &tre maintenue. Des modifications ne
sont proposees que pour le texte de I’alinéa 6.7.6, afin de préciser davantage I’intention.
(commentaire concernant les points 23.3 et 202 de la liste des travaux).

Une révision correspondante est proposée pour le texte du point 6.7.9v, ou la phrase
« (antibiotiques et parasiticides combinés) » est utilisée.
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Rationale/iJUstification

The Canadian approach is considered a good compromise approach; there is incentive to
use alternative treatments first and less pressure to withhold treatment which has been an
issue with the NOP. We have not received any evidence that there is hardship related to
this critical variance with the NOP program. Producers were polled in the last round and
all views considered; we do not believe opinions have changed. Revisions to the text
make it easier to understand and remove ambiguity.

L approche canadienne est considérée comme un bon compromis; on incite les
exploitants a recourir d’abord a des traitements substituts et on fait moins pression en vue
de la non-administration des traitements, ce qui a posé probléme avec le programme
biologique national (PBN). Nous n’avons recu aucune donnée probante indiquant des
préjudices résultant de cet écart crucial avec le PBN. Lors de la derniére série
d’entretiens, on a mené un sondage aupres des producteurs et on a tenu compte de tous
les points de vue; selon nous, les opinions sont restées les mémes. Les modifications
apportées au texte en facilitent la compréhension et éliminent I’ambiguité.

Final wording recommended/ ESFmulation finale recommandee

6.7.6e

ii.  Such treatment shall result in a milk withdrawal time of at least 30 days
following the last day of a course of treatment, or two times the specific
medication’s withdrawal period, whichever is longer.

iv. Dairy animals shall not undergo more than enly two treatments with veterinary
drugs (whether of antibiotics, or parasiticides, or one of each ef-cembined

parasiticides-and-antibiotics) per year. Dairy animals that require more than two

treatments shall undergo a 12-month transition period.

V. Dairy animals with chronic conditions requiring repeated use of antibiotics
thispractice shall be removed from the herd.

6.7.9.v dairy animals requiring more than two treatments per year (whether of
parasiticides, or antibiotics, or one of each ef-combined-antibiotics-and
parasiticides) will lose organic status and shall go through a 12-month
transition.

6.7.6e

ii.  Le délai d’attente pour le lait doit étre d’au moins 30 jours suivant le dernier
jour d’une série de traitements, ou correspondre au double du délai d’attente
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prévu par la loi, selon la plus longue des deux périodes;

iv. Les animaux laitiers ne doivent pas subir plus seulement de deux traitements par
des médicaments a usage vétérinaire (qu’il s’agisse d’antibiotiques ou de

parasiticides, ou d’un de chaque uhe-combinaisen-de-parasiticides-et
erantibietigues) par année. Les animaux laitiers qui requiérent plus de deux

traitements doivent observer une période de conversion de 12 mois.

V. Les animaux laitiers souffrant d’une maladie chronique qui requiérent
I’administration répétee d’antibiotiques eette-pratigque doivent étre retires du
troupeau.

6.7.9.v les animaux laitiers qui ont besoin de plus de deux traitements par année
(qu’il s’agisse d’antibiotigues ou de parasiticides, ou d’un de chaque 4ne

combinaison-de-parasiticides-et-d antibiotigues) perdront leur statut biologique

et devront étre soumis a une période de conversion de 12 mois.

Presentor/Working GroupllPrésentateur/Groupe detravaill Anne Macey, Livestock

Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.7.6e

ii.  Such treatment shall result in a milk withdrawal time of at least 30 days
following the last day of a course of treatment, or two times the specific
medication’s withdrawal period, whichever is longer.

iv. If dairy animals undergo more than two treatments with veterinary drugs
(whether of antibiotics, or parasiticides, or one of each) per year they shall lose
their organic status and require a 12-month transition period.

v. Dairy animals with chronic conditions requiring repeated use of antibiotics this
practice shall be removed from the herd.
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6.7.9.v dairy animals requiring more than two treatments per year (whether of
parasiticides, or antibiotics, or one of each efcembined-antibiotics-and
parasiticides) will lose organic status and shall go through a 12-month
transition.

La recommandation du GT, concernant la modification de la norme 32.310, est
acceptée, c’est-a-dire :

6.7.6e

ii. Le délai d’attente pour le lait doit étre d’au moins 30 jours suivant le dernier
jour d’une série de traitements, ou correspondre au double du délai d’attente
prévu par la loi, selon la plus longue des deux périodes;

iv. Si les animaux laitiers subissent plus de deux traitements par des médicaments a
usage vétérinaire (qu’il s’agisse d’antibiotiques ou de parasiticides, ou d’un de
chaque) par année, ils doivent perdre leur statut biologigue et étre soumis a une
période de conversion de 12 mois.

V. Les animaux laitiers souffrant d’une maladie chronique qui requiérent
I’administration répétee d’antibiotiques eette-pratigque doivent étre retires du
troupeau.

6.7.9.v les animaux laitiers qui ont besoin de plus de deux traitements par année
(qu’il s’agisse d’antibiotigues ou de parasiticides, ou d’un de chaque 4ne

combinaisen-de-parasiticides-et-d antibiotiques) perdront leur statut

biologique et devront étre soumis a une période de conversion de 12 mois.

WL - 134 Meat - wording /Niande - libellé

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 6.7.9 v

Existing/éxistant
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Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Livestock Health Care — parasites - S0iiis\de/Safté des animaux d*élevage = parasites

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.7.9v ......... These dairy animals shall never be organic for slaughter purposes

—

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Comment made on the French version but could apply to the English version which reads
“These dairy animals shall never be organic for slaughter purposes”. Since “ Boucherie”
is already used in many other paragraphs of the standard an in-depth study concerning
this change is required.

[...] 'animal laitier ne doit jamais étre considéré comme biologique pour fa-beucherie-la
viande. « Boucherie » est déja employé dans plusieurs paragraphes de la norme et il
faudra étudier plus a fond cette demande de changement.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

The LWG reviewed clauses where the words meat and slaughter are used. We determined
that the concern is for “meat” rather than whether or not an animal is being slaughtered
and have proposed wording changes accordingly.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage a examiné les clauses incluant les mots « viande » et

« boucherie ». Nous avons déterminé que les préoccupations ont a voir avec la viande,
plutét qu’avec la question de savoir si un animal est abattu ou non, et nous avons propose
des modifications a la formulation en conséquence.

Rationale/ Justification

Once an animal is slaughtered there are other potential products such as hides or bone
meal not just the meat. Encouragement of a new “organic” market for these non- meat
products should not be discouraged. Products sold as organic wool or hides should be
from animals that are raised according to the organic standard (i.e. the status of the
animal while it is managed on the farm) not the status of the meat product intended for
human consumption or pet food.

Lorsqu’un animal est abattu, il en résulte des produits possibles autres que la viande, tels
que les peaux et la farine d’os. Il importe de ne pas faire obstacle aux mesures
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d’incitation a la création d’un nouveau marché « biologique » pour ces produits autres
que la viande. Les produits vendus a titre de laine ou de peaux biologiques doivent
provenir d’animaux élevés conformément a la norme biologique (c.-a-d. le statut de
I’animal a la ferme), et non le statut du produit de viande destiné a la consommation
humaine ou a des aliments pour animaux de compagnie.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

6.7.8 c Synthetic parasiticides to meat animals except as provided in para. 6.7.9

6.7.8.d antibiotics to meatanimals livestock slaughtered for meat or to and birds for egg
production

6.7.9 iv there shall be only one treatment for slaughteranimals to be used for meat under a year

old, and maximum of two treatments for older slaughter animals that will be used for meat.

Meat slaughter-animals that require further treatment will lose organic status.

6.7.9V e Meat products from these dairy animals shall never be organic-ferslaughter

6.7.8c des parasiticides synthétiques aux animaux de-beucherie, sous réserve de l'al. 6.7.9;

6.7.8.d des antibiotiques aux animaux-de-beucherie animaux d’élevage abattus pour la
production de viande ou aux oiseaux qui produisent les ceufs;

6.7.9iv il ne doit y avoir qu’un traitement pour les animaux de-beucherie destinés a la
production de viande et dgés de moins d’un an, et un maximum de deux traitements pour les

animaux plus vieux qui seront utilisés pour la production de viande. Les animaux de boucherie

qui ont besoin d’autres traitements perdront leur statut biologique.

6.7.9V .. Les produits de viande issus de ces animaux laitiers ne doivent jamais étre

considérés comme biologiques peurta-beucherie:

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail Anne Macey, Livestock
Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014
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TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted in principle (some wordsmithing required) to amend 32.310 as
follows:

6.7.8 c Synthetic parasiticides to meat animals except as provided in para. 6.7.9

6.7.8.d antibiotics to meatanimals livestock slaughtered for meat or to and birds for egg
production

6.7.9 iv there shall be only one treatment for slaughteranimals to be used for meat under a year
old, and maximum of two treatments for older slaughter animals that will be used for meat.
Meat slaughter-animals that require further treatment will lose organic status.

6.7.9 v dairy animals requiring more than two treatments per year (of combined
antibiotics and parasiticides) will lose organic status and shall go through a 12-month
transition. Meat products from these dairy animals shall never be organicferslaughter
purpeses:

(WORDSMITHING REQUIRED FOR THE LAST SENTENCE OF 6.7.9 v)

La recommandation du GT est acceptée en principe (un certain remaniement est nécessaire),
relativement a la modification de la norme 32.310, c’est-a-dire :

6.7.8c des parasiticides synthétiques aux animaux de-beucherie, sous réserve de l'al. 6.7.9;

6.7.8d des antibiotiques aux animaux-de-beucherie animaux d’élevage abattus pour la
production de viande ou aux oiseaux qui produisent les ceufs;

6.7.9iv il ne doit y avoir qu’un traitement pour les animaux de-beucherie destinés a la
production de viande et dgés de moins d’un an, et un maximum de deux traitements pour les

animaux plus vieux qui seront utilisés pour la production de viande. Les animaux de boucherie

qui ont besoin d’autres traitements perdront leur statut biologique.

6.7.9v les animaux laitiers qui ont besoin de plus de deux traitements par année
(antibiotiques et parasiticides combinés) perdront leur statut biologique et devront étre
soumis a une période de conversion de 12 mois. Les produits de viande issus de ces

animaux laitiers ne doivent jamais étre considérés comme biologiques peurita
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boucherie:

(REMANIEMENT NECESSAIRE POUR LA DERNIERE PHRASE DU POINT 6.7.9v)

WL - 3.1 Veterinary drug withdrawal times - _
Section Number(s) _ 6.7.6d

Work List Number(s) / Niméro(s) delaliste de travaux : 3.1

Name of substance/section/ Nom dellasubstance/paragraphe

6.7 Livestock Health Care

Current wording in standards/ _

6.7.6.d When veterinary drugs other than those with specific requirements listed in this standard
or CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists, are used, a
withholding period equivalent to double the label requirement or 14 days, whichever is longer,
shall be observed before the products from treated livestock can be considered organic.




Date request was submitted/ _ July 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Eommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

32.310 does not specify that the withdrawal period specified in 32.311 applies. The info in
32.311 should be repeated in 32.310 to avoid confusion.

Minor edits to 6.7.6d will provide greater clarity. It is not necessary to repeat information in the
SL.

0

Rationale/Jistification

The reference to the PSL indicates the intent and directs the reader to look for information in

that document.

Final wording recommended Fofmulation finale recommandee

6.7.6.d When veterinary drugs other than those with specific withdrawal requirements Hsted in
this standard or in subsection 5.3 of CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic-Production-Systems—
Permitted Substances-Lists, are used, a withholding period eguivatentte double the label
requirement or 14 days, whichever is longer, shall be observed before the products from treated
livestock can be considered organic.
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Presentor/Working Group_ Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ _
April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

6.7.6.d When veterinary drugs other than those with specific withdrawal requirements
Hsted in this standard or in subsection 5.3 of CAN/CGSB-32.311, OrganicProduction

Systems—Permitted SubstaneesLists, are used, a withholding period eguivalent-te

double the label requirement or 14 days, whichever is longer, shall be observed before the
products from treated livestock can be considered organic.

6.2 Origin of livestock
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WL -19.4 Non organic rabbits for breeding - _

Section Number(s) ENUMEro des sections 6.2.2, 6.2.3

Name of substance/section/ Nofidelastbstance/paragraphe
Origin of livestock — (Ofigine des animaux d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dans la’norme

6.2.3 Animals purchased for breeding shall be from organic enterprises. By way of
derogation, when it can be shown that suitable organic breeding stock are not available,
non-gestating breeder animals and breeding males may be brought from a non-organic
operation onto an organic operation and integrated into the organic system. However, the
meat from such animals shall not be organic. Livestock from non-organic sources shall
not be considered as organic breeding stock outside the organic operation if raised
according to this standard for less than 12 months.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Non-organic rabbits (females and males) of less than 4 months of age should be allowed
to be brought in for breeding purposes when the herd is being built for the first time or
when organic animals are not available. The availability of organic rabbits is very limited.
Producers keep them to expand or renew the herd. Re: IFOAM, par. 5.3.1.

La norme doit autoriser, lorsque le cheptel est constitué pour la premiére fois
(conversion) et en cas d’indisponibilité d’animaux biologiques, I’acquisition de
reproducteurs (males et femelles) lapins de moins de 4 mois. Dans le cas de I’élevage des
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lapins, la disponibilité d’animaux biologiques (reproducteurs ou de remplacement) est
tres restreinte, car les éleveurs biologiques gardent généralement leurs animaux a la ferme
pour I’agrandissement et (ou) le renouvellement de leur cheptel. VVoir IFOAM, par. 5.3.1.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationdu'G 1

Reject proposal; the standard already allows for non-organic rabbits to be bought in for
breeding purposes. There was no agreement that an age limit should be imposed.

Rationale/Justification

The allowance in 6.2.2. diii and 6.2.3 apply to rabbits and no additional restrictions or
allowances are considered necessary.

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommandee

No change

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Grotipede travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to reject the proposal - no changes to the standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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6.8 Livestock Living Conditions - cont

WL - 76 Space requirements for rabbits — _
Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 6.5.12

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - Rabbits — CoRditions o elevage - Lapins

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

6.8.12.2 The minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for rabbits are as
follows:
Indoor Space Outdoor Runs and Pens
Young rabbits 0.3 m“/head 2 m*/head
Pregnant does 0.5 m*/head 2 m*/head

Does and offspring | 0.7 m* of floor space/doe and offspring |2 m*/head

Bucks 0.3 m“/head 2 m*/head
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i

Date request was submitted/ Date de'sotmission de la'requéte June 2008/juin 2008

Comment/Proposalfissue/ GoMimentaire/Proposition/ProbIEme

Density of types of animals other than poultry should be validated. Requirements for
rabbits are limited to outdoors exercise areas and outdoors pens. The following
requirements should be added to the Standard (re: QC Stds): Oudoors areas (5
m?/animal); Concrete exercise areas (2 m*/animal); Mobile pens (0.4 m*/animal for doe
and litter in shelter area and 2.4 m%/animal for pasture); Mobile pens (0.4 m%growing
animal)

Les capacites de charge des espéces autres que les volailles doivent faire I’objet d’une

validation. Par ailleurs, la norme CAN/CGSB 32.310 indique une seule capacité de
charge pour les jeunes lapins a I’extérieur (aire d’exercice et enclos).Les exigences
suivantes doivent étre ajoutées a la norme, conformément aux Normes biologiques de
référence du Québec : - aires d’exercice (5 M2lanimal); aires d’exercice en béton (2
mi/animal);

enclos mobiles (0,4 -animal pour les hases et leur portée dans une aire abritée et
2,4 MZlanimal en paturage);

enclos mobiles (0,4 MZlanimal en croissance)

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

The LWG agreed with the proposal that Standard should include additional specifications
for different systems including mobile pens as outlined above. We are therefore
proposing new wording to cover different housing options and to clarify intent with
respect to the prohibition on cages in 6.8.12.1 and the conditions needed for rabbits to
exhibit natural behaviour. This has resulted in the expansion of 6.8.12 to seven
paragraphs as well as additional text in 6.4.3. on the feed and feeding requirements for
rabbits not covered by requirements for other livestock species.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage est d’accord avec la proposition selon laquelle la norme
devrait comprendre des dispositions additionnelles pour différents systemes, dont les
enclos mobiles, tel qu’indiqué précédemment. Nous proposons donc une nouvelle
formulation pour tenir compte de diverses options de logement et pour préciser
I’intention en ce qui a trait a I’interdiction visant les cages mentionnée au point 6.8.12.1,
et aux conditions nécessaires pour que les lapins expriment leurs comportements
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normaux. Cela s’est traduit par I’élargissement de la portée de I’alinéa 6.8.12, qui compte
désormais sept paragraphes, ainsi que par I’ajout d’un texte a I’alinéa 6.4.3, concernant
les aliments et les besoins alimentaires des lapins qui ne sont pas Vvisés par les exigences
auxquelles sont assujetties les autres espéces d’animaux d’élevage.

Rationalef Justification

The section on rabbits is minimal and does not address all the different possible scenarios
for raising and housing organic rabbits. More information is needed. The prohibition on
cages in 6.8.12.1 has apparently been interpreted to mean use of wire fence as building
material rather than a small cage or hutch confining rabbits. It was also noted that there
are times when rabbits might need to be confined temporarily for protection from
predators. Bucks may need to be housed separately to prevent fighting, but they still need
to have space to exhibit their natural behaviours. The use of mobile pens is considered a
good solution for providing access to pasture for rabbits, but space requirements when a
foraging area is moved each day will differ from a situation in which rabbits have access
to a larger area that can potentially be overgrazed.

La section sur les lapins est minimale et ne tient pas compte des différents scénarios
possibles pour I’élevage et le logement des lapins biologigues. On a besoin de
renseignements additionnels. L’interdiction touchant les cages, mentionnée au

point 6.8.12.1, a apparemment été interprétée comme permettant I’utilisation d’une
cléture en grillage comme matériau de construction, plutot qu’une petite cage ou un
clapier pour le confinement des lapins. On a aussi fait observer qu’a certains moments, il
serait peut-étre nécessaire de confiner temporairement les lapins afin de les protéger
contre les prédateurs. Les lapins males devront peut-étre étre loges en un lieu distinct, de
facon a prévenir les combats, mais ils doivent quand méme disposer de I’espace
nécessaire pour exprimer leurs comportements normaux. Le recours a des enclos mobiles
est considéré comme une bonne solution, qui offre aux lapins I’acces au paturage, mais si
une aire de paturage est déplacée chaque jour, les exigences en matiére d’espace
différeront de celles qui s’appliquent dans une situation ou les lapins ont acces a une aire
plus vaste pouvant étre soumise a un surpaturage.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.8.12.1 Rabbits may be temporarily confined in cages or hutches when required for their
comfort and security (e.g. overnight). Continuous confinement Fhe-keeping-ofrabbits in
cages or hutches is not permitted.

6.8.12.2 The use of mobile pens on pasture is permitted provided pens do not restrict
natural behaviour and they are moved at least once every 3 days.

6.8.12.3 Rabbits shall have space to run, hop and dig, and to sit upright on their back legs
with ears erect. The minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for rabbits are as
follows:

104




Indoor Outdoor Outdoor Mobile pens
space runs/concrete Pasture
exercise areas
From Weaning | 0.3m?/head | 2m?/head 5m?/head |0.4m*head
to slaughter
Pregnant does |0.5m?/head | 2m?/head 5m?/head |0.5m*head
Doe & Litter |0.7m? 2m? 0.4m?in
shelter/2.4m? for
grazing area
Bucks 0.3m?head | 2m?/head 5m?head |0.4m%head

Add new clause to 6.4.3

6.4.3 f For rabbits the need for forage (grass, hay) and access to material to keep teeth

healthy (e.g. non-toxic gnawing blocks, root vegetables or tree branches).

6.8.12.1 Les lapins peuvent étre temporairement confinés dans des cages ou des

clapiers si une telle mesure est nécessaire pour leur confort et leur sécurité (ex. pendant

la nuit). Le confinement permanent Le-cenfinement-destapins dans des cages ou des
clapiers est interdit.

6.8.12.2 L utilisation d’enclos mobiles dans le paturage est permise, pourvu gue les

enclos ne fassent pas obstacle aux comportements normaux des lapins et qu’ils soient

déplacés au moins une fois tous les trois jours.

6.8.12.3 Les lapins doivent disposer de I’espace nécessaire pour courir, sauter, creuser

et s”asseoir sur leurs pattes de derriére, les oreilles dressées. Les exigences minimales
visant les espaces intérieurs et extérieurs pour les lapins sont les suivantes :
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Espace Aires d’exercice a Paturage |Enclos mobiles
intérieur I’extérieur/aires extérieur
d’exercice en béton
Du sevrage |0,3 m?/téte |2 m%/téte 5 m%/téte | 0,4 m?/téte
a I’abattage
Hasesen  |0,5 m?/téte |2 m%/téte 5 m#/téte | 0,5 m¥/téte
gestation
Hase et 0,7 m? 2 m? 0,4 m?dans une aire
portée abritée/2,4 m? pour
une aire de paturage
Lapins 0,3 m?/téte |2 m?/téte 5 m’/téte | 0,4 m?/téte
males
Ajouter une nouvelle clause au point 6.4.3
6.4.3f Les lapins ont besoin de fourrage (herbe, foin) et doivent avoir acces a certains
matériaux pour conserver une saine dentition (ex. blocs a ronger non toxigues, plantes-
racines potagéres ou branches d’arbre).

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.12.1 Rabbits may be temporarily confined in cages or hutches when required for their
comfort and security (e.g. overnight). Continuous confinement Fhe-keeping-ofrabbits in
cages or hutches is not permitted.
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6.8.12.2 The use of mobile pens on pasture is permitted provided pens do not restrict
natural behaviour and they are moved at least once every 3 days.

6.8.12.3 Rabbits shall have space to run, hop and dig, and to sit upright on their back legs
with ears erect. The minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for rabbits are as
follows:

Indoor Outdoor Outdoor Mobile pens
space runs/concrete Pasture
exercise areas

From Weaning | 0.3m?/head | 2m?/head 5m?/head |0.4m*/head
to slaughter

Pregnant does |0.5m?/head | 2m?/head 5m?/head |0.5m?head

Doe & Litter |0.7m? 2m? 0.4m?in
shelter/2.4m? for
grazing area

Bucks 0.3m?/head | 2m?/head 5m?head |0.4m%head

Add new clause to 6.4.3

6.4.3f For rabbits the need for forage (grass, hay) and access to material to keep teeth
healthy (e.g. non-toxic gnawing blocks, root vegetables or tree branches).

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.8.12.1 Les lapins peuvent étre temporairement confinés dans des cages ou des clapiers
si une telle mesure est nécessaire pour leur confort et leur sécurité (ex. pendant la nuit).

Le confinement permanent Le-confinement-destapins dans des cages ou des clapiers est
interdit.

6.8.12.2 L utilisation d’enclos mobiles dans le paturage est permise, pourvu gue les
enclos ne fassent pas obstacle aux comportements normaux des lapins et qu’ils soient
déplacés au moins une fois tous les trois jours.
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6.8.12.3 Les lapins doivent disposer de I’espace nécessaire pour courir, sauter, creuser et

s’asseoir sur leurs pattes de derriere, les oreilles dressees. Les exigences minimales visant

les espaces intérieurs et extérieurs pour les lapins sont les suivantes :

Espace Aires d’exercice a Paturage | Enclos mobiles
intérieur I’extérieur/aires extérieur
d’exercice en béton
Du sevrage |0,3 m?/téte |2 m/téte 5 m?/téte | 0,4 m%/téte
a I’abattage
Hasesen  |0,5 m?/téte |2 m/téte 5 m?/téte | 0,5 m%/téte
gestation
Hase et 0,7 m? 2 m? 0,4 m?dans une aire
portée abritée/2,4 m? pour une
aire de paturage

Lapins 0,3 m%/téte |2 m*/téte 5 m’/téte | 0,4m°/téte
males

Ajouter une nouvelle clause au point 6.4.3

6.4.3 f Les lapins ont besoin de fourrage (herbe, foin) et doivent avoir acces a certains

matériaux pour conserver une saine dentition (ex. blocs a ronger non toxigues, plantes-

racines potageres ou branches d’arbre).
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WL - 96 Lighting - Eclairage
Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 6.8.12

New/NGVeal

Name of substance/section/ Nofidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Rabbits - — Conditions d’élevage = Lapins

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission dela’requéte June 2008/juin 2008

Comment/Proposalfissue/ GoMimentaire/Proposition/ProbIEme

The standard does not suggest minimum lighting for swine or rabbit production. Proposed
wording (for 6.8.12 et 6.8.13): Lighting shall be available for a minimum period of 8
hours a day, and shall permit the stockbreeder to inspect animals at any time.

La norme ne fournit aucune précision sur la durée minimum d’éclairage dans les élevages
de porcs et de lapins. Libellé proposé (des par. 6.8.12 et 6.8.13) : La durée minimum
d’éclairage est de huit (8) heures. L’éclairage doit permettre a I’éleveur d’inspecter les
animaux en permanence.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandationduc r

The LWG agrees that something more regarding lighting for rabbits would be
appropriate. There is a general statement in 6.8.1a about the need for access to natural
day light and more specifics were added in the poultry section. A new paragraph 6.8.12.4
is proposed for rabbits.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage convient que des mesures additionnelles concernant
I’éclairage dans les élevages de lapins seraient appropriées. Le point 6.8.1a inclut un
énoncé général sur I’acces a la lumiére naturelle du jour, et d’autres précisions ont été
ajoutées a la section sur la volaille. Un nouveau point 6.8.12.4 est proposé pour les lapins.
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RationalefJUstification

Rabbits naturally spend time in dark environments (burrows), but also forage outside at
different times of the day. Rather than focus on a specific minimum number of hours of
light a more general statement addressing the needs of the rabbits was preferred.
Guidance was obtained from the Animal Welfare Approved standards for rabbits.

Bien qu’il soit naturel, pour eux, de passer du temps a I’abri de la lumiére (terriers), les
lapins paissent a I’extérieur a différents moments de la journée. Plutbt que de mettre
I’accent sur un nombre minimal précis d’heures de clarté, on privilégie un énoncé plus
général sur les besoins des lapins. On s’est inspiré des normes Animal Welfare Approved
(approuvé pour le bien-étre des animaux) concernant les lapins.

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommancee

6.8.12.4 Rabbits shall not be subjected to continuous lighting or kept in permanent
darkness. In daytime rabbits shall be able to clearly see each other and their surroundings.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesoumissioniatic

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.12.4 Rabbits shall not be subjected to continuous lighting or kept in permanent
darkness. In daytime rabbits shall be able to clearly see each other and their surroundings.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
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c’est-a-dire :

6.8.12.4 Les lapins ne doivent pas étre soumis a un éclairage continu ou gardés
constamment dans I’obscurité. De jour, les lapins doivent étre en mesure de distinquer
clairement leurs pareils et leur environnement.

WL - 104 Clarify when rabbits can be confined - _
Section Number(s) [INUMEro des'sections 6.8.12

New/Nolvead

Name of substance/section/ Nofidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions - Conditions d*élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de'la'requéte June 2008/juin 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

The standard should detail the possibility of keeping pregnant rabbits and their offspring
indoors, similar to the Quebec standard. Proposed wording (for 6.8.12): The lack of
outdoor access for rabbits is allowed from the 19th day until the 28th day of gestation and
from birth until 21st day of (at?) weaning. Both the raising of rabbits until weaned and
the final fattening phase for meat production may take place inside.
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La norme ne fournit aucune précision sur la possibilité de maintenir les lapines en
gestation et leur progéniture a I’intérieur, comme le font les Normes biologiques de
référence du Québec. Libellé proposé (du par. 6.8.12) : Le manque d’acces a I’extérieur
des lapines est toléré a partir du 19e jour jusqu’au 28e jour de gestation, et & partir du jour
de la mise bas jusqu’au 21e jour de sevrage. L’élevage des lapereaux jusqu’au sevrage et
au stade final d’engraissement pour la production de viande peut avoir lieu a I’intérieur.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

The LWG agreed that does and litters can be kept without outdoor access but did not find
justification to allow for final finishing without outdoor access. Two new paragraphs
6.8.12.5 & 6.8.12.6 are proposed.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage convient que les hases et les portées peuvent étre
confinées a I’intérieur, sans avoir acces a I’extérieur, mais ne voit rien qui justifie le fait
d’autoriser I’engraissement final sans acceés a I’extérieur. Deux nouveaux points sont
proposeés (6.8.12.5 et 6.8.12.6).

Rationalef Justification

The proposal addresses the behavioural needs of the does and allows the operator to
provide a secure environment for a doe and her litter. The Animal Welfare Approved
standards for rabbits were used for guidance regarding the age at which rabbits should
have outdoor access. We did not find any information to suggest that the final finishing
stage should take place indoors.

La proposition tient compte des besoins comportementaux des hases et permet a
I’exploitant d’offrir un environnement sécuritaire a la hase et a sa portée. On s’est inspiré
des normes Animal Welfare Approved (approuvé pour le bien-étre des animaux)
concernant les lapins, pour ce qui touche a I’age auquel les lapins devraient avoir accés a
I’extérieur. Nous n’avons trouvé aucune information donnant a penser que la phase
d’engraissement finale doit se dérouler a I’intérieur.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.8.12.5 Does about to give birth shall be provided with secluded individual burrows or
nest boxes for kindling (qgiving birth).

6.8.12.6 The doe and litter shall have free access to range and foraging areas once the
kits reach 21 days of age.

6.8.12.5 Il importe de fournir aux hases sur le point de mettre au monde, des boites ou des
terriers isolés pour la mise bas (mise au monde).

6.8.12.6 La hase et sa portée doivent avoir librement accés aux champs et aux aires de
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paturage une fois que les jeunes lapins ont atteint I’age de 21 jours.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.12.5 Does about to give birth shall be provided with secluded individual burrows or
nest boxes for kindling (qgiving birth).

6.8.12.6 The doe and litter shall have free access to range and foraging areas once the
kits reach 21 days of age.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptee,
c’est-a-dire :

6.8.12.5 Il importe de fournir aux hases sur le point de mettre au monde, des boites ou des
terriers isolés pour la mise bas (mise au monde).

6.8.12.6 La hase et sa portée doivent avoir librement accés aux champs et aux aires de
paturage une fois que les jeunes lapins ont atteint 1’age de 21 jours.

WL -105, 106 Minimum age for breeding & number of litters & 106 age of
weaning — Age pour reproduction, nombre de portées, age pour sevrage
Section Number(s) [INUMEre des'sections 6..8.12 ou 6.5

Existinglexistant
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Name of substance/section/ Nom de lasubstance/paragraphe

Livestock Living Conditions - Rabbits (or Breeding) - Conditions d’élévage pourlaping
(reproduction)

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dansianorme

None

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2008/juin 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

# 105 The standard provides no detail on the minimum age of the first litter and the
maximum number of litters per year. Use the Quebec standard as reference. Proposed
wording (for 6.8.12): The minimum age for the first litter is 16 weeks. The number of
litters per female should not exceed 6 per year.

La norme ne fournit aucune précision sur I’d&ge minimum de la premiére portée des
lapines biologiques, ou sur le nombre maximum de portées par an. La norme doit préciser
ces données, comme le font les Normes biologiques de référence du Québec. Libellé
proposé (du par. 6.8.12) : L’age minimum des reproducteurs a la premiére saillie est de
16 semaines. Le nombre de portées par femelle ne doit pas dépasser 6 par an.

# 106 The standard should specify, similar to the Quebec standard, the age of weaning for
rabbits. Proposed wording (for 6.8.12): Full weaning shall not take place before the age
of 35 days.

Age de sevrage des lapins : la norme CAN/CGSB 32.310 ne fournit aucune précision sur
I’age de sevrage des lapins biologiques. La norme doit préciser ces données, comme le
font les Normes biologiques de référence du Québec. Libellé proposé (du par. 6.8.12)

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Although there was agreement with the principle that breeding intensity should be
limited, there was no agreement to include specifics with respect to the number of litters
or age of breeding. Instead a limit is achieved by inclusion of a minimum weaning age as
proposed for 6.8.12.7

Bien que I’on soit d’accord avec le principe selon lequel I’intensité de mise a la
reproduction doit étre restreinte, on ne s’entend pas sur I’inclusion de précisions
concernant le nombre de portées ou I’age de reproduction. Au lieu de cela, une limite est
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établie par suite de I’inclusion d’un &ge de sevrage minimal, comme il a été proposé pour
le point 6.8.12.7.

Rationale/RJustification

If standards were introduced for number of litters or age of breeding, it would negatively
impact the ability of producers to keep organic rabbits in a colony system mimicking a
more natural habitat where there is no intervention at mating. The record keeping for such
a system (dates of breeding, age at breeding) would be problematic if gestating females
are not isolated. If a minimum weaning time is included this will limit the number of
litters that are possible in a year. However the proposed 35 days was not supported by
the Animal Welfare Approved standards for rabbits which state: “Weaning small breed
Kits at less than six weeks is prohibited. Weaning large breed Kits at less than eight weeks
of age is prohibited.”

Kits begin to eat more solid food at about 4 weeks as their digestive system matures and
the doe milk yield drops.

Si des normes étaient adoptées pour le nombre de portées ou I’age de reproduction, cela
aurait des effets négatifs sur la capacité des producteurs de garder des lapins biologiques
dans un systeme de colonies imitant un habitat plus naturel ou aucune intervention
favorisant I’accouplement n’est menée. La tenue de registres pour un tel systeme (dates
de reproduction, age au moment de la reproduction) serait problématique si les femelles
en gestation n’étaient pas isolées. Si une période minimale de sevrage est établie, cela
aura pour effet de limiter le nombre de portées possibles au cours d’une année. Toutefois,
la période de 35 jours proposée va a I’encontre des normes Animal Welfare Approved
(approuvé pour le bien-étre des animaux), qui stipulent que le sevrage des petites especes
de lapins agés de moins de six semaines est interdit, et que le sevrage de grosses especes
de lapins agés de moins de huit semaines est interdit.

Les jeunes lapins commencent a manger des aliments plus solides lorsqu’ils sont agés
d’environ quatre semaines, alors que leur systeme digestif se développe et que le
rendement laitier de la hase diminue.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.8.12.7 Weaning earlier than 6 weeks is prohibited. Earlier weaning is allowed if the
welfare of the doe or Kits is compromised.

6.8.12.7 Le sevrage de lapins agés de moins de six semaines est interdit. Un sevrage plus
précoce est permis si le bien-étre de la hase ou des jeunes lapins est compromis.
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Presentor/Working Group/iPFésehtateUr/Groupe dettravail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du'CT

WG will do more work on this and present a proposal to the TC at a later date.

Le GT retravaillera ce point et présentera une proposition au CT a une date
ultérieure.

WL - 245 Land for pigs — Tiefres pour 'élevage des pores
Section Number(s) ENUméro des sections 32.310 - 6.8.13.1

Existing/eXistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Livestock Living conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

6.8.13.1 The size of individual livestock operations shall respect a ratio of land-owned,
leased or available for spreading manure of animals housed, based on a balance between
animal units, feed production and manure management. Farrow to finish operators shall
not exceed 2.5 sows/ha.
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Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de'la requéte May 2010
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Not enouih Iand-densiti too hiih

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du' GT

Reject proposal.

Rationale/Justification

More land would be necessary if the requirement was to produce all feed on the farm but
the intent is that there only need be sufficient land for spreading manure.

Des terres additionnelles seraient nécessaires s’il importait de produire tous les aliments
pour animaux a la ferme, mais I’objectif se limite a disposer de suffisamment de terres
pour I’épandage du fumier.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

No change

Presentor/Working Group/Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - proposal is rejected - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL - 246 Pasture for pigs —Paturage|pourIes pores
Section Number(s) [INUmMEéro des sections 32.310, 6.8.13.2

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
Livestock Living Conditions -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

6.8.13.2: Pigs shall have access to outdoor exercise areas. Access to pasture is
recommended but not mandatory. Outdoor areas for pigs may also include woodlands or
other natural environments, in which case the same guidelines regarding pasture
management shall apply, i.e. management systems shall be designed to avoid soil
degradation, long-term damage to the vegetation or water contamination.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte May 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Pasture should be mandatori

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T

Reject Proposal

Rationale/ Justification

Pigs will graze but are omnivores requiring feed other than grass. Unless pasture areas
are large, pigs will quickly uproot vegetation leaving bare land that is no longer
“pasture”. Outdoor exercise areas that allow for rooting are sufficient.

Les porcs pacageront, mais comme ils sont omnivores, ils ont besoin d’aliments autres
que I’herbe. A moins que les aires de paturage soient vastes, les porcs déracineront
rapidement la végétation, laissant derriére eux des terres nues qui ne seront plus des

« paturages ». Il suffit de prévoir des aires d’exercice extérieures permettant
I’enracinement.
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Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommandee

No change

Presentor/Working GrouplPrésentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey , Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de'soumission au'cr

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 183.1 Problematic sows — _

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections 32.310 - 6.8.13.3

Existing/Bxistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Livestock Living conditions

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

6.8.13.3 Sows shall be kept in groups, except in the last stages of pregnancy and
during the suckling period. Management systems shall be designed to avoid restraining
sows. Restraint is allowed for a maximum of 5 days when needed for piglet protection.
Individual pens are allowed for the protection of females during estrus for a period of up
to 5 days or for other health reasons.
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Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Jan 2010 TC meeting

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme
Add that problematic sows need to be removed after a certain time period

Ajouter a la LT que les truies qui créent des problémes doivent étre retirées de I’élevage
apres un certain laps de temps

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
The WG reviewed the text and proposes changes to ensure the intent is understood.

Le GT a examiné le texte et propose des modifications pour faire en sorte que I’intention
soit bien comprise.

Rationale/ Justification

Original text was ambiguous and did not make clear the nature of the restraint, for
example in an individual pen, gestation stall or farrowing crate; or what is meant by
“during the last stages of pregnancy”. If the objective is to avoid the need to restrain
sows, it is advisable to remove problem sows from the herd but the determination should
be left to the herd person.

The newly released Pig Code of Practice ( 6 March 2014) states “In well-managed and
designed housing systems, it is possible to achieve equal or better productivity and health
in group housing systems compared to individual gestation stalls (2). Group sizes,
feeding systems, and mixing practices (i.e. stable group v. dynamic group) influence sow
welfare in group housing. Sows housed in stalls can show an increased incidence of
behaviours that indicate stress (2) (e.g. bar-biting, sham-chewing, excessive drinking).”

The allowances in 6.8.13.3 are consistent with recommendations in the Code.
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Le texte original était ambigu et ne précisait pas la nature de la restriction du mouvement,
par exemple, dans un enclos individuel, dans une cage de gestation ou dans une cage de
mise bas. Il n’indiquait pas non plus ce qu’on entend par « a la fin de la gestation ». Si
I’objectif est d’éviter d’avoir a restreindre le mouvement des truies, il est souhaitable de
retirer du troupeau les truies qui posent probléme, mais la décision devrait étre laissée a la
personne responsable du troupeau.

Le Code de pratiques pour le soin et la manipulation des porcs publié réecemment (6 mars
2014) stipule que « Dans les systemes de logement adéquatement congus et bien gérés, il
est possible d’arriver a ce que les truies logées en groupe soient aussi productives et en
santé, et méme davantage, que si elles sont gardées dans des cages de gestation
individuelles (2). La taille des groupes, les systemes d’alimentation et les méthodes
utilisées pour le regroupement des animaux (c’est-a-dire groupe stable versus groupe
dynamique) ont un effet sur le bien-étre des truies logées en groupe. Les truies logées en
cages risquent de présenter davantage de comportements révélateurs de stress (2) (ex. :
mordillement des barreaux, machouillage, consommation d’eau excessive) ».

Les autorisations indiquées au point 6.8.13.3 sont conformes aux recommandations du
Code.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

6.8.13.3 Sows shall be kept in groups, but may be individually housed for up to 5 days
before they are due to farrow, exeeptin-the-laststages-ofpreghaney-and during the
suckling period. Management systems shall be designed to avoid restraining sows in
stalls/crates. Restraint in a farrowing crate is allowed for a maximum of 5 days when
needed for piglet protection. Individual pens are allowed for the protection of females
during estrus, or for other health reasons, for a period of up to 5 days. Consider removing
sows from the operation permanently if they exhibit behavioural problems that pose risks
to other pigs or piglets (e.g. aggression).

6.8.13.3 Les truies doivent étre gardées en groupe, mais peuvent étre logées
individuellement pendant une période pouvant aller jusqu’a cing jours avant le moment
ou elles sont censees mettre bas, saufatafin-de-la-gestation et durant la période
d’allaitement. Les systemes de gestion doivent étre congus pour éviter de restreindre le
mouvement des truies dans les cages. La restriction du mouvement des truies dans une
cage de mise bas est permise pour un maximum de cing jours, au besoin, pour la
protection des porcelets. Les enclos individuels sont permis pour la protection des
femelles durant I’cestrus, ou pour d’autres raisons de santé, pour une période pouvant
atteindre cing jours. 1l convient d’envisager la possibilité de retirer définitivement les

121




truies de I’exploitation si elles présentent des problémes de comportement gui constituent
un risque pour les autres porcs ou porcelets (ex. comportement agressif).

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT
After discussion at the TC meetings, the WG will re-visit and come back to the TC at a later date:

6.8.13.3 Sows shall be kept in groups, but may be individually housed for up to 5 days
before they are due to farrow, exeeptin-the-laststages-ofpreghaney-and during the
suckling period. Management systems shall be designed to avoid restraining sows in
stalls/crates. Restraint in a farrowing crate is allowed for a maximum of 5 days when
needed for piglet protection. Individual pens are allowed for the protection of females
durlng estrus, or for other health reasons, for a perlod of up to 5 days. Gens-rder—remewnq

Maureen - Farrowing crates are no longer permitted in the standard given the change in
management code of practice and allow an adaptation period for operators to come into
compliance.

Requires defining terminology re “farrowing crate”... are there some acceptable and others not?
New code of practice for pigs ...Ron thinks that SPCA allows for five days..

Last sentence is for Rochelle’s (!!) guidance document, not appropriate in the standard.

Ted - original wording is clearer

Par suite des discussions menées dans le cadre des réunions du CT, le GT reverra ce point et
rendra compte de ses travaux au CT a une date ultérieure :

6.8.13.3 Les truies doivent étre gardées en groupe, mais peuvent étre logées
individuellement pendant une période pouvant aller jusqu’a cing jours avant le moment

ou elles sont censées mettre bas, saufatafin-de-la-gestation et durant la période
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d’allaitement. Les systemes de gestion doivent étre congus pour éviter de restreindre le
mouvement des truies dans les cages. La restriction du mouvement des truies dans une
cage de mise bas est permise pour un maximum de cing jours, au besoin, pour la

protection des porcelets. Les enclos individuels sont permis pour la protection des
femelles durant I’cestrus, ou pour d’ autres raisons de sante pour une perlode pouvant

Maureen — La norme ne permet plus les cages de mise bas, compte tenu de la
modification au code de pratiques en matiéere de gestion, et une période d’adaptation est
accordée aux exploitants pour leur permettre de se conformer aux nouvelles régles.

Il importe de définir le terme « cage de mise bas »... Certaines sont-elles acceptables et d’autres
pas?

Nouveau code de pratiques pour les porcs... Ron croit que la SPCA permet une période de cing
jours.

La derniere phrase convient pour le document d’orientation de Rochelle (!!). Elle n’est pas
pertinente dans la norme.

Ted — le libellé original est plus précis.

WL - 247 Space for pigs — ESpace pour les pores
Section Number(s) [INUMEre des'sections 32.310, 6.8.13.9

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nofmldelasubstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle' dans la’norme
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6.8.13.9 The minimum indoor and outdoor space requirements for pigs are as follows :

Indoor Space Outdoor Runs and
Pens

Sow and piglets (up to 40 days’ | 7.5 m * for each sow and Not required
old) litter
Growing pigs
a. up to 30 kg 0.6 m ?/head 0.4 m 2 /head
b. 30-50 kg 0.8 m ?/head 0.6 m ?/head
c. 50-85 kg 1.1 m 2 /head 0.8 m 2 /head
d. >85 kg 1.3 m ?/head 1.0 m ?/head
Sows in group pens 3m ?/head 3m ?/head
Boars in individual pens 9 m */head 9 m */head
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Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de larequéte May 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Goimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Not enough space. Indoor space would be ok if they had far more outdoor space.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

The LWG recommends this item be removed from the work list and requests that the
commenter submit specific recommendations as a new work list item that can be
considered before the next TC meeting.

Le GT sur les animaux d’élevage recommande que ce point soit retranché de la liste des
travaux, et demande que le commentateur présente des recommandations précises, de
sorte qu’un nouveau point puisse étre examiné avant la prochaine réunion du CT.

Rationale/JUStification

There was no specific proposal.

Aucune proposition précise n’a été faite.

Final wording recommended/ EGFmulation finale recommandee

No change

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésehtateur/Groupe de travail

Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumissionau CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014
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TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to go back to commenter for a specific request and re-
consider when that has been submitted.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée, quant au fait de rendre compte au
commentateur, pour une demande particuliére, et de revoir le moment auquel cette
demande a été présentée.

WL - 27 & 27c¢ Grazing on common land - _

Section Number(s) INUmME&ro des sections |32.310, 6.8.6

Existinglexistant

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Livestock Living Conditions

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

6.8.6. Animals reared in accordance with the provisions of this standard may be grazed
with other animals on common land (i.e. crown range or community pasture), provided
that[1]

a. this land has not been treated with products other than those allowed in accordance
with this standard for at least three years;

=

health care and feed products available to organic livestock on common land shall be
in accordance with this standard,;

c. identification permits clear distinction between organically raised animals and non-
organically raised animals.

[1] Note: In addition to the requirements previously stated, the following apply to

specific types of livestock.
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Date request was submitted/ Date de Soumission de'la requéte June 2007, June 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

WL 27 Change standard as follows: Animals reared in accordance with the provisions of
this standard may be grazed with other animals on common land (i.e. crown range or
community pasture), provided that documentation shows...

the suggested amendment makes the standard more verifiable.

27¢ Intent is not clear. The intent is that non-organic animals that graze on common land
not be fed non organic feed during the grazing season to not jeopardized the organic
integrity or organic livestock. Use the wording in the EEC 2092/91, consolidated version
dated Dec 17, 07, par. 1.7 and 1.8. Excerpt in French on the proposal form.

1.8 By way of a second derogation from this principle, animals reared in accordance with
the provisions of this Regulation may be grazed on common land, providing that: a)

the land has not been treated with products other than those allowed for in Annex Il of
this Regulation, for at least three years; b)  any animals which use the land concerned,
which are not subject to the requirements of this Regulation, are derived from extensive
production, as defined in Article 6 (5) of Regulation (EC) no 950/97; or, for other
species not mentioned in that Regulation, the number of animals per ha corresponding to
170kg of Nitrogen per year/hectare as defined
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Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Accept proposal in WL 27, adding “documentation shows”

Remove footnote from this text and place where it belongs as a statement before 6.8.8.
Remove 27¢ from work list - the concern that the organic integrity is maintained is
addressed by the revision.

Accepter la proposition indiquée au point 27 de la liste des travaux, et ajouter « les
documents démontrent que ».

Retrancher la note en bas de page de ce texte et la placer a I’endroit qui convient, c’est-a-
dire en tant qu’énoncé avant I’alinéa 6.8.8.

Retrancher le point 27c de la liste des travaux — les corrections apportées réglent le
probléme rattaché au maintien de I’intégrité biologique.

Rationale/ Justification

The onus should be on the rancher to do due diligence and provide evidence that organic
integrity is not compromised when community pastures or rangelands are used for
grazing of organic cattle. This standard was originally included because the management
of these types of range are unique to western Canada and they are not necessarily
managed by the rancher leasing the grazing rights. A certifier needs to be able to review
each case to ensure integrity is not compromised but not necessarily require that an
inspector visit the entire area given the vast acreages involved.

Il doit incomber a I’exploitant de ranch de faire preuve de diligence raisonnable et de
démontrer que I’intégrité biologique n’est pas compromise lorsque des parcours ou des
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paturages communautaires sont utilisés a des fins de broutage pour les bovins
biologiques. Cette norme a été incluse initialement en raison du fait que ces types de
parcours sont propres a I’Ouest du Canada et qu’ils ne sont pas nécessairement gérés par
I’exploitant de ranch qui accorde les droits de paturage. Un certificateur doit étre en
mesure d’examiner chaque cas pour s’assurer que I’intégrité n’est pas compromise, mais
il n’est pas vraiment nécessaire qu’un inspecteur visite le secteur au complet, compte tenu
de I’immense superficie en cause.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandee

6.8.6. Organic Aanimals reared-in-accordance-with-the-provisions-of this-standard
may be grazed with ether non-organic animals on common land (i.e. crown range
or community pasture), provided that docunentation shows 4}

a. this the land has not been treated with products prohibited etherthan-those
aHoewed-in-aceordance-with by this standard for at least 36 months three-years;

b. health care and feed products available to organic livestock on common land
is shal-be in accordance with this standard;

c. identification permits clear distinction between organically raised animals and
non-organically raised animals.

4} Move so following statement appears between 6.8.7. and 6.8.8.
Note: In addition to the requirements previously stated, the following apply to specific
types of livestock.

6.8.6. Les animaux élevés de fagon biologique eleveés-confermément-atix
dispositions-de-ta-présente-norme peuvent paitre avec des d-autres animaux non
élevés de facon biologique sur une méme terre (c.-a-d. des paturages de la
Couronne ou des paturages communautaires), pourvu que les documents
démontrent que F}

a. cette-derniere la terre n’a pas été traitée a I’aide de produits interdits autres-gue
ceuxpermis par la présente norme, pendant au moins 36 mois treis-ans;

b. les soins de santé et les produits d’alimentation utilisés pour les animaux
biologiques élevés sur une méme terre respectent la présente norme;

c. l’identification permet de distinguer clairement les animaux élevés selon une
méthode biologique et les animaux élevés selon une méthode non biologique.

4} Déplacement, de sorte que I’énoncé ci-apres apparaisse entre les alinéas 6.8.7. et
6.8.8.

Remarque : En plus de I’exigence indiquée précédemment, les critéres ci-apres
s’appliquent a des types particuliers d’animaux d’élevage.
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail
Anne Macey Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT|

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.6. Organic Aanimals reared-in-accordance-with-the-provisions-of-this-standard

may be grazed with ether non-organic animals on common land (i.e. crown range
or community pasture), provided that documentation shows 4}

a. this the land has not been treated with produets substances prohibited ether
than-these-alowed-in-accordance-with by this standard for at least 36 months

three years;

b. health care and feed products available to organic livestock on common land
is shal-be in accordance with this standard;

c. identification permits clear distinction between organically raised animals and
non-organically raised animals.

£} Move so the following statement appears between 6.8.7. and 6.8.8.
Note: In addition to the requirements previously stated, the following apply to specific
types of livestock.

La recommandation du GT concernant la modification de la norme 32.310 est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.8.6. Les animaux élevés de facon biologique élevés-conformémentatx
dispositions-de-ta-présente-norme peuvent paitre avec des d-autres animaux non
élevés de facon biologique sur une méme terre (c.-a-d. des paturages de la
Couronne ou des paturages communautaires), pourvu que les documents
démontrent que 4}

a. cette-derniere la terre n’a pas été traitée a I’aide de produits interdits autres-gue
ceuxpermis par la présente norme, pendant au moins 36 mois treis-ans;

b. les soins de santé et les produits d’alimentation utilisés pour les animaux
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biologiques élevés sur une méme terre respectent la présente norme;

c. I’identification permet de distinguer clairement les animaux élevés selon une
méthode biologique et les animaux élevés selon une méthode non biologique.

4} Déplacement, de sorte que I’énoncé ci-apres apparaissent entre les alinéas 6.8.7. et
6.8.8.

Remarque : En plus de I’exigence indiquée précédemment, les critéres ci-apres
s’appliquent a des types particuliers d’animaux d’élevage.

WL - 260 Cleaning products for livestock housing — _

Section Number(s) [ENUMEro des sections|6.8.4
Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nofmidelastbstance/paragraphe
Livestock Living Conditions — Conditions d’élevage

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle' dansla’norme

6.8.4 Housing, pens, runs, equipment and utensils shall be properly cleaned and
disinfected to prevent cross infection and build-up of disease-carrying organisms.

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission delarequéteé March 2014
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Eomimentaire/Proposition/ProbIeme

Add text in 6.8.4 to clarify the type of products that can used for cleaning, sanitizing and
disinfecting livestock facilities and equipment.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Allow a wider variety of products than currently listed for food contact surfaces in
Section 7 of the PSL. Text is proposed to clarify the types of products that would be
acceptable.

Permettre un plus vaste choix de produits que celui actuellement indiqué a la section 7 de
la Liste des substances permises (LSP), pour ce qui est des surfaces en contact avec les
aliments. Le texte proposé vise a preciser les types de produits qui seraient acceptables.

Rationale/Justification

Livestock are not usually present when cleaning and disinfecting takes place therefore
there is no need to place restrictions on the type of product used other than giving
consideration to any negative environmental impact. Any disinfectant recommended for
a particular disease should be allowed. In the case of equipment that comes into contact
with food products e.g. milk lines, egg grading machines the requirements of Section 7 of
32.310 would apply.

Habituellement, les animaux d’élevage ne sont pas présents pendant les travaux de
nettoyage et de désinfection. Par conséquent, il n’est pas nécessaire de soumettre a des
restrictions le type de produit utilisé, sauf s’il faut prendre en considération d’éventuels
effets négatifs sur I’environnement. Tout désinfectant recommandé pour lutter contre une
maladie particuliére doit étre permis. Dans le cas du matériel qui entre en contact avec
des produits alimentaires (ex. tuyauterie a lait, appareil de classement des ceufs), la
section 7 de la norme 32.310 s’applique.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancdee

6.8.4 Housing, pens, runs, equipment and utensils shall be properly cleaned and
disinfected to prevent cross infection and build-up of disease-carrying organisms.
Cleaning and disinfecting products shall be appropriate for their intended use giving
preference to those listed in Subsections 5.3, 7.3 & 7.4 of CAN/CGSB-32.311. For
disinfecting housing, pens and runs, any disinfectant recommended to combat a particular
disease organism may be used. For equipment which comes into contact with food
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products the requirements of Subsections 8.3.7 & 8.3.8 of CAN/CGSB -32.310 and
Subsections 7.3 & 7.4 CAN/CGSB -32.311 apply.

6.8.4 Le logement, les enclos, les aires d’exercice, I’équipement et les ustensiles doivent
étre nettoyés et désinfectés adéquatement afin de prévenir les risques d’infection et de
développement d’organismes porteurs de maladie. Les produits de nettoyage et de
désinfection doivent convenir a I’usage prévu et il importe de privilégier ceux qui sont
indigués aux paragraphes 5.3, 7.3 et 7.4 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311. Aux fins de la
désinfection du logement, des enclos et des aires d’exercice, on peut utiliser n’importe
guel désinfectant recommandé pour lutter contre un organisme particulier porteur de
maladie. En ce qui a trait au matériel qui entre en contact avec des produits alimentaires,
les exigences des paragraphes 8.3.7 et 8.3.8 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.310 et des
paragraphes 7.3 et 7.4 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 s’appliquent.

Presentor/Working Group/iPrésentateUr/Groupe detravail

Anne Macey , Livestock Working Goup

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission'au' CT

April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ RECommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

6.8.4 Housing, pens, runs, equipment and utensils shall be properly cleaned
and disinfected to prevent cross infection and build-up of disease-carrying
organisms. Cleaning and disinfecting products shall be appropriate for their
intended use giving preference to those listed in Subsections 5.3, 7.3 & 7.4
of CAN/CGSB-32.311. In the event of a reportable disease any disinfectant
needed may be used to clean housing, pens and runs. For equipment which
comes into contact with food products the requirements of Subsections 8.3.7
& 8.3.8 of CAN/CGSB -32.310 and Subsections 7.3 & 7.4 CAN/CGSB -
32.311 apply.

La recommandation du GT, concernant la modification de la norme 32.310, est acceptée,
c’est-a-dire :

6.8.4 Le logement, les enclos, les aires d’exercice, I’equipement et les
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ustensiles doivent étre nettoyés et désinfectés adéquatement afin de prévenir
les risques d’infection et de développement d’organismes porteurs de
maladie. Les produits de nettoyage et de désinfection doivent convenir a
I’usage prévu et il importe de privilégier ceux qui sont indiqués aux
paragraphes 5.3, 7.3 et 7.4 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311. En cas de
maladie a déclaration obligatoire, on peut utiliser n’importe quel désinfectant
nécessaire pour le nettoyage du logement, des enclos et des aires d’exercice.
En ce qui a trait au matériel qui entre en contact avec des produits
alimentaires, les exigences des paragraphes 8.3.7 et 8.3.8 de la norme
CAN/CGSB-32.310 et des paragraphes 7.3 et 7.4 de la norme CAN/CGSB-
32.311 s’appliquent.

WL - 212 Rewrite entire section — _
Section Number(s) _ 6

Work List Number(s) / Niimero(s) dellalisteideitravat : 212
Name of substance/section/ Nomidela substance/paragraphe

Livestock Production

Current wording in standards/ _

Date request was submitted/ _ July 2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme
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Rewrite and revote entire section. This entire section should be rediscussed and rewritten. The
elements should align to international standards and to current organic practices that all Organic
producers are using today — this includes for larger producers.

Recommendation by WG / RecommandationiauiGt

The current revision process addresses this work list item. WL 212 can be removed.

Rationale/fiistification
Final wording recommended/ Fofmulation finale recommandee
Presentor/Working Group_ Anne Macey, Livestock Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ _
April 16, 2014 — Vancouver — le 16 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to remove this item from the work list.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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Meetini of the CGSB Technical Committee on Orianic Airiculture, Aﬁril 14-16 2014

Working group recommendations

32.310 — section 7.2 - Maple Products — Produits de I’érable

31072133 — Vinegar during season -Vinaigre en saison
31072125-Anti-foaming _and_other production aids - Anticmousse. et autres produits

229 — Stock Inventory - InVentaire

225 - Cleaning of osmosis unit - Nettoyage de 'osmoseur
31072132a Peroxide and acetic acid Pefoxyde et acide acetique
31072132b - Sodium hydroxide - Solide caustigue

31072132c — NaOH - NaOH

228 - New wording for French section 7.2.13.2 only - Ré&criture et relocalisation de
7.2.13.4

80,2 — Plan for sugar bush - Plande Férabliere
31072133 — Filtrate for evaporators - Filtrat pour 'éVaporateuit

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

New/Notiveau

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux :
31072133 - Vinegar during season -

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe

7.2.13.3

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

7.2.13.3 Evaporators — Evaporators may be washed with potable water at any time. Vinegar or
fermented sap may be used at end of season.




Date request was submitted/ Date/de soumission de'la Fequéte

29/01/2014

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Question concerning the in-season use of vinegar.

Conventional maple syrup evaporators use hot air (heated by a wood-fired furnace or an oil
burner) to transfer heat to the sap through a metal surface. Since air is a poor conductor of heat,
it is necessary for the metal to have a large surface area. This type of evaporator has a corrugated
surface which increases the surface area available for heat transfer. Thanks to its greater
effective surface area, this type of evaporator transfers much less heat per square metre to the
pan, which reduces the thickness of the mineral layer that accumulates.

Some operators who produce large quantities of syrup use steam evaporators. As the steam
condenses on the lower metal surface of the pan, the heat is transferred to the sap. Because this
method is much more effective at transferring heat to the sap, much less area is required and a
flat pan can be used. In this system, the amount of heat transferred per square metre of pan
surface is several times greater than in a regular evaporator. This results in a considerable
reduction in the accumulation of minerals on the pan surface. According to our client, a full day
of boiling results in an accumulation of a layer of minerals a quarter inch thick. A layer this
thick cannot be removed with filtrate. The producer said that the use of acid is essential for
dissolving these minerals.

The Canadian organic standard prohibits the use of acids to clean the pans during the season,
even permitted acids such as concentrated vinegar.

Steam evaporators have a flat surface which can be easily washed and rinsed to remove acid
residues. The operator has proposed a washing procedure involving drainage and double rinsing
following the use of acetic acid during the season.




Recommendation by WG / RécommandationduGr

No change. However, the working group wants us to do some research on this topic.
Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

r

Rationale/ JUstification

This would open the door to abuse. Risk of contamination of syrup with acetic acid.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

J. Duval

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014 /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to table this request for further work by the WG.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée, pour que cette demande soit présentée en vue de
travaux additionnels par le GT.

Section Number(s) / NUMEéro des sections 7.2

Existing/existant

Work List Number(s) / Niméro(s) de la liste'detravaux :

31072125-Anti-foamini and other production aids - /Anti-mousse et autres




Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe

7.2.12.5et7.2.12.6

Pennsylvania maple wood , silica powder or clay dust

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

7.2.12.5 Defoamers — The only antifoaming agents permitted are Pennsylvania maple wood
(Acer pennsylvanicum, also known as striped maple or moosewood) and all organic vegetable
oils, except those made from soy, peanuts, sesame seeds or nuts.

Note: Oils made from soy, peanuts, sesame seeds or nuts are not permitted in order to ensure that
organic syrup is produced without these potentially allergens.

7.2.12.6 Syrup Filtration and Other Treatments — Organic maple syrup shall not be refined by
artificial means, bleached or lightened in colour. Simple filtration through cloth or paper, through
a filter press or through food grade diatomaceous earth, silica powder or clay dust with a filter
press to remove suspended solids is permitted.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de'soumission dellarequéte

From Working Group on Permitted Substances List — Processing

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

The section pertaining to maple is the only one in the standard (32.310) that mentions products
and processing aids. For other areas of production, these substances are listed in point 6.6 of the
Permitted Substances List (32.311).

The Working Group on Processing Substances has proposed three options:

1. Remove these substances from the standard (7.2.12.5 and 6) and add them to Table 6.6 in the
PSL;

2. Remove these substances from the standard and create a new table in the PSL specifically for




maple syrup production. The same solution could be used for cleaning products in maple syrup
production;

3. Leave these substances in the standard and specify in section 6 of the PSL that Table 6.6 does
not apply to maple syrup production (nor does it apply to cleaning products) and leave
subsections 7.2.12.5 and 7.2.12.6 intact.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Option 3 is retained. The reference to the substances in 32.310 will be kept, and a note will be
added to 32.311, section 6, to specify that the tables do not apply to maple syrup production.
Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

Rationale/ Justification

/In maple syrup production, the substances concerned are used in a very specific context.
Therefore, it would be necessary to add detailed annotations to the tables in section 6 of the PSL.
Furthermore, adding a reference concerning one or more tables in the PSL to the section on
maple syrup production could create confusion for maple syrup producers.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc




April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to act as follows:

Leave acer pennsylvanicum, silica powder and clay dust in the standard and
add them to the PSL table 6.6. Leave subsections 7.2.12.5 and 7.2.12.6
intact.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée, aux fins des dispositions
suivantes :

Laisser Acer pennsylvanicum, la poudre de silice et la poussiere d’argile
dans la norme et les ajouter au tableau 6.6 de la LSP. Laisser les sous-
sections 7.2.12.5 et 7.2.12.6 telles quelles.

Section Number(s) / NUMEFo des'Sections 7.2

New/Nouveau
Work List Number(s) / :
229 — Stock Inventory -

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastbstance/paragraphe

7.2.12.87

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

None, Aucun

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

11/10/2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Use the CARTYV, section 7.4.9.

7.4.9 Stock Inventory Status. Within a few months following the latest harvest, the operator
must transmit data to the certification body’s office pertaining to syrup amounts:

m Produced during the current year,

m Originating from former years and in storage,

m Sold directly to customers.

If any syrup stock is still unsold once the annual operations have ended, the operator must
ensure that all necessary steps have been made to preserve the quality of its product during the
storage period.




In order to conduct a thorough audit and file assessment, the certification agency and organic
inspectors require the proposed Stock Inventory Status section. The CAN/CGSB-32.310
document and the CARTV Organic Reference Standards must be consistent.

—

Recommendation by WG /
No change -

Unanimaously adopted on February 11, 2014
Adopté a I’'unanimité le 11 février 2014

Rationale/ JUstification

Covered in point C.2.3.11 of the Canada Organic Office Operating Manual.
Couvert par le point C.2.3.11 du Manuel de fonctionnement du bureau Bio-Canada.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUMEFo des Sections 7.2




Existing/existant

Work List Number(s) /
225 - Cleaning of osmosis unit -

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

7.2.13.2

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s
manufacturer. If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane’s controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of the season,
caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the volume of
clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead (residual)
volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once drained. The
daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The membrane flushing
water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the environment. Off-season
treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

11/10/2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Use the CARTYV Organic Standards, section 7.4.4: 7.4.4 Reverse Osmosis Extraction and
Membranes. The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall be cleaned using filtrate, according
to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s manufacturer. If a Pure Water
Permeability "PWP” test taken at end of season indicates that the membrane’s controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency at the end of the season, caustic soda
(NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the volume of clean water used
to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead (residual) volume of the unit,
meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once drained. The daily efficiency
readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The membrane flushing water shall be
disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the environment. Off-season treatment of




membranes with citric acid is permitted.

The CAN/CGSB-32.310 does not make any references to the 85% membrane efficiency, which
is an important base line when NaOH (caustic soda) is permitted for use. Organic producers
shall only use NaOH when the membrane’s efficiency is less than 85% of the end or start of the
season efficiency level. The current COS states that the organic producers must follow the
manufacturer’s recommendations. These recommendations will encourage excessive use of soap
which is not appropriate for organic production. This product is highly caustic so its use must be
restricted for environmental and product quality reasons. The proposed changes have been part
for the CARTV Organic Standards for some time now.The CAN/CGSB-32.310 document and
the CARTYV Organic Reference Standards must be consistent.

Date/Name/Comment

J. Duval (3 février 2014): Déja réglé?? Already resolved??

This has been corrected in the PDF versions and the online version in English. However, the
online version in French has not been corrected: http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-
cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
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http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082
http://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/ongc-cgsb/programme-program/normes-standards/internet/bio-org/principes-principles-fra.html#a082

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Already resolved. However, the online version in French needs to be corrected.
Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

Note: In an email to Jean Duval dated February 24, Mark Schuessler pointed out that the
correction had been made to the online version in French.

Rationale[Justification

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

Already resolved. However, the online version in French needs to be corrected.
Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

Note: In an email to Jean Duval dated February 24, Mark Schuessler pointed out that the
correction had been made to the online version in French.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée en vue de la modification de la norme 32.310 comme
suit :

Cette question est déja réglée. Toutefois, la version francaise en ligne doit étre corrigée.
Adoptée a I’'unanimité le 11 février 2014

Remarque : Dans un courriel a Jean Duval en date du 24 février, Mark Schuessler souligne que

la correction a été apportée a la version francaise en ligne.

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

Existing/existant

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) dellaliste de travaux™
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31072132a Peroxide and acetic acid Peroxyde et acide acétique

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle’dans’lanorme

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s
manufacturer. If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane’s controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of the season,
caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the volume of
clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead (residual)
volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once drained. The
daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The membrane flushing
water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the environment. Off-season
treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’Soumission dellarequéte

From Standards Interpretation Committee

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

At the end of the season, can a maple syrup producer use Oxysan for membrane cleaning?

This product consists of peroxyacetic acid, acetic acid and hydrogen peroxide. It is used to clean
membranes. Oxysan is composed of three substances that are included on the Permitted
Substances List (PSL, Table 7.3). However, as is specified in the PSL, section 7 does not apply
to maple syrup production — The operator must meet the requirements for the different stages
of production as described in section 7.2 of CAN/CGSB-32.310, Organic Production Systems —
General Principles and Management Standards. With regard to membrane cleaning, the standard
specifies that MTBS can be used off-season for membrane storage (7.2.12.3), NAOH can be
used in-season when justified by the results of the Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test
(7.2.13.2), and citric acid can be used for off-season treatment of membranes (7.2.13.2). Prior to
using Oxysan, the producer is required to wash the membranes with citric acid. Citric acid
treatment of membranes is permitted off-season only. The producer must therefore wait until the
end of the season to perform this washing sequence and thus use Oxysan. Producers find that
Oxysan is very useful when NaOH (caustic soda) no longer effectively cleans membranes.
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Oxysan use would be accepted at the end of the season.

Proposed Change - Changement proposé

Add acetic acid and peroxyacetic acid as well as hydrogen peroxide for membrane cleaning.
(Following citric acid treatment?).

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit's
manufacturer. If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane's controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of the season,
caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the volume of
clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead (residual)
volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once drained. The
daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The membrane flushing
water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the environment. Off-season
treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted and may be followed by the use of
substances such as acetic acid, peroxyacetic acid and hydrogen peroxide.
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Recommendation by WG / Récommandation'duGr

No consensus within the working group. No change.

Rationale/ Justification

According to several producers, prevention measures would be sufficient.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

J. Duval

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to table this proposal pending receipt of recent information. The
WG will bring this forward to a future meeting.

La recommandation du GT est acceptée, quant au dépot de cette proposition en attendant la
réception de renseignements récents. Le GT abordera ce point dans le cadre d’une réunion
future.

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

New/Nouveau
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Work List Number(s) /‘
31072132b - Sodium hydroxide -

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastbstance/paragraphe

7.213.2

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

“...caustic soda iNaOHi mai be used to clean it.
«...

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

29/01/2014

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Alkaline soaps for membranes have NaOH as their main ingredient or active ingredient. They
also contain other substances (surfactant, organic salts, an impurities suspending agent, etc.).
See Ultrasil 10 in the attached example. It is widely used in organic production and is mentioned
in the MIB.

As Joél Boutin said: “NaOH, used alone, does not work very well or not at all.”

Although our accrediting body has never raised this issue, as a certification body, we are
required to apply the standard to the letter. That is why | have a problem with this proposal. It is
not my intention to remove the right to use this product (on the contrary), but I believe that in
order to ensure that we do not get rapped on the knuckles, we should amend the standard to give
it a broader wording along these lines:

*“...an alkaline soap made from caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it.”

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit's
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manufacturer. If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane's controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of the season, a
caustic soda (NaOH) based product may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the
volume of clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead
(residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once
drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The
membrane flushing water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the
environment. Off-season treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

Adopté a I’'unanimité le 11 février 2014

Rationale/ Justification

Better reflects the reality of the products used at present. NaOH on its own is not effective.

—

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shall
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit's
manufacturer. If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane's controlled
efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of the season, a
caustic soda (NaOH) based product may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the
volume of clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead
(residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once
drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The
membrane flushing water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the
environment. Off-season treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT
WG TO RE-VISIT:

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit
and membranes shall only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time
and temperature recommended by the unit's manufacturer. If a Pure Water
Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane's controlled efficiency
is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of
the season, a caustic soda (NaOH) based product may be used to clean it.
Other substances ..... (use hierarchical language as in other sections
regarding assurance of PSL-compliance for all other substances)

Following washing with this NaOH based product, the volume of clean
water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the
dead (residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and
its components once drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations
shall be recorded in a logbook. The membrane flushing water shall be
disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the environment. Off-season
treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

Maureen - could we clarify that other substances in the “NaOH based
product” (as listed on its MSDS) need to be also listed on the PSL?

LE GT SE PENCHERA A NOUVEAU SUR LES POINTS SUIVANTS :

7.2.13.2 Osmoseur et membranes — Le nettoyage de I’osmoseur et des
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membranes doit se faire uniqguement a I’aide du filtrat, en respectant le
temps et la température recommandée par le fabricant de I’appareil. Si une
mesure de la perméabilité a I’eau pure (PEP) de la membrane révele une
efficacité contrélée inférieure a 85 % de I’efficacite contrblée en début de
saison, I’usage d’un produit a base de soude caustique (NaOH) peut étre
autorisé pour le nettoyage. Autres substances ..... (utiliser une terminologie
de style hiérarchique comme dans les autres sections, concernant
I’assurance de la conformité a la LSP pour toutes les autres substances)

Aprés un lavage a I’aide de ce produit a base de NaOH, le volume d’eau
propre utilisée pour le ringage de I’appareil doit étre égal ou supérieur a
40 fois le volume mort résiduel de I’appareil, soit le volume contenu dans
I’appareil et ses composantes une fois I’appareil drainé. Les relevés et les
calculs journaliers d’efficacité doivent étre consignés dans un registre.
L’elimination de I’eau de rincage de la membrane doit étre faite d’une
facon respectueuse de I’environnement. Le traitement des membranes a
I’acide citrique est permis hors saison.

Maureen — pouvons-nous préciser que les autres substances contenues dans
le « produit a base de NaOH » (telles qu’indiquées sur la FTSS) doivent
aussi apparaitre sur la LSP?

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

New/Nouveau
Work List Number(s) / :
31072132¢c — NaOH -

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastbstance/paragraphe

7.213.2

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

Date request was submitted/ Date/de soumission de'la Fequéte

29/01/2014

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Can a maple syrup producer use Sani-Osmo (attached) to clean membranes? Sani-Osmo is
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composed of NaOH (permitted under point 7.2.13.2) and sodium hypochlorite (PSL 7.4).
Hoever, the PSL specifies that section 7 does not apply to maple syrup production — The
operator must meet the requirements for the different stages of production as described in
section 7.2 of CAN/CGSB-32.310, Organic Production Systems — General Principles and
Management Standards.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Resolved. See change to 7.2.13.2 in preceding point (31072132b).
Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014

Rationale/ JUstification

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

PENDING OUTCOME OF PREVIOUS WL ITEM.....

DANS L’ATTENTE DES RESULTATS DES TRAVAUX LIES AU POINT PRECEDENT
DE LA LISTE DES TRAVAUX .....

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

Existing/existant
Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la'liste de travaux -
228 - New wording for French section 7.2.13.2 only - Réécriture et
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Name of substance/section/ Nom de la'substance/paragraphe
7.2.13.4

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dans la norme

7.2.13.4 Prohibited Products — Products other than those specified in par. 7.2.13.1 and 7.2.13.3
are prohibited, including those based on phosphoric acid.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

11/10/2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

New wording for French section 7.2.13.2 only: Tout autre produit qui n’est pas spécifié dans les
sections 7.2.13.1 et 7.2.13.3 est interdit, y compris ceux a base d’acide phosphorique. This
French section should be re-located at the end of the section 7.2.13

The French and English version are not worded the same. The English version should be re-
translated (see proposed change) and used to replace the current French version. The section
should have the same section number for the French and English versions. It should be noted
that the CARTV Reference Standards has the almost identical wording in its section 7.5.1. The
CGSB Technical Committee should determine where this sentence should be located in
CAN/CGSB-32.310

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shalt
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s
manufacturer .However, If a Pure WaterPermeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane’s
controlled efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of
the season, caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the
volume of clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead
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(residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once
drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The
membrane flushing water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the
environment. Off-season treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

7.2.13.4 Prohibited Products — Products other than those specified in par. 7.2.13.1 and 7.2.13.3
are prohibited, including those based-en with a phosphoric acid base.

Adopté a I’'unanimité le 11 février 2014

Rationale/ Justification

For greater clarity and to make the wording consistent.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shalt
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s
manufacturer .However, If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane’s
controlled efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of
the season, caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the
volume of clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead
(residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once
drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The
membrane flushing water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the
environment. Off-season treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

7.2.13.4 Prohibited Products — Products other than those specified in par. 7.2.13.1 and 7.2.13.3
are prohibited, including those based-en with a phosphoric acid base.
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

J. Duval

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

7.2.13.2 Osmosis Extraction and Membranes — The reverse osmosis unit and membranes shalt
only be cleaned using filtrate, according to the time and temperature recommended by the unit’s
manufacturer .However, If a Pure Water Permeability (PWP) test indicates that the membrane’s
controlled efficiency is less than 85% of the controlled efficiency recorded at the beginning of
the season, caustic soda (NaOH) may be used to clean it. Following washing with NaOH, the
volume of clean water used to rinse the unit shall be greater than or equal to 40 times the dead
(residual) volume of the unit, meaning the total volume of the unit and its components once
drained. The daily efficiency readings and calculations shall be recorded in a logbook. The
membrane flushing water shall be disposed of in a manner that causes no harm to the
environment. Off-season treatment of membranes with citric acid is permitted.

7.2.13.4 Prohibited Products — Products other than those specified in par. 7.2.13.1 t0 7.2.13.3
are prohibited, including those based-en with a phosphoric acid base.
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Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des'sections 7.2 Erable

New/Nouveau

Work List Number(s) /
80,2 — Plan for sugar bush -

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastbstance/paragraphe

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

None - Aucun

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

Unknown - Inconnue

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add standard to require that the operator provides a detailed plan for each sugar bush with the
following information: sugar shacks, pumping stations, location of pipe lines, the number of taps
per pipe line and cardinal points, the history of each maple operation, a comprehensive area

lan, etc.

Recommendation by WG /

No change -

Unanimously adopted on February 11, 2014
Adopté a I’'unanimité le 11 février 2014

Rationale/ JUstification

This is covered in point C.2.1.2.2 of the Canada Organic Office Operating Manual.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to reject the proposal - no change to standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sections 7.2

Existing/existant

31072133 — Filtrate for evaporators - Filtrat pour I’évaporateur

Name of substance/section/ Nomdelasubstance/paragraphe

7.2.13.3

Current wording in standards/ Vérsion actuelle dansla norme

7.2.13.3 Evaporators — Evaporators may be washed with potable water at any time. Vinegar or

fermented sai mai be used at end of season.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’soumission de la requete

03/07/2014

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Water availability is often limited in maple stands. It is not clear whether the filtrate from the
0smosis unit can be used to wash the evaporators.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Add filtrate to 7.2.13.3
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7.2.13.3 Evaporators — Evaporators may be washed with potable water or with filtrate at any
time. Vinegar or fermented sap may be used at end of season.
Unanimously adopted in March 2014

Ajouter le filtrata 7.2.13.3

Rationale/ JUstification

Filtrate is similar to pure water. Its cleaning power is actually greater, because it consists of
demineralized water. There is no risk to public health, as everything is subjected to heat.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

7.2.13.3 Evaporators — Evaporators may be washed with potable water or with filtrate at any
time. Vinegar or fermented sap may be used at end of season.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

J. Duval

If about a substance - Review record Yes No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au'CT

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver /15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

7.2.13.3 Evaporators — Evaporators may be washed with potable water or with filtrate at any

time. Vineiar or fermented sai mai be used at end of season.
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8. MAINTIEN DE L’INTEGRITE BIOLOGIQUE DURANT LE
NETTOYAGE, LA PREPARATION, LA MANIPULATION ET LE

TRANSPORT

La section 8 s’applique a toutes les opérations de production et de traitement faisant
intervenir la manipulation, le stockage et le transport des produits biologiques. Durant ces
activités, le maintien des qualités biologiques inhérentes au produit obtenu grace a une
stricte adhésion aux procédures et aux principes de la présente norme constitue un objectif
central. Option 1 : les opérateurs sont responsables du maintien de I’intégrité biologique en
tout point de la chaine d’approvisionnement du marché. Option 2 : I’intégrité biologique doit
étre maintenue en tout point de la chaine d’approvisionnement du marché, de la production
(y compris la manipulation a la ferme apreés la récolte), a la préparation (traitement,
abattage, stockage, inspection, classement, emballage, assemblage, établissement des prix,
marquage et étiquetage), a la manipulation (revente, y compris les détaillants finals qui
traitent et transforment, réemballent ou réétiquettent) et jusqu’au point de vente.

8.1. Maintien de I’intégrite

8.1.1. Tout matériau en contact avec les aliments doit étre propre et de qualité alimentaire.

8.1.2. xX

8.1.3. Les produits biologiques doivent étre séparés ou autrement protégés en tout temps (c.-a-d.
durant le traitement, le stockage, les étapes pendant lesquelles ils sont en vrac ou libres)
des produits non biologiques afin de prévenir tout mélange.

8.1.4. Les méthodes de traitement, mécaniques, physiques ou biologiques (ex. fermentation et
fumage) doivent protéger et maintenir I’intégrité des produits biologiques.

8.1.5. Dans le cas ou des produits biologiques et des produits non biologiques sont préparés ou
manipulés dans une méme unité de production :

a. la préparation et la manipulation des produits biologiques doivent étre faites en continu
jusqu’a ce que le lot soit complété, séparées dans I’espace ou dans le temps des opérations
similaires réalisées sur des produits non biologiques;

b. si de telles opérations ne sont pas réalisées frequemment, elles doivent étre annoncées a
I’avance, avec une date limite apparaissant dans le calendrier de production de I’entreprise;
c. toutes les mesures nécessaires doivent étre prises pour assurer I’identification des lots et
pour éviter des melanges de produits biologiques et de produits non biologiques.

8.1.6. VERSION ALLANT AU VOTE Quand des produits biologiques requiérent de I’emballage,
cet emballage devrait étre le minimum requis pour prévenir la perte d’intégrité biologique. Des
materiaux d’emballage qui réduisent au minimum les impacts négatifs sur I’environnement
durant leur cycle de vie sont retenus de préférence.

8.2. Nettoyage, désinfection et assainissement

8.2.1. Seuls les produits de nettoyage, de désinfection et d’assainissement de qualité alimentaire
inscrits a la sous-section 7.3 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 peuvent étre utilisés sans
obligation d’intervention subséquente, comme la vidange ou le ringage a I’eau potable.
L utilisation de la substance doit étre en accord avec I’annotation pour cette substance.

8.2.2. Dans le cas ou les substances inscrites a la sous-section 7.3 de la norme
CAN/CGSB-32.311 seraient inefficaces pour le nettoyage, la désinfection ou



I’assainissement des surfaces et de I’équipement en contact avec des produits alimentaires
biologiques, y compris les unités de stockage et de transport, les substances inscrites a la
sous-section 7.4 peuvent étre utilisées, a condition que :

a. I’utilisation soit conforme a I’annotation pour cette substance;

b. la documentation montre qu’il y a une élimination compléte de la ou des substances de

remplacement avant chaque cycle ou charge de production.

8.2.3. Dans le cas ou les substances inscrites a la sous-section 7.4 de la norme
CAN/CGSB-32.311 seraient inefficaces pour le nettoyage, la désinfection ou
I’assainissement des surfaces en contact avec des produits alimentaires biologiques,
d’autres substances non inscrites peuvent étre utilisées, a condition :

a. que laou les substances de remplacement soient efficaces;

b. qu’il y ait une élimination compléte de la ou des substances de remplacement avant
chaque cycle ou charge de production;

c. que les effluents rejetés soient neutralisés afin de réduire au minimum leurs impacts
négatifs sur I’environnement.

8.2.4. Les exigences particuliéres de nettoyage, de désinfection ou d’assainissement indiquées a
la section 7 de la présente norme ont préséance sur celles stipulées dans la présente section.

8.3. Gestion de la lutte contre les organismes nuisibles dans I’installation

8.3.1.  De bonnes pratiques de production et de fabrication doivent étre suivies afin de
prévenir la présence d’organismes nuisibles. Les pratiques de lutte contre les organismes
nuisibles doivent en premier lieu comprendre I’élimination de I’habitat et de la nourriture
des organismes nuisibles; deuxiemement, la prévention de I’acces et la gestion
environnementale (lumiere, température et atmosphere) pour prévenir I’intrusion et la
reproduction des organismes nuisibles; troisiemement, les méthodes physiques et
mécaniques (pieges); VERSION ALLANT AU VOTE et quatriemement, les appats et les
répulsifs inscrits a la sous-section 6.7 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311.

8.3.2. Si les pratiques énumérées a la sous-section 8.4.1 sont inefficaces, I’exploitant peut
utiliser des substances de lutte contre les organismes nuisibles inscrites a la sous-
section 6.7 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311. L’exploitant doit consigner toute utilisation et
élimination de telles substances.

8.3.3. Si les pratiques indiquées aux sous-sections 8.4.1 et 8.4.2 sont inefficaces, des substances
non inscrites dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 peuvent étre utilisées dans des
installations de préparation situées a la ferme ou en dehors de la ferme, s’il n’y a aucun
risque pour I’état de production ou I’intégrité du produit. Quand de telles substances non
inscrites sont utilisées a I’intérieur, I’exploitant doit s’assurer qu’aucun produit biologique
ni aucun matériau d’emballage pour ces produits n’est présent. Les exploitants doivent
clairement documenter :

a. pourquoi les substances inscrites ne convenaient pas a la lutte contre les organismes
nuisibles;
b. comment le contact des produits biologiques avec ces substances non inscrites a été
empéché;



c. toutes les activités faisant intervenir I’utilisation, I’entreposage et I’élimination de ces
substances non inscrites.

8.3.4. Les exploitants doivent surveiller et documenter I’utilisation des substances non inscrites
dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311, dans le cadre de tout programme gouvernemental pour
le traitement des organismes nuisibles et des maladies.

Remarque : Dans le cas d’un traitement d’urgence contre des organismes nuisibles ou des
maladies, le lecteur doit savoir qu’au Canada, I’exploitant est tenu d’aviser sans délai
I’organisme de certification de tout changement qui peut influer sur la certification du
produit biologique.

8.4. Transport
8.4.1. Les produits biologiques en transit ou provenant d’une unité hors site AU VOTE qui
doivent étre soumis a une opération de préparation, telle que définie dans la présente norme,
doivent étre transportés de maniére a prevenir toute contamination ou substitution avec des
substances ou des produits incompatibles avec la présente norme. Les renseignements
suivants doivent accompagner le produit :
a. le nom et I’adresse de la personne ou de I’organisme responsable de la production, de
la préparation ou de la distribution du produit;
b. le nom du produit;
c. le statut biologique du produit;
d. les renseignements qui permettent d’assurer la tracabilité du produit (ex. numéro de
lot).

8.4.2. Tout doit étre fait pour que I’intégrité d’un produit biologique ne soit pas compromise en
transit. Les produits doivent étre séparés physiquement ou protégés afin d’éviter tout
mélange ou substitution avec des produits non biologiques.

Remarque : Les propriétaires de produits biologiques sont responsables de I’intégrité
biologique de leurs produits tout au long du processus de transport. Ceci comprend
I’utilisation de services de messagerie courants et de transport sur mesure. Les entreprises
certifiées pour le transport de produits biologiques partagent les responsabilités ayant trait a
I’intégrité biologique quand elles chargent, transportent ou déchargent des produits
biologiques certifiés.

8.4.3. Les produits biologiques ne doivent étre exposés qu’aux pesticides ou aux substances de
lutte contre les organismes nuisibles inscrits dans la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 durant
toute étape de transit ou tout passage de frontiére.

9. COMPOSITION DES PRODUITS BIOLOGIQUES
La section 9 s’applique a toutes les opérations inhérentes a la préparation des produits
biologiques (traitement, abattage, inspection, classement, emballage, assemblage,
établissement des prix, marquage et étiquetage) et a la manipulation (revente, y compris les



détaillants finals qui traitent et transforment, réemballent ou réétiquettent) et jusqu’au point
de vente.

9.1. Composition du produit

9.1.1. Dans les formulations de produits biologiques, I’utilisation des ingrédients non agricoles,
des additifs alimentaires et des auxiliaires de production inscrits aux sous-sections 6.3 a 6.6
de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 doit étre réduite au minimum.

9.1.2. L’évaluation et le calcul du pourcentage biologique d’un produit doivent tenir compte de
tous les ingrédients constitutifs et des sous-parties d’ingrédient, en faisant la différence
entre les composants biologiques et les composants non biologiques de chaque ingrédient
contenu dans le produit.

9.1.3. Le pourcentage de tous les ingrédients produits biologiqguement dans un produit
biologique doit étre calculé de la maniere suivante :

a. Produits solides (a I’exclusion des aliments du bétail) : diviser la masse nette (a
I’exclusion de I’eau et du sel) de tous les ingrédients biologiques présents dans la
formulation ou le produit fini, en retenant le plus pertinent, par la masse nette (a
I’exclusion de I’eau et du sel) de tous les ingrédients.
b. Produits liquides : si le produit et ses ingredients sont liquides, diviser le volume de
fluide de tous les ingrédients biologiques (a I’exclusion de I’eau et du sel) par le volume
de fluide de tous les ingrédients (a I’exclusion de I’eau et du sel). Si sur le panneau
principal de I’emballage on utilise des énoncés similaires a « reconstitue a partir de
concentrés » pour décrire un produit liquide, les concentrations non concentrees des
ingrédients ou du produit fini doivent étre utilisées pour calculer le pourcentage
biologique du produit.
c. Produits solides et produits liquides : diviser la masse nette des ingrédients biologiques
solides combinée a la masse nette des ingrédients biologiques liquides (& I’exclusion de
I’eau et du sel) par la masse totale (a I’exclusion de I’eau et du sel) de tous les ingrédients
contenus dans le produit fini.
d. Les aliments du bétail doivent étre faits a 100 % d’ingrédients agricoles biologiques et
de suppléments ou additifs nécessaires inscrits a la sous-section 5.2 de la norme
CAN/CGSB-32.311. Diviser la masse nette totale (a I’exclusion de I’eau, du sel et des
composés du calcium) des ingrédients biologiques présents dans la formulation ou le
produit fini, en retenant le plus pertinent, par la masse totale (a I’exclusion de I’eau, du
sel et des composés du calcium) de tous les ingrédients.

9.1.4. Le pourcentage de tous les ingrédients produits biologiqguement dans un produit
biologique doit étre arrondi au nombre entier inférieur le plus proche.

9.2. Ingrédients non biologiques
9.2.1. Un produit ne peut contenir un ingrédient sous ses formes biologique et non biologique.

9.2.2. Pour les produits ayant une teneur en ingrédients biologiques de 70 a 95 % et de 95 % ou
plus :



a. tous les ingrédients non biologiques d’origine agricole sont soumis aux exigences des
paragraphes a, h et k de la sous-section 1.4.1;

b. seuls les ingrédients d’origine non agricole inscrits aux sous-sections 6.3 & 6.5 de la
norme CAN/CGSB-32.311 peuvent étre utilisés.

9.3. Auxiliaires de production
9.3.1. Les auxiliaires de production non agricoles doivent se limiter a ceux inscrits a la
sous-section 6.6 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311.

9.3.2. Dans les cas ou un auxiliaire de production n’est pas vendu sous forme biologique, les
auxiliaires de production non biologiques d’origine agricole sont permis, sous réserve des
exigences des paragraphes a, h, k et | de la sous-section 1.4.1 et de toutes les annotations
faites a la sous-section 6.6 de la norme CAN/CGSB-32.311.

9.4. Pourcentage des ingrédients biologiques
Les produits sont classes en trois catégories :

9.4.1. Un produit ne peut étre identifié comme biologique que s’il contient 95 % ou plus
d’ingrédients biologiques. Des ingrédients non biologiques représentant 5 % peuvent étre
utilises seulement s’ils ne sont pas disponibles dans le commerce sous forme biologique.
Tous les ingrédients non biologiques sont assujettis aux exigences de la sous-section 9.2.
Les auxiliaires de production sont assujettis aux exigences de la section 9.3.

9.4.2. Quand un produit biologique contient de 70 a 95 % d’ingrédients biologiques, un
maximum de 30 % d’ingrédients non biologiques peut étre utilisé, sous réserve des
exigences de la sous-section 9.2. Les auxiliaires de production sont assujettis aux
exigences de la sous-section 9.3. Pour un tel produit, on peut déclarer le pourcentage
d’ingredients biologiques qu’il contient.

9.4.3. Pour les produits renfermant moins de 70 % d’ingrédients biologiques, la liste des
ingrédients peut indiquer quels ingrédients sont biologiques.
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Section Number(s) [INUMEFo des Sections™ 1.4.1

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) delaliste de travaux : 263
WL 263s1.4.1

Name of substance/section- Nom de lasubstance/paradraphe

Prohibited Substancesi Materials or Iniredients in Orianic Production and Handlini ﬁ P
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Current wording in standards / Version actuelle dans la norme

Original 1.4.1 When producing or handling organic products, it is forbidden to use any of the following
substances or technigues:

a. All materials and products produced from genetic engineering as these are not compatible with the general
principles of organic production and therefore are not accepted under this standard, except for vaccines only that
have been grown on genetically engineered substrates but are not themselves a product of genetic engineering, as
specified in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists

Date request was submitted / Date de sotmission de la requéte

June, 2013

Comment/Proposal/issue - Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

About materials produced from genetic engineering: all prohibited except for vaccines; but substances such as
yeast or enzyme grown on GE substrate are now prevalent on market; would these substances be acceptable in
organic production?

Recommendation by WG / Recommandationdi G

Add “and other growth media” before substrates in subclause a.

E‘

Rationale /
The WG concluded that substrates did not include other media such as broths in which substances are grown. By
adding ‘and other growth media’ the clause is now all-inclusive.

Final wording recommended/

1.4.1 When producing or handling organic products, it is forbidden to use any of the following substances or
technigues as these are not compatible with the general principles of organic production and therefore are not
accepted under this standard:

a. All materials and products produced from genetic engineering, except for approved uses of substrates and other
growth media as specified in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists.
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Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen
Date -presentation to TC / Date de soumission aucr
April 15, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation / Recommendationdu C1

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.310 comme suit:

1.4.1 When producing or handling organic products, it is forbidden to use any of the following substances or
techniques as these are not compatible with the general principles of organic production and therefore are not
accepted under this standard:

a. All materials and products produced from genetic engineering, except for approved uses of substrates and other
growth media as specified in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists.

Section Number(s) / NUmM&ro des sections :

Existing/éxistant
Work List Number(s) / Niméro(s) de la liste de travaux : 275

WL 275 s. 3 Irradiation - Définitions
Name of substance/section-
Irradiation-

Current wording in standards / Mersion actuelle'dans la norme

Food Irradiation (Irradiation des aliments)
A sanitation or preservative method for packaged or bulk foodstuffs that controls insect infestation and that
reduces

W



microbial load by ionizing radiation from Cobalt-60 or Cesium-137; or X-rays generated by a machine source
operated at or below an energy level of 5 MeV; or from electrons generated by a machine source operated at or
below an energy level of 10 MeV.

Feed Additive (Additif pour alimentation animale)

A substance added to feed in small quantities to fulfil a specific nutritional need (i.e. essential nutrients in the
form

of amino acids, vitamins and minerals).

Date request was submitted / Dateldesotmission delarequete

2012 SIC

Comment/Proposal/issue - CoMmentaire/Proposition/ProbIeiie

CIari% if UV can be used in orﬁanic ﬁroduction.

Recommendation by WG / RecommandationdiG 1

The working group determined that no change is required in the standard regarding ultra violet radiation making it
clearer that UV is allowed.

But in the process of doing this review we determined it would be wise to clean up both the food irradiation
definition and the food additive definition in Section 3. Food Additive (Additif alimentaire)

1. ORIGINAL: “Food additive” has the same meaning as in Section B.01.001 of Part B of the Food and Drug
Regulations.

PROPOSED REVISION: “Food additive” has the same meaning as in B.01.001 of the Food and Drug
Regulations.

2. Food Irradiation (Irradiation des aliments)

ORIGINAL: A sanitation or preservative method for packaged or bulk foodstuffs that controls insect infestation
and that reduces microbial load by ionizing radiation from Cobalt-60 or Cesium-137; or X-rays generated by a
machine source operated at or below an energy level of 5 MeV; or from electrons generated by a machine source
operated at or below an energy level of 10 MeV.

PROPOSED REVISION: Has the same meaning as in B.26.001 of the Food and Drug Requlations.

I




Rationale / Justification

By not stating UV radiation is prohibited ipso facto it is allowed and processors, to whom this is the most
relevant, know that UV is not the same as radiation.

Connecting the Food Irradiation in Sec 3 to the Food and Drug Regulations assures that there is no mistaking
which requlatory body has the authority.

Final wording recommended / EoFmulation finale Fecommandee

Food additive (Additif alimentaire)
“Food additive” has the same meaning as in Section B.01.001 of PartB-of the Food and Drug Regulations.

Food Irradiation (Irradiation des aliments)
Has the same meaning as in B.26.001 of the Food and Drug Regulations. A-sanitation-orpreservative-method-for
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Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / Dafelde’soumissionaucr
TC recommendation / Récommandation du'CT

Section Number(s) /INuméro des sections: 8.3.3

Existing/EXistant
Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux:

WL 2205s. 8.3.3

Name of substance/section / Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Processing and Handling - Transformation et manutention
Current wording in standards / _

8.3.3 - The product shall be made using only processing aids of non-agricultural origin listed in par.6.6 of
CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems - Permitted Substances List.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Remove “except as specified”. Redundant: exceptions are already set out in 1.4.1; if the addition is accepted it
will set a precedent and create confusion about the interpretation of all the other paragraphs referring to
substances prohibited under paragraph 1.4.1 for which this wording is absent.

Recommendation by WG
No change
Rationale / Justification

The working group rejects this proposal as the issue was already dealt with in a previous revision.

[e)}
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Final wording recommended/Formulation finale recommendée
Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / Date de soumission au CT
TC recommendation / Recommandation du CT

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections: 8.4.3
Work List Number(s) / Niiméro(s) de laliste de travauix : 185

WL 185 sect 8.4.3

Name of substance/section / Nom de la substance/paragraphe
Current wording in standards / _

If the practices given in par. 8.4.1 and 8.4.2 are ineffective, the operator may use pest control substances not
listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists. In situations in which
pest control substances not listed in CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances
Lists, are used indoors, the operator shall ensure that no organic products or packaging materials for those
products are present. Documentation shall be maintained showing the movement of organic products in order
to avoid contact with these substances and to record the use and disposition of all such substances.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

November, 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

The way it’s written, pest control substances not on 6.7 can ONLY be used in exterior areas. The only way this

1IN



will make sense for a facility who needs to fumigate for conventional products would be if all organic products
were removed from the facility before fogging (which needs to happen anyway), and then if the perspective of
the processor was that, at that time, they are not subject to organic regs so they can fog away, and then when
the organic products are returned they go back to following these regs. My opinion is that, as written, if they use
products not on 6.7 in the interior of their facility, even when organic products are NOT present, they would not

be in compliance with this standard.

Recommendation by WG //Recommandation du/GT

No change.

Rationale / Justification

The working group rejects this proposal as the current wording of 8.4.3 is written as per the requester’s wishes.

—

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée
Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
TC recommendation / Récommandation du CT

Section Number(s) / :10.2.2

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux : 75
WL 755 10.2.2

Name of substance/section/
Criteria for permitted substances /

Current wording in standards/_

100



10.2.2 Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the
impacts of its production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a whole in order to
protect the integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description and all information
that demonstrates conformance to par.10.3, 10.4 and10.5. All available alternatives, including substances and
practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included in the evaluation.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

In 32.310, substances of animal or vegetal origin must be organic unless not commercially available. In
amendment 3, substances chemically synthesized are authorized under some conditions, but it is not required
that they have the same chemical composition as natural substances (alcohol, vitamin, acetic acid). It should be
possible that substances be from natural and renewable sources or, as a second alternative, be from mineral
sources or, as a last resort, from synthetic source. In the latter case, substances must have the same molecular
structure than the natural form.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

THERE ARE 7 PARTS TO THE WG RECOMMENDATION:

1. Change 10.2.2 to include commercial availability as a restriction on synthetics. Add after the final sentence in
10.2.2 "..... A synthetic substance may be used where the non-synthetic form of the substance is not available in
sufficient quality or quantity resulting in the need for a synthetic alternative. Given that the availability of a non-
synthetic alternative may vary over time, a commercial availability clause is required. When a synthetic
substance does not have a non-synthetic analog a commercial availability clause is not required in the
annotation".

SIMULTANEOUSLY THE TC NEEDS TO CONSIDER ITEMS #2, 3 AND 4.

2. Remove the commercial availability clause from 10.4.1.1:

1©




Substances of plant and animal origin shall be derived from crops and livestock produced in accordance with this
standard unless-such-substancesare-not-commercialy-available. Exceptions: Substances produced by chemical
processes or processes that alter substances of plant, animal, microbial or mineral origin (i.e. synthetic
compounds) may be considered for inclusion in par. 4.2 to 4.3 if all of the following criteria are met:

a. They meet the criteria for necessity in par. 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in par.10.5.

h_Non nthe aa' o haceo nce a N a-1n ant o or-o a

& b. They are annotated and reviewed as required by par. 10.6 and 10.7.

3. Remove commercial availability clause from 10.4.2.1{b} Nen-synthetic forms-of these substancesarenot

i

4. Remove commercial availability clause from 10.4.3.1{b} Organic sourcesor—asapplicable non-synthetic

IF 1-4 ARE APPROVED THEN:

5. Refer to the 311 Crops, Livestock & Processing WGs the new requirement for a commercial availability clause
to be added to all synthetics for which there is a non-synthetic analog.

6. Refer to the 311 Prep WG the requirement for a commercial availability clause to be added to the vitamin
listing in PSL 6.4 (consistent with the vitamin listing in PSL 5.2 Livestock Feeds).

LASTLY

7. The 32.310 Prep WG rejected the requirement for all synthetics to be analogous to the non-synthetic they are
replacing. Spatial configuration has been specified in listings in the PSL where there is a specific necessity (e.g.
DL-methionine) but for many synthetics spatial configuration is not an issue. It was noted for example that
spatial configuration in synthetic Vitamin C is an issue of nutrient absorption efficiency and might be significant
in regards to preference but would not determine its acceptability on the PSL.

o




Rationale

#1-5 re: commercial availability of synthetics needs to be assessed. Most synthetic throughout PSL already
include a commercial availability clause, and commercial availability is a concept captured in Sec 10, but the WG
believes it is in the wrong section in Sec 10. Currently it is included in 10.4.1.1(b) (crop), 10.4.2.1(b) (livestock) &
in 10.4.3.1(b) (processing). We believe the concept is more pertinent to 10.2.2 in the overreaching clause vs the
individual, for a few reasons:
a. By moving it to 10.2.2 it also pertains to apiculture, greenhouse, maple, mushroom and sprout production.
b. The concepts of commercial availability may be employed when assessing new substance PSL petitions,
but the initial assessment needs to determine if the compound is at all necessary, and if yes, then does a
non-synthetic form that functions in the same manner exist or not? If the compound is necessary and no
non-synthetic form exists, then a commercial availability exercise is not needed during the initial assessment.
If a non-synthetic form exists, then the Sec 10 assessment might want to look at commercial availability, but
commercial availability (in the sense of quantity and quality) is transitory (consider yeast there are organic
yeast sources now) and therefore needs to be in the overarching clause to best serve substance reviews..
d. CBs do not use Sec 10 when an operator invokes commercial availability; CBs use the PSL.

#6 Vitamin listing in PSL 6.4 (Non-organic Ingredients Not Classified as Food Additives): Adding the commercial

11




availability annotation from the vitamin listing in PSL 5.2 (Feed, Feed Additives and Feed Supplements) adds
consistency.

#7 re: analogous. Based on the readings the WG has considered, analogous is a wormhole we shouldn’t go down
as the science is divided on this reality (are there substantive differences between all actual compounds and
their analogs?). Therefore this aspect of the petition we deem non-persuasive.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée

10.2.2 Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the
impacts of its production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a whole in order to
protect the integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description and all information
that demonstrates conformance to par.10.3, 10.4 and10.5. All available alternatives, including substances and
practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included in the evaluation. A
synthetic substance may be used where the non-synthetic form of the substance is not available in sufficient
quality or quantity resulting in the need for a synthetic alternative. Given that the availability of a non-synthetic
alternative may vary over time, a commercial availability clause is required. When a synthetic substance does
not have a non-synthetic analog a commercial availability clause is not required in the annotation.




AND

10.4.1.1 Substances of plant and animal origin shall be derived from crops and livestock produced in accordance
with this standard unless-sueh-substances-are-notcommerciallyavailable. Exceptions: Substances produced by
chemical processes or processes that alter substances of plant, animal, microbial or mineral origin (i.e. synthetic
compounds) may be considered for inclusion in par. 4.2 to 4.3 if all of the following criteria are met:

a. They meet the criteria for necessity in par. 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in par.10.5.

& b. They are annotated and reviewed as required by par. 10.6 and 10.7.

Presentor/Working Group Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen




Date -presentation to TC / Date de soumission au CT
TC recommendation / Recommendation du CT

Section Number(s) //NUméro des sections : 10.2.12 i

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de Ialiste de travaux : 144
WL 144 5 10.2.1.a iv

Name of substance/section / Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Section 10.2.1.a.iv

Permitted Substance Criteria - Critéfes pou les substances permises
Current wording in standards / _

iv. Recycle materials and resources to the greatest extent possible within the enterprise.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue /Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Review the wording of the note to readers. Comment was made on the French version but also applies to the
English version, which reads “Recycle materials and resources to the greatest extent possible within the

enterprise”.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

No change.
Rationale / Justification

This language is already present in 1.4.1 and is repeated in 10.2.1. As this issue was resolved in a previous
version, it was not discussed by the work group.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée
Presentor/Working Group / Piésentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _




TC recommendation / Récommandation du CT

Section Number(s) / 10.2.2

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux: 123
WL 123 5. 10.2.2

Name of substance/section /
Criteria for permitted substances -
Current wording in standards / _

“Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the impacts of
its production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a whole in order to protect the
integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description and all information that
demonstrates conformance to par. 10.3, 10.4 and 10.5. All available alternatives, including substances and
practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included in the evaluation.”

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Proposed wording: (Replace the last sentence of subsection 10.2.2): "All replacement products, especially
substances and practices already used in the organic production and which are currently used in other
production systems, must also be evaluated." The standard should rather state that the acceptation of a new
input is conditional to the evaluation of the efficiency of alternative methods or products already used in organic

production.

Recommendation by WG / _

We found the petition non—persuasive but recommend an edit for the last sentence.
PROPOSED REVISION: Add ‘existing and emergent’ to final sentence before substances.




Rationale / Justification

Given the presence of a requirement for ‘necessity’, the WG agreed that the issue was covered by the existing
language in the first sentence of 10.2.2. It was noted that the last sentence in 10.2.2 could be improved with the
addition of ‘emergent’ to allow the evaluation of alternatives which are in development that could prove to be a
better alternative than the substance under evaluation.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée

Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the impacts of its
production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a whole in order to protect the
integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description and all information that
demonstrates conformance to par. 10.3, 10.4 and 10.5. All available alternatives, including existing and
emergent substances and practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included
in the evaluation.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
TC recommendation / Recommandation du/CT

Section Number(s) / 10.2.2

Existing/Xistant
Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de laliste de travaux : 125

WL 12510.2.2




Name of substance/section /
Criteria for permitted substances -

Current wording in standards / _

10.2.2 Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the
impacts of its production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a whole in order to
protect the integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description and all information
that demonstrates conformance to par.10.3, 10.4 and10.5. All available alternatives, including substances and
practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included in the evaluation.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Proposed wording: Socio-Economic Impacts - The inclusion of inputs in acceptable product lists shall take into
account any impact on consumers’ perception of what an organic product is. The standard should have specific
criteria for evaluation new inputs and their socio-economic impact, similar to the Quebec standard.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Modify 10.2.2 by adding “social and ecological” before impacts. “Each substance shall be reviewed concerning
its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the social and ecological impacts of its production and
envisioned use.”

Rationale

The WG agreed that there was merit in adding some additional impacts criteria for substances production and
use. The WG didn’t think socio-economic was as critical as social and ecological and that by adding the ecological
impacts, the social impacts would likely be reviewed.

|I—\ |




Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée

10.2.2 Each substance shall be reviewed concerning its necessity, origin and mode of production, and the social
and ecological impacts of its production and envisioned use. These criteria are intended to be evaluated as a
whole in order to protect the integrity of organic production. Each review shall include a detailed description
and all information that demonstrates conformance to par.10.3, 10.4 and 10.5. All available alternatives,
including substances and practices that may currently be in use in other production systems, must be included in

the evaluation.

Presentor/Working Group / Pésentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
TC recommendation / Recommandation du/CT

Section Number(s) 10.3.2
Work List Number(s) /INuméro(s) de la liste de travaux : 166
Name of substance/section / Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Section 10
WL 166 10.3.2

Current wording in standards / _

10.3.2 Crop Production Aids and Materials — Substances used for the management of diseases, insects, weeds
and other pests of plants and listed in par. 4.3 and 4.4 of CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Productions Systems —
Permitted Substances Lists, shall ...

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008




Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Comment: 1) “Crop Production Aids and Materials” is the title for par. 4.3. The title for par. 4.4 is Weed
Management. 2) “Diseases, ... 32.311” review the order of words.

Recommendation by WG / _

No change
Rationale / Justification

10.3.2 has been changed to 4.3 only as 4.4 has been incorporated into 4.3. The name of 10.3.2 is consistent with
the Crop Production Aids & Materials Table in the PSL. These issues were not discussed in the working group
because they were resolved during a previous revision.

Final wording recommended / Eormulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
TC recommendation / Récommandation du Ct

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections: 10.4.1.1a, 10.4.2.1a, 10.4.3.1a, 10.4.4a

Existing/EXistant
Work List Numberfs) / Numéro(s) de laliste de travaux:: 168

WL 168 s 10.4
Name of substance/section /
Origin and Mode of Production of a Substance /

Current wording in standards / _

10.4.1.1.a. They meet the criteria for necessity in par 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in
par. 10.5
10.4.2.1.a. They meet the criteria for necessity in par 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in

par. 10.5
10.4.3.1.a. They meet the criteria for necessity in par 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in
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par. 10.5
10.4.4.3. They meet the criteria for necessity in par 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in

par. 10.5

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

August 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

The use of impact as a verb is not good English. To be reviewed in next edition by WG (Proposed by Julie and
Jean: they meet the criteria for necessity in par 10.3 and take into consideration the impacts described in par.

10.5;)

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

No change.

Rationale / Justification

Non-persuasive. A review of grammar indicated that "impact" may be used either as a noun or a verb.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée
Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
TC recommendation / Récommandation du CT

New/Nouveau
Section Number(s) 10.4.1

Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux: 167




WL 1675 10.4.1

Name of substance/section /
Origin and Mode of Production of a Substance -

Current wording in standards / _

10.4.1 Soil Amendments and Crop Production Aids - Substances used in soil conditioning and crop production
(par.4.2 to 4.3 of CAN/CGSB-32.311, Organic Production Systems - Permitted Substances Lists) shall be of plant,
animal, microbial or mineral origin and may undergo the following processes during production....

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Soil Amendments and Crop Production Aids ... Comment: add and Materials and Weed Management?

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

No change

Rationale

This item was not presented to the WG as the item was no longer relevant as it was resolved in a previous
revision. No change required as 4.4 was deleted.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée
Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _
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Section Number(s) /Numéro des sections': 10.3.2

Existing/BXistant
Work List Number(s) / Numéro(s) de la liste de travaux: 124

WL124510.5.1

Name of substance/section /
Section 10 Impact of a Substance —

Current wording in standards / _

a. The impact of a substance’s manufacture and disposal after use on the environment including impacts on
ecology, surface and ground water, and soil and air quality including substance persistence, degradation and
concentration effects.

Date request was submitted / Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

The standard should have specific criteria for evaluation new inputs and their impact on the environment,
similar to the Quebec standard. Proposed wording: The use of acceptable inputs shall not be harmful to the
environment (plants, animals and micro-organisms). As well, an acceptable input shall not pose any risk to
groundwater, air or soil contamination. The environmental assessment shall study input production phases, its
use as well as the length of the degradation period. The product will therefore have to possess the following
characteristics: a) Biodegradability: Acceptable inputs shall be capable of biodegrading into CO2 or H20 or
returning to their initial mineral form. Non-natural inputs that are highly toxic to non-targeted organisms shall
have a half-life of less than five days. b) Toxicity of non-targeted organisms: Acceptable inputs that demonstrate
a risk of toxicity for non-targeted organisms shall have restrictions placed on their use (e.g. rate of use, distance
from surface water, type of application, spreading etc.). c) Long-term toxicity: Any input having a risk of
accumulation within organisms or tissues, or any input having mutagenic or carcinogenic characteristics cannot

be acceptable.




Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

No change to 10.5.1a.
WG recommends amend 10.2.2 to be more specific about the types of impacts. See WL125.

Rationale / Justification

See WL125.

Final wording recommended / Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Rochelle Eisen

Date -presentation to TC / _

TC recommendation / Recommandation du CT




eetini of the CGSB Technical Committee on Orianic Airiculture, Aﬁril 14-16 2014

Working group recommendations

Présentation des recommendations du Groupe de travail
32.311 - PSL Crop Production — LSP Production végétale

WL 234 Water, reclaimed — _

WL 250 Microbial Products - Separation of Types —_
WL251b Visual Symptoms — _

WL 252a Fish Products — Produits a base de poisson

WL 256b Compost Curing Phase —_
WL 265 Biochar — Biochar

WL 249b Vinegar — Vinaigre

WL 251 Sulphates of Zinc or Iron - _

WL 252b PH Buffers, Fish Products — Produits @ base de poisson = tampons pH
WL 254 Anaerobic Digestate - _

WL 255 Potassium Sulphate — _

WL 248 Ammonium Soaps - _

WL 251a Table of minerals - _

Table 4.2 — FaBIEaNAS




WL number- NUMEF0LT=234

Section Number(s) / NUMEFo des Sections:4:3

Existing/existant
WL 234 Water, reclaimed — Eau récupérée

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

Reclaimed water shall be used only on non-edible parts of food crops and on crops not for human
consumption. Use on edible plant parts and root crops is prohibited.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de'Soumission de la requete

August 1, 2010 5th Ballot

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

(1) Do not add “non-potable” as suggested, and revise the annotation. (2) Consider “Reclaimed
water shall meet guidelines for irrigation water. Adhere to best practice pre-harvest food safety
withhold[ing] periods recommendations[ed] for edible food crops.” (3) Do not add “non-potable”
as suggested, and revise the annotation to include the notion of contamination. (4) Think of
removing the non-potable portion. 1) Reclaimed water may meet government requirements for
irrigation water. If so, reclaimed water should not be subject to the restrictions set out in the
annotation. Instead of adding the words “non-potable,” it would be preferable to use terminology
that refers to the risks of crop contamination. The French version could read, for example, “L’eau
récupérée, lorsque utilisée pour I’irrigation ne doit pas comporter de risque de contamination des
cultures.” "Reclaimed water, when used for irrigation should not include the risk of contamination
of cultures™. Furthermore, according to part of the rationale in the document from the working
group, the term “reclaimed water” is apparently also used to describe dairy farm wash water.
There is therefore a need to properly clarify the different meanings that a reader may ascribe to the
term “reclaimed water” and to establish requirements for each. (2) If the water meets federal
guidelines for irrigation water then why is the use on edible crops prohibited? (3) Reclaimed water
may be free of contaminants, and it would be more appropriate to change the wording to include
the notion of risks of contamination. A better definition of the origin of the reclaimed water would
also be advisable. (4) Interpretation is important; not all non potable water is reclaimed.




Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

The PSL Crops WG found the comment to be persuasive in that sources of reclaimed water must
meet irrigation water regulatory requirements and not contain prohibited substances. Dairy wash
water which is included in the liquid manure slurry is subject to the restrictions in Table 7.3 & 7.4.

Rationale/ Dustification

Allows dairy operations to include wash water in liquid manure slurry as per 5.5.2.5; recognizes
regional irrigation regulations & prohibits non-permitted substances.

Reclalmed water sha

Final wording recommended/ _

spread on crop Iands as per CAN/CGBS 32 310 5. 5 2 5. In aII other uses, reclaimed water must
meet applicable irrigation water requlatory requirements and not contain substances which are not
listed on CAN/CGSB 32.311.

If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X




Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend the listing in 32.311 Table 4.3 as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.3 liste comme suit:

Reclaimed water sh

meet applicable irrigation water requlatory requirements and only contain substances which are

listed on CAN/CGSB 32.311.

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe Eotentail issues/sEecific information/ F

Section Number(s) /
: Microbial Products —

WL 250 Microbial Products - Separation of Types — Produits microbiens = séparation

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

Allowable microbial products include rhizobium bacteria, mycorrhizal fungi, azolla, yeast and
other micro-organisms on compost, plants, seeds, soils and other components of the organic
operation. lonizing radiation is allowed for use on peat moss carrier only, before the addition of
microbial inoculants. Radiation is otherwise prohibited.




Date request was submitted/ _ : 2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

The request was to define the requirements of the feed stocks to produce these products. The SIC
has recommended for Microbial products: Requirements of feedstocks to create such amendments
are distinct for two separate groups of product 1: pure microbial products containing no residue of
the substrate and for these the feed stock does not require an assessment and 2: product in which
the microbial is delivered along with a remnant of the feedstock. Here feed stock materials must
comply with 4.2

250a - The SIC identified this as an additional issue when looking at substrates: If the substrate
used to produce microbial soil amendments is fortified, it is possible for this to become a portion
of the soil amendment if the substrate or slurry is applied along with the microbials which have
been produced. For example if ammonium nitrate is applied to the slurry to stimulate the
production of microbes and the resultant slurry and microbials are dried and then made available
as a soil amendment, the ammonium nitrate potentially forms a portion of the soil amendment
Proposal is to limit microbial soil amendments when they have been fortified to only the microbe
with no additional components of the slurry or substrate. In the case where the microbial is
separated from the slurry or substrate as in the case of rhizobium, the ingredients used to produce
the bacteria would not be an issue.

250b - Add this clause to Microbial Products: Microbials from genetic engineering or their
products are prohibited, except products that have been grown on genetically engineered substrates
but are not themselves a product of genetic engineering, provided that an analogous product grown
on a substrate not produced from genetic engineering is not commercially available and a
reasonable search of suppliers has been conducted and that no residue of the genetically
engineered substrate is present.




Recommendation by WG / _

1/31/2014: Add to annotation for Microbial Products: "...If the microbial is supplied without the
substrate, the microbial may not be genetically engineered. However the substrate may be
produced from genetic engineering provided that an analogous product grown on a non-genetically
engineered substrate is not commercially available and a reasonable search of suppliers has been
conducted. If the substrate is a component of the soil amendment or crop nutrient, the ingredients
of the substrate must be listed on Table 4.2 and neither the microbial nor the substrate ingredients
may be produced from genetic engineering."”

[Rationale/ Dustification

Incorporates the issue of GE substrates, where microbial product includes the substrate,
fortification and Table 4.2 ingredients

Final wording recommended/ _

Allowable microbial products include rhizobium bacteria, mycorrhizal fungi, azolla, yeast and
other micro-organisms on compost, plants, seeds, soils and other components of the organic
operation. lonizing radiation is allowed for use on peat moss carrier only, before the addition of
microbial inoculants. Radiation is otherwise prohibited. If the microbial is supplied without the
substrate, the microbial may not be genetically engineered. However the substrate may be
produced from genetic engineering provided that an analogous product grown on a non-GM
substrate is not commercially available and a reasonable search of suppliers has been conducted. If
the substrate is a component of the soil amendment or crop nutrient, the ingredients of the
substrate must be listed on Table 4.2 and neither the microbial nor the substrate ingredients may be

(o))



produced.

If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT,

WG recommendation accepted to amend microbial listing in 32.311 Table 4.2 as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 liste comme suit:

Allowable microbial products include rhizobium bacteria, mycorrhizal fungi, azolla, yeast and
other micro-organisms on compost, plants, seeds, soils and other components of the organic
operation. lonizing radiation is allowed for use on peat moss carrier only, before the addition of
microbial inoculants. Radiation is otherwise prohibited. If the microbial is supplied without the
substrate, the microbial may not be genetically engineered. However the substrate may be
produced from genetic engineering provided that an analogous product grown on a non-GM
substrate is not commercially available and a reasonable search of suppliers has been conducted.

If the substrate is a component of the soil amendment or crop nutrient, the ingredients of the
substrate must be listed on Table 4.2 and neither the microbial nor the substrate ingredients may be

produced.
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NEED to ensure consistent regarding translation and commercial availability language - also
need to add in growth media, not just substrate.

Nécessité d'assurer la cohérence en matiere de traduction et de la langue de la disponibilité
commerciale - doivent également ajouter dans les médias de la croissance, pas seulement le
substrat.

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) /
Existing/

WL251b Visual Symptoms — Symptomes Visuels
Current wording in standards/ _

May be used only to correct for deficiencies determined by soil or plant tissue testing. Sulphates
produced using sulphuric acid are prohibited. See also Iron Products.

Date request was submitted/
Comment/Proposal/issue/

It was noted while we were discussing zinc and iron sulphates that the restriction to "documented

by soil or tissue testing™ does not allow determining deficiencies through visual symptoms, one of
the most common techniques used by farmers and agronomists.

*\l

Recommendation by WG / _

Change the annotation to include: Deficiencies must be documented by methods such as visual
symptoms or soil or tissue testing.




Rationale/

Deficiencies must be documented by methods such as visual symptoms, soil or tissue testing -
more accurate way in which agronomists evaluate performance and need for micronutrients. Note:
this change will be added to the following listings in 4.2: Gypsum, Iron et Micronutrients
annotations.

Final wording recommended/ _

Trace Elements (micronutrients): "....To be used when soil and plant deficiencies are documented
by visual symptoms, soil or tissue testing.”

For consistency: Add ‘visual symptoms’ to Gypsum (Calcium Sulphate), Iron et Micronutrients.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT,

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 Table 4.2 as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 liste comme suit:

Trace Elements (micronutrients): "....To be used when soil and plant deficiencies are documented
by visual symptoms, soil and/or tissue testing.”

For consistency: Add ‘visual symptoms’ to Gypsum (Calcium Sulphate), Iron et Micronutrients.




Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

WL number-
Section Number(s) /

: 4.2

WL 252a Fish Products — Produits & base de poisson

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Fish Products
Natural substances or those derived from natural substances.....may be pH adjusted with (in

preferential order) organic vinegar, organic citric acid, phosphoric acid or sulphuric acid. The
amount of acid......not listed in this standard.

Date request was submitted/ _ : 2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

In working on the change to acetic acid in Fish Products in 4.2, it was noted that vinegar is
required to be organic. Vinegar is permitted to be non-synthetic in 4.3 when used as Crop
Production Aid - see Acetic Acid (annotation: used as an adjuvant and pH regulator). The role of
vinegar in Fish Products listing in 4.2 would be as a pH adjuster. Therefore the change would

bring greater consistency between 2 annotations. (Note WL252 allows synthetic citric acid as
well).

10



Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Delete "organic” from both vinegar and citric acid in Fish Products in 4.2.

Rationale/ JUstification

Is inconsistent with the pH Adjustment annotation in 4.3. As pH buffers in 4.3 allows citric acid
and vinegar to be non-organic, this annotation should not require organic vinegar and organic
citric acid. As a pH buffer, organic sources should not be required as the amount of buffering
agent used is not significant

Final wording recommended/

Fish Products

Natural substances or those derived from natural substances.....may be pH adjusted with (in
preferential order) erganie vinegar, erganic citric acid, phosphoric acid or sulphuric acid. The
amount of acid......not listed in this standard.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/

WG recommendation accepted to amend the Fish Products listing in Table 4.2 as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 liste comme suit:

Fish Products

Natural substances or those derived from natural substances.....may be pH adjusted with (in
preferential order) erganie vinegar, ergante citric acid, phosphoric acid or sulphuric acid. The
amount of acid......not listed in this standard.

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :
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April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

WL number-

Section Number(s) /

WL 256b Compost Curing Phase — PéFiode!de matuiration pour e compost

Current wording in standards/ _

Composting feedstocks: "..... rohibited....waxed cardboard"
Date request was submitted/

Comment/Proposal/issue/

Following the TC meeting in Dec.2013, WL256 was returned to the PSL Crops WG to discuss the
need for a curing phase for compost.

Recommendation by WG /_

Curing period was found not persuasive. (Jan.31, 2014 PSL Crops WG)

Rationale/ Justification
The requirement in Compost Feedstocks for demonstration that prohibited substances have been
degraded was deemed to be sufficient. As well it was noted that the CCME reference for off-farm
compost includes a requirement for stabilization of compost with a minimum 21 day curing
period. It is up to the operator to demonstrate that the materials have been degraded if the compost
feedstocks include agricultural substances contaminated with genetically engineered organisms,
herbicide residues etc.

Final wording recommended/ _

No change.
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If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

TC recommendation/ _

WG recommendation accepted as presented - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) /
New

WL 265 Biochar — Biochar
Current wording in standards/ _

No entry for biochar
Ash is listed in Table 4.2

Date request was submitted/

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme
Biochar may be considered a form of ash and can be used in organic agriculture as part of the crop
nutrient management program provided that the feedstock used is compliant with the annotations
for "ash" in 32.311 table 4.2. Biochar when it is part of an organic farms crop nutrient
management program could be acceptable provided that the source materials such as untreated
wood are listed in 32.311 tables 4.2 or 4.3." But there are many "biochar" products on the market
and precise directives should be issued.




Recommendation by WG /
November 6 2013 Separate category / 6 novembre 2013 Catégorie distincte

Biochar

Biochar is permitted if produced from plant products feedstocks by pyrolysis

Produced through pyrolysis from plant material which has not been treated with or to which no
ingredients have been added that are prohibited by 1.4.1. See Plant and plant by-products.

Rationale/
Final wording recommended/

Biochar - Produced through pyrolysis from forestry byproducts which have not been treated with
and does not contain ingredients prohibited under 1.4.1. See Plant and plant by-products

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: X No:

Date -presentation to TC/ Dafe/de soumission au OT & Dec.12.13

TC recommendation/ _

Biochar - Produced through pyrolysis from forestry byproducts which have not been treated with
and does not contain ingredients prohibited under 1.4.1. See Plant and plant by-products

Review Record Section - Describe potential issues/specific information/ Section d’examen du
compte-rendu — *
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No issues

Recommendation by WG /_

Biochar — Table 4.2

Proposed annotation - Produced through pyrolysis from forestry byproducts which have not been
treated with or to which no ingredients have been added that are prohibited by 1.4.1. See Plant and
plant by-products.

Rationale/

The PSL Crops WG decided to take the proposed annotation back as is as the argument to require
60% is not persuasive. We reviewed the available literature and determined that if we made a
specific temperature requirement we would have to specify a testing protocol which is beyond the
scope of the standard. As well we noted that if the temperature regime is not correct for biochar,
ash is produced which is also allowed as a soil amendment in Table 4.2. The All-PSL WG
requested that the PSL Crops WG consider restricting biochar feedstocks to forestry byproducts.
The PSL Crops WG agreed.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

If PSL - Review Record- Yes: X No:

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT,

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 Table 4.2 as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 liste comme suit:




Biochar :

Only produced through pyrolysis of forestry byproducts which have not been treated with or to
which no substances have been added that are prohibited by 1.4.1. Recycled biochar from
contaminated remediation sites is not permitted.—SeePlantand plant-by-products:

Date -presentation to TC/ _ :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) / NUMERO des sections: 4:3

Existing/existant :

WL 249b Vinegar - Vinaigre
Current wording in standards/ _

Vinegar (acetic acid): See Acetic Acid. Non-synthetic sources unless commercially unavailable.

Date request was submitted/ : TC Dec.2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/
Back from the TC Dec.13, the comment was that the listing for Vinegar required synchronization
with the change to the listing for Acetic Acid:

Acetic Acid

Non-synthetic sources only. As an adjuvant, and pH regulator and for weed control.

1. «Vinegar » listing ? -- is this going back to the WG??

2. New work list item -- add « as a dessicant » to this annotation??
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2. Nouvel article de la liste de travail - ajouter « [comme] agent dessicant » & cette annotation?? |
Recommendation by WG / _

Remove commercial availability from the annotation for Vinegar.
Declined to consider adding "Dessicant” to the list of uses in the annotation for Vinegar and Acetic
Acid.

Rationale/ .

1. To be consistent with the new annotation for Acetic Acid.

2. The PSL Crops WG was also asked to consider adding "as a dessicant" to this annotation. We
determined that a new work list item should be created to permit a full discussion of the
implications of adding "as a dessicant™ to the annotations for Acetic Acid and Vinegar. Technical
documentation would be required for a review of both the substances which potentially could be
used as dessicants on organic operations and what role dessicants play in Soil Amendments, Crop
Production Aids et Materials.

Final wording recommended/
Vinegar (acetic acid): See Acetic Acid. Non-synthetic sources (ADD) only. unless-commerciatly
uhavaHable:

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/ _

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 Table 4.3 listing as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.3 liste comme suit:
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Vinegar (acetic acid): See Acetic Acid. Nen-synthetic-sources-onby—unless-commerciatly
unavailable.

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe Eotentail issues/sEecific information/ F

Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections: 4.2

Existing/existant :

WL 251 Sulphates of Zinc or Iron - Sulfates de zinc ou de fer
Current wording in standards/ _

May be used only to correct for deficiencies determined by soil or plant tissue testing. Sulphates
produced using sulphuric acid are prohibited. See also Iron Products.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte : May / Mai 2013

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Sulphates of magnesium, copper, manganese and cobalt produced using sulphuric acid used to
correct deficiencies determined by soil or plant tissue testing.To create a table for all elements.
There were long discussions held by SIC to clarify the use or prohibition to use sulphuric acids;
that specific issue needs to be better explained. The petition asked that the restriction on sulphuric
acid as a source of zinc and iron sulphate be removed and that the other restrictions on sulphuric
acid as a source be reviewed.

Recommendation by WG /_

Feb. 27.14 - Delete the restriction re: sulphuric acid from the annotation for iron sulphate and zinc
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sulphate

—

Rationale/

Zinc and iron sulphate have had multiple listings in Table 4.2, one of which states that sulphates
are not permitted if made from sulphuric acid. Extensive research by members of the PSL WG has
resulted in the conclusion that there are no zince or iron sulphates which are not produced from
sulphuric acid. Chelates of zinc are allowed in the current annotation for Zinc Products even
though they are themselves produced from sulphuric acid. It was noted that oxides are an
alternative available to the sector even though zinc oxide is commonly produced using sulphuric
acid. As well it was noted that oxides are not as plant available as sulphates depending upon the
soil pH. The NOP allows micronutrients regardless. We noted that the restriction on calcium
sulphate where mined versions are available remains appropriate.

Note that the proposed reorganization would result in one listing for zinc sulphates and one for
iron sulphates with the listing "Sulphates of Zinc or Iron" deleted.

Final wording recommended/ _

Iron Produets: Ferric oxide, ferric sulphate, ferrous sulphate, iron citrate, iron sulphate or iron
tartrate may be used where a soil or plant nutrient deficiency is documented by soil or tissue
testing.

Zinc Preduets: Zinc oxide and zinc sulphate may be used to correct a documented zinc deficiency.
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—
—

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 Table 4.2 listings as follows:
Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 liste comme suit:

Iron Preduets: Ferric oxide, ferric sulphate, ferrous sulphate, iron citrate, iron sulphate or iron
tartrate may be used where a soil or plant nutrient deficiency is documented by soil or tissue
testing.




Date -presentation to TC/ _ :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) / :4.3,4.2
Existing/

WL 252b PH Buffers, Fish Products — Produlits abase de poisson = tampons pH
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

pH Buffers - Shall be from a natural source, such as citric acid or vinegar. Lye and sulphuric acid
are prohibited. Fish Products - "...(in preferential order) organic vinegar, organic citric acid,
phosphoric acid or sulphuric acid..."”

Date request was submitted/ : 2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/
It is allowed to use sulphuric acid (though not a preferrable substance) as a pH buffer for fish

products in 4.2, but sulphurc acid is forbidden in table 4.3 for pH buffer use. We should erase
annotation for pH buffer, erase sentence relating to sulphuric acid for fish products.

Working Group recommendation _

No change to the wording in either annotation.

N’apporter aucun changement dans I’une ou I’autre des annotations.
Final wording recommended/

No change.

|Rationale/ Dustification
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The question was posed whether or not the Fish Products allowance for sulphuric acid can be
permitted if pH Buffers (Table 4.3) categorically rejects the use of sulphuric acid. We determined
that the allowance for sulphuric acid in Fish Products was provided as an exemption from the
limitations in pH Buffers given that there is at least one product on the market which uses
sulphuric acid as a stabilizer. We noted that the preferential order in Fish Products places sulphuric
acid last in the list of allowable stabilizers. To delete sulphuric acid which had been allowed as an
exemption would require a more comprehensive rationale than we had before us, given that this
worklist item was created to clean up the inconsistency between the two annotations and did not
come as a worklist item from the organic sector.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT,

WG recommendation accepted as presented - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Date -presentation to TC/ _ X

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) / :4.2
New

WL 254 Anaerobic Digestate - Digestat anaérobie
Current wording in standards/ _

n/a

Date request was submitted/ : 2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/




Add « products from anaerobic digestion of plant and animal matter » to the PSL with the
condition that digester feedstocks comply with the requirements for compost feedstocks. The
products of anaerobic digestion cannot be considered compost under the standard since the
definition specifies aerobic decomposition. The product may be used as compost feedstock (see
table 4.2, 32.311 « composting feedstocks »). If only manure is used in the digester, the end
product could be applied to fields under the conditions applying to raw manure. If other materials
such as abattoir waste were used as raw material, the final product of the digester would still not
be acceptable for use on organic soil unless composted.

Recommendation by WG / _

Feb.27.2014: To allow Anaerobic Digestate as a separate entry in Table 4.2.

Rationale/ Justification

Having a separate annotation for a new substance was deemed by the WG as important for
transparency. The proposal addresses the issue of feedstocks and appropriate treatment.

Final wording recommended/ _

Digestate, Anaerobic:

Products of anaerobic digestion may be used as a soil amendment provided the following
conditions are met: The materials added to the digester must be listed on PSL 4.2. Para 5.5.2.3.
shall be respected. The requirements for raw manure application (para 5.5.2.5) must be followed
unless it meets the CCME criteria for acceptable levels (MPN/qg total solids) of human pathogens
or it is added to other substrates which are then composted. If feedstocks are obtained from off
farm sources, the digestate must comply with the heavy metal restrictions in "Compost obtained
from off-farm sources".
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[Rationale/ Dustification

PSL Crops WG determined that anaerobic digestate should be allowed with restrictions on
feedstocks and soil applications. We decided that a separate listing in Table 4.2 was important
because it is a new substance which many people are not familiar with. Even though it shares
many characteristics in common with compost, it does have differences in the solubility of
nutrients. At some point in the future it may make sense to bring the annotations together into one.
We have included in the annotation the following references: feedstocks must be substances listed
on Table 4.2. Paragraph 5.5.2.3 must be respected to ensure that the nutrients are not lost.
Paragraph 5.5.2.5 restricts the timing of application if the material is not properly composted. If
feedstocks are obtained off-farm, heavy metal testing of the product to be spread must be carried
out to assure the maximum levels are not exceeded.

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: X No:
TC recommendation/

WG recommendation accepted to add the following substance to 32.311 Table 4.2 as follows:
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée d'ajouter la substance suivante a 32.311 Tableau 4.2
comme suit:

Digestate, Anaerobic:

Products of anaerobic digestion may be used as a soil amendment provided the following
conditions are met: The materials added to the digester must be listed on PSL 4.2. Para 5.5.2.3.
shall be respected. The requirements for raw manure application (para 5.5.2.5) must be followed
unless it meets the CCME criteria for acceptable levels (MPN/g total solids) of human pathogens
or it is added to other substrates which are then composted. If feedstocks are obtained from off
farm sources, the digestate must comply with the heavy metal restrictions in "Compost obtained
from off-farm sources".
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Date -presentation to TC/ _ X

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) / 14.2
Existing/

WL 255 Potassium Sulphate — Stlfate de potassium
Current wording in standards/ _

Only if from langbeinite or other natural sources. See also Mined minerals and unprocessed mined
minerals.

Date request was submitted/ _ - June, 2013
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

The request is to clarify if potassium sulphate which has not been mined but has been
manufactured by combining mined potassium chloride, mined sodium sulphate and water to be
used as a soil amendment in accordance with the PSL.

Working Group Recommendation / Recommandation du GT

Proposed the following annotation: “Only-Hfrom-langbeinite-or-other-natural- seurces—See-also
Mined-minerals-and-unprocessed-mined-minerals. Allowed if produced by combining naturally
occurring brines or mined minerals but not fortified with synthetic chemicals. Potassium sulphate
made using reactants such as sulphuric acid or ammonia are prohibited."




Final wording recommended/ _

minerals-Allowed if produced by combining naturally occurring brines or mined minerals but not
fortified with synthetic chemicals. Potassium sulphate made using reactants such as sulphuric acid
or ammonia are prohibited.

[Rationale/ Dustification

The final wording ensures that potassium sulphate from sources which have not been fortified with
synthetic chemicals can be used. The original annotation referred to "langbeinite or other natural
sources" was not specific enough regarding what would be considered a natural source. The two
common approaches to extracting potassium sulphate are from naturally occurring salt lake brines
(as in the production in Utah) and combining brines and mined minerals (as in the production in
Saskatchewan).

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT,

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 Table 4.2 Potassium sulphate annotation as
follows:

Recommandation GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 Tableau 4.2 Sulfate de potassium liste comme
suit:
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mmed—mmeFaLs— AIIowed if produced bv comblnlnq naturallv occurrlnq brlnes or mlned mlnerals
Fortificationwith-synthetic chemicals-is notallowed— butnotfortified with-synthetic chemicals.
Potassium sulphate made using reactants such as sulphuric acid or ammonia are prohibited.

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT :

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe potentail issues/specific information/

Section Number(s) /

Existing

WL 248 Ammonium Soaps - Savons a Fammonium
Current wording in standards/ _

Ammonium Soaps: "As a large animal repellent only; no contact with soil or edible portion of crop
allowed.”

|

Date request was submitted/ _ 2011
Comment/Proposalfissue/.Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Add "additional usage as a herbicide for ammoniated soaps of fatty acids. Additional info provided
with petition.

Date -presentation to TC/ _
TC recommendation/ RecommendationduCT
TC decided to send this back to the WG for more work given Lindsay’s comments. Member
discussion about soaps from Europe being used and allowed. The discussion again about being
acceptable in the US National Organic Standards and discussion about sodium vs. potassium
hydroxide and this items should be returned to the working group. There was discussion about
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herbicides being approved through the Pesticide Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA). This
list is for ingredients use, and not products listing. The discussion to consider getting a
presentation from PMRA would be considered. As well, the consideration for the rational of it
being accepted onto the PMRA or not would be useful information.

Working Group Recommendation — _

- rejected the petition

- agreed that the soaps annotation would have to specify herbicide use if that was the intention

- synthetic ammonium soaps of fatty acids would not be allowable for a number of issues,
including 1.4.1b violation

- NOP has reviewed ammonium soaps of fatty acids and rejected expanding allowed use beyond
laneway herbicide control

Rationale/ Justification

The petition was rejected because of a number of issues. Members of the PSI Crops WG felt
strongly that adding an ammonium-based product as a herbicide to the PSL would open the door
to other ammonium-based products and that was a direction which contradicted the principles of
organic agriculture and specifically violated 1.4.1b which prohibits synthetic pesticides. The lack
of necessity for synthetic herbicides given that weeds are easily controlled through cultivation,
mowing and mulching. As well non-synthetic acetic acid for use as a herbicide will be balloted
this year, giving farmers an additional tool. We also noted that soaps in general are toxic to insect
larvae. Any substance which would have unintended consequences on juvenile beneficial insect
populations should not be permitted to be used as a herbicide.




Final wording recommended/ _

No change
If PSL - Review Record- Yes: No: X

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

TC recommendation/ _

WG recommendation accepted as presented - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Date -presentation to TC/ _

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014

Review Record Section - Describe Eotentail issues/siecific information/ F

WL number- -251a
Section Number(s) / :4.2

Existing/-
WL 251a Table of minerals - ET-250A Tableau de'mineratx

New/Nouveau:

Current wording in standards/ _

A number of annotations for minerals are found throughout Table 4.2.

Date request was submitted/
Comment/Proposal/issue/
To create a table for all elements. See attached proposal identified as Final 4.2 Minerals.

—

Working Group Comments

- complete the reorganization without changing the wording or intent of any of the entries
- add feldspar, mica et other rock dusts to the Mined Minerals et Unprocessed Mined Minerals
and delete these entries

: May 2013
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- remove "Products" from the entries et annotations; replace with "substances" in the
annotations

- mineral entries should remain as individual entries rather than clustered at this time to allow
users of the PSL to easily locate minerals in Table 4.2

Recommendation by WG / _

Adopt the reorganization proposed as Final 4.2 Minerals

Rationale/

Table 4.2 is extremely confusing with multiple entries for mineral substances; some entries are
contradictory. The purpose of WL251a is to reorganize the mineral entries on the table so that
the table is easier to work with.

Final wording recommended/
See attached (next table below)

Presentor/Working Group / Présentateur Groupe de travail

Maureen Bostock/311 PSL CROP WG

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du €T

WG recommendation accepted to amend the multiple minerals listings (for reorganization, no
intent or origin / usage annotation changes were made) in 32.311 Table 4.2 as attached.

Date -presentation to TC/ _

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — le 15 Avril, 2014
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Review Record Section - Describe iotentail issues/siecific information/ F
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TABLE 4.2 MINERALS

Current Listng and annotation

Proposed Change

Origin and Usage

Proposed Listing and annotation

e

iﬂl

Moved to Mined MInerals —
no annotation required

Bentonite

Moved to Clay

1
II

Delete - already listed in
Potassium rock powders

Borate
Shall only be used for a documented
deficiency relative to the type of crop. See
also Boron Products

Moved to Boron

Borax (sodium tetraborate

|

See Boron products.

Moved to Boron

Boron Products

The following soluble boron products may
be used: borate, sodium tetraborate
(borax and anhydrous) and sodium
octaborate. Shall only be used for a
documented deficiency relative to the
type of crop. See also Trace elements
(micronutrients) for documentation
requirements.

JI

Note changes in text; changed
products to substances; delete
products from heading;
change See also Trace
elements (micronutrients) to
Micronutrients for
documentation requirements.

Boron -

The following soluble boron substances
may be used: borate, sodium tetraborate
(borax and anhydrous) and sodium
octaborate. Shall only be used for a
documented deficiency relative to the
type of crop. See also Micronutrients for
documentation requirements.
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alcium carbonate

;

See Limestone

F

Moved to Calcium

Calcium chloride

Natural sources only. May be used to
adjust nutrient deficiencies and
physiological disorders. Shall not cause
buildup of salts in soil over repeated
applications.

Moved to Calcium

Calcium -

Mined calcium carbonate, limestone,
dolomite(not slaked), natural sources
including shells from aquatic animals
such as oyster shell flour, aragonite,
eggshell meal and lime from sugar
processing are acceptable. Calcium
products that have been used in
controlled atmosphere storage are
prohibited. Calcium chloride: natural
sources only. May be used to adjust
nutrient deficiencies and physiological
disorders. Shall not cause buildup of salts
in soil over repeated applications

L

Calcium, natural sources

Sources include shells from aquatic
animals

Moved to Calcium

Calcium sulphate (gypsum)

See Gypsum (calcium sulphate).

Moved to Gypsum (calcium
sulphate)
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Voir Gypse (sulfate de calcium).
ClayArgile

Bentonite, perlite and zeolite as a soil
amendment or seed pellet additives . See
also Mined minerals and unprocessed
mined minerals.

Clay Argile

Bentonite, perlite and zeolite as a soil
amendment or seed pellet additives . See
also Mined minerals and unprocessed

mined minerals.

Copper Products

These products shall be used in a manner
that prevents excessive copper
accumulation in the soil. Build up of
copper in soil may prohibit future use. Use
with caution. No visible residue shall be
allowed on harvested crops. Basic copper
sulphate, copper oxide, copper sulphate
and copper oxysulphate may be used to
correct documented copper deficiencies.
Copper ammonia base, copper ammonium
carbonate, copper nitrate and cuprous
chloride are prohibited as sources of
copper for plant nutrients.

Delete "Products" as it is not
standards language; deleted
"These products" from the

beginning of the annotation.

Copper -

Shall be used in a manner that prevents
excessive copper accumulation in the
soil. Build up of copper in soil may
prohibit future use. Use with caution. No
visible residue shall be allowed on
harvested crops. Basic copper sulphate,
copper oxide, copper sulphate and
copper oxysulphate may be used to
correct documented copper deficiencies.
Copper ammonia base, copper
ammonium carbonate, copper nitrate
and cuprous chloride are prohibited as
sources of copper for plant nutrients.

Moved to Calcium et
Magnesium

delete item
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Moved to Mined Minerals —
no annotation required

Includes ferric oxide, ferric sulphate and
ferrous sulphate. See Iron products, Trace
elements (micronutrients).

Sources that are mixed with petroleum
products, such as from stone engraving,
are prohibited. See also Mined minerals
and unprocessed mined minerals.

Move to Iron Products.
Replace Trace Elements with
Micronutrients

Moved to Mined Minerals et
add that restriction to granite
dust in Mined minerals.

Gypsum (calcium sulphate)

Mined source; for correcting calcium and
sulphur deficiencies and for amending soil
salinity problems documented by soil or
plant tissue testing. Sulphates produced
using sulphuric acid are prohibited.

keep separate listing; Add
Visual Symptoms (note:
includes WL251b proposed
change)

Gypsum (calcium sulphate) -

Mined source; for correcting calcium and
sulphur deficiencies and for amending
soil salinity problems documented by
visual symptoms, soil or plant tissue
testing. Sulphates produced using
sulphuric acid are prohibited.
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Iron Products _

Ferric oxide, ferric sulphate, ferrous
sulphate, iron citrate, iron sulphate or iron
tartrate may be used where a soil or plant
nutrient deficiency is documented by soil
or tissue testing

Maintain listing as "lron",
delete Products. add visual
symptoms; Note change re:
sulphuric acid as per WL251
and visual symptoms WL251b

Iron

Ferric oxide, ferric sulphate, ferrous
sulphate, iron citrate, iron sulphate or
iron tartrate may be used where soil or
plant nutrient deficiency is documented
by visual symptomes, soil or tissue testing.

Moved to Iron

Kieserite -

See Magnesium sulphate, Mined minerals
and unprocessed mined minerals.

Moved to Magnesium

Langbeinite
Mined sulphate of potash magnesia

Moved to Potassium

Limestone
Magnesium carbonate and calcium
carbonate. May cause buildup of
magnesium. Use with caution. Shall be
from a natural source. Oyster shell flour,
limestone, dolomite (not slaked),
aragonite, eggshell meal, lime from sugar
processing and mined calcium carbonate
are acceptable. Calcium products that
have been used in controlled atmosphere
storage are prohibited.

41

No change.

Limestone -

Magnesium carbonate and calcium
carbonate. May cause buildup of
magnesium. Use with caution. Shall be
from a natural source. Oyster shell flour,
limestone, dolomite (not slaked),
aragonite, eggshell meal, lime from sugar
processing and mined calcium carbonate
are acceptable. Calcium products that
have been used in controlled

atmosphere storage are prohibited.
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Magnesium carbonate

Naturally occurring in dolomite and
magnesite.

|

Moved to Magnesium

Magnesium chloride

Natural sources only

|

Moved to Magnesium

Magnesium Magnésium |

Magnesium Rock: Magnesium carbonate,
magnesium chloride. Dolomitic
limestone (not slaked).Natural
substances or those derived from natural
substances, without the addition of
chemically synthesized substances or
chemical treatments. Magnesium
Sulphate: Epsom Salts, kieserite. Allowed
for use with a documented magnesium
deficiency. Synthetically produced epsom
salts is allowed.

Magnesium rock

Natural substances or those derived from
natural substances, without the addition
of chemically synthesized substances or
chemical treatments. See also Mined
minerals and unprocessed mined

Moved to Magnesium
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minerals.

Magnesium sulphate

Allowed for use with a documented
magnesium deficiency. Mined as kieserite
or epsom salts (see also Mined or minerals
and unprocessed mined minerals) or
synthetically produced epsom salts are
allowed.

Moved to Magnesium

Manganese Products

Manganous oxide and manganese
sulphate may be used to correct
documented manganese deficiencies. See
Trace Elements (micronutrients).

delete products in title:
correct Trace elements to

Micronutrients

Manganese Manganese |

Manganous oxide and manganese
sulphate may be used to correct
documented manganese deficiencies.
See Micronutrients.

See Mined minerals and unprocessed
mined minerals.

Moved to Minerals, Mined

Micronutrients, Synthetic

See Trace Elements

only one entry; visual
symptoms add

(Note WL251c proposes that
we add: Nitrate and
ammonium forms of
micronutrients are
prohibited.) (Note WL251b
addition of visual symptoms)

Micronutrients F

Includes micronutrients (trace elements)
from natural or synthetic sources that
are unchelated or chelated by substances
listed as allowed. To be used when soil
and plant deficiencies are documented
by visual symptomes, soil and plant
testing. Nitrate and ammonium forms of
micronutrients are prohibited.
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Mined Minerals and unprocessed
mined minerals

A mined mineral shall not have undergone
any change in its molecular structure
through heating or combining with other
substances. Acceptable if the substance is
not processed or fortified with synthetic
chemicals. Mined minerals are regarded as
supplements to a balanced, organic soil-
building program. Some of the minerals
that are mined can also be made
synthetically or are byproducts of
industry; investigate the source of any
new substance. Sodium nitrate is
prohibited.

Keep as is et Add: Sources that
are mixed with petroleum
products such as from stone
engraving are prohibited.
Includes Basalt, Pumice, Sand,
Feldspar, Mica, Granite Dust,
unprocessed rock dust.

Mined Minerals and unprocessed
mined minerals

A mined mineral shall not have
undergone any change in its molecular
structure through heating or combining
with other substances. Acceptable if the
substance is not processed or fortified
with synthetic chemicals. Mined minerals
are regarded as supplements to a
balanced, organic soil-building program.
Some of the minerals that are mined can
also be made synthetically or are
byproducts of industry; investigate the
source of any new substance. Sodium
nitrate is prohibited. Sources that are
mixed with petroleum products such as
from stone engraving are prohibited.
Includes Basalt, Pumice, Sand, Feldspar,
Mica, Granite Dust, unprocessed rock
dust.
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Molybdenum products

To correct documented molybdenum
deficiencies. See also Trace elements
(micronutrients)

Changer pour See also
Micronutrients; delete
Products

Molybdenum
To correct documented molybdenum
deficiencies. See also Micronutrients.

Moved to Calcium

Delete listing as included in

Phosphate rock

Shall not be fortified or processed with
synthetic chemicals. Cadmium shall not
exceed 90 mg/kg P205.

Phosphate rock -

Shall not be fortified or processed with
synthetic chemicals. Cadmium shall not
exceed 90 mg/kg P205.

Potassium chloride (muriate of
potash and rock potash)

Mined potassium salts (e.g. sylvinite and
kainite). Shall not cause buildup of salts in
soil over repeated applications.

Moved to potassium

Potassium rock powders

Moved to potassium; (Note

Potassium -
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Includes basalt, biotite, mica, feldspars,
granite and greensand

change in wording WL 255)

Langbeinite, mined sulphate of potash
magnesia; mined potassium salts
(sylvinite and kainite). Potassium
chloride (muriate of potash et rock
potash): Shall not cause buildup of salts
in soil over repeated applications.
Potassium rock powder: includes basalt,
biotite, mica, feldspar, granite and
greensand. Potassium Sulphate: Allowed
if produced by combining naturally
occurring brines or mined minerals but
not fortified with synthetic chemicals.
Potassium sulphate made using reactants
such as sulphuric acid or ammonia are
prohibited.

Potassium sulphate -

Only if from langbeinite or other natural
minerals. See also Mined minerals and
unprocessed mined minerals.

Moved to potassium; note
wording change WL255

Potassium sulphate magnesia

Moved to potassium

Langbeinite.
Pumice Moved to Minerals, Mined
Reck-dusts{stone-meal) Delete
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Moved to Minerals, Mined

Moved to Calcium

Sulphate of potash magnesia

From langbeinite. See also Mined minerals
and unprocessed mined minerals. Natural
substances or those derived from natural
substances, without the addition of
chemically synthesized substances or
chemical treatment.

Moved to Potassium

Deleted, given wording
change in WL251

—

Sulphur, elemental

Sulphur may be used as a soil amendment
where more buffered sources of sulphur
are not appropriate and as a foliar

No change

Sulphur, elemental -
élémentaire

Sulphur may be used as a soil
amendment where more buffered

sources of sulphur are not appropriate
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application . Natural substances or those
derived from natural substances without
the addition of chemically synthesized
substances or chemical treatments.

and as a foliar application. Natural
substances or those derived from natural
substances without the addition of
chemically synthesized substances or
chemical treatments.

E— TV vy
Synthetic)

Includes micronutrients from natural
sources that are unchelated or chelated by
substances listed as allowed. To be used
when soil and plant deficiencies are
documented by soil and plant testing.

delete

Vermiculite

no change; annotation is blank

rl

Vermiculite VEImiGE |

Delete - listed under clay

Zinc products
Zinc oxide and zinc sulphate may be used
to correct a documented zinc

deficiency

No change

Zinc -
Zinc oxide and zinc sulphate may be used
to correct a documented zinc deficiency.
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Presentation of Working group recommendations to the Technical
Committee - April 14-16 2014

Présentation des recommendations du Groupe de travail au Comité
technique - 14-16 avril 2014

32.311 Permitted Substances Lists - Livestock Production

32.311 Listes des substances permises - Production d'animaux
d'élevage

WL — 119 Calcium Propionate - Propionate de calcium
WL — 199 Vitamins - Vitamines

WL — 118 Propylene Glycol - Propylénealyeol

WL — 149 Clay - ATGile

WL — 151 Hydrated Lime — Chaux'hydratée
WL — 156 Pyrethrum - Pyiéthre
WL — 165 Citrus extracts - EXtraits d agrumes

WL — 260 Section 7.3 & 7.4 — Sections 7.3 et 7.4
WL — 25-27-233-253 Amino Acids — /ACides amines
WL — 239 Enzymes - Enzyimes
WL - 179 Mineral Oil — HUile'minérale
WL - 179,180, 232, 232.1 Feed Additives & Preservatives - SUppIEments alimentaires
et agents de conservation

WL — 198 Minerals, trace minerals & elements — Niifleratixeoligo-elementsyelements

WL — 231i 270 Micro orianisms & Yeast, Pre & Probiotics — Microorganismes et

WL — 234 Essential Oils Fillilesiessentielles
WL — 244 Hypoclorous Acid Acide hypochlorite
WL — 246- 261 Copper sulphate, magnesium sulphate Stllfate de cuivie, sulfate de

WL — 258 Non A(Iqricultural Ingredients in Feed — Ingrédients non agricoles dans les




Name of substance/section -
WL - 119 Calcium Propionate -

Existing/existant

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dans ianorme

Not listed individualli, acceﬁted under electrolﬁes.

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’sotmission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add substance to irevent milk fever 5.3 or as a feed ireservative 5.2.

Recommendation by WG / Reécommandation du' GT

Acceit 1st iart of Eroiosal; but re'lect inclusion on 5.2.

Rationale/ JUstification

5.2 Used in preserving botanical health aids like aloe vera products, so it as already
allowed as a health care aid preservative under 5.3 and does not need to be added to 5.2.
5.3 On certain soils, wet weather can reduce calcium levels severly enough that organic
feed and organic management do not prevent milk fever. Calcium propionate is allowed
by our major trading partners as an electrolyte. As calcium propionate may be
administered orally as a drench, it is easier and faster for farmers to use, if prevention has
failed and treatment is required promptly to save the life of the animal.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
Table 5.3




Electrolytes
Without-antibioties. May include but not limited to : CMPK, calcium propionate, calcium
sulphate et al. Without antibiotics, orally or by injection.

Electrolyte-selutions
i tded active i i

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

Table 5.3

Electrolytes

Witheut-antibiotics. May include but not limited to : CMPK, calcium propionate, calcium
sulphate et al. Without antibiotics, orally or by injection.

Electrolyte solutions
" ded active i i




Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections : 5.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
WL -199 Vitamins -

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dansa’norme

Table 5.2

Used for enrichment or fortification of livestock feed. Synthetic vitamins may be used if
non-synthetic sources are not commercially available.

Table 5.3

Used for enrichment or fortification. Synthetic vitamins may be used if non- synthetic
sources are not commercially available. Vitamins from any source are allowed for
medical use.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Delete the last sentence.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
Delete the last sentence.

Rationale/ Justification

It is redundant. It has alreadi been deleted from 5.2 Vitamin annotation.

Final wording recommended/ EoFmulation finale recommencee

Table 5.2

Vitamins Ysed for enrichment or fortification. ef-tivestockfeed—Synthetic-vitaminsmay

be-used-Hf-non-synthetic sources-are-not-commercially-available
Table 5.3




Orally, topically or by injection. Used-for-enrichment-or-fortification—Synthetic-vitamins

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Reécommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

Table 5.2

Vitamins Ysed for enrichment or fortification. ef-tivestockfeed—Synthetic-vitaminsmay
I e heti iall bl

Table 5.3

Orally, topically or by injection. Used-for-enrichment-or-fortification—Synthetic-vitamins




Section Number(s) / NUEFo des Sections

5.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
WL - 118 Propylene Glycol -

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle danslanorme

Not allowed as it is a sinthetic

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue /
As a treatment for ketosis.

Recommendation by WG /
Proposal rejected —

Rationale/ JUstification

There are effective alternatives to sinthetic Eroiilene ilicol for the treatment of ketosis

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommendee

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group




Date -presentation to TC/ Date de'soumission au'cr

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptee telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUmEro des sections = 75:3
Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom'delastbstance/paragraphe
WL — 149 Clay - Argile

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

Listed in 4.2

Bentonite, perlite and zeolite as a soil amendment or seed pellet additive. These are also
listed individually in this standard. See also Mined minerals and unprocessed mined
minerals.

Date request was submitted/ Date desoumission delarequete

2008
Comment/Proposalfissue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add clai to 5.3.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T

Reject Proposal

Rationale/ Justification

Itis alreadi allowed under Minerals, as clai is mineral.




Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommandee

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Reécommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections :

53

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/

WL 151 Fydreted Lime - Chat tyrates

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Not iermitted to cauterize Ehisical alterations or deodorize animal wastes.

Date request was submitted/ Date desoumission delarequete

2008
Comment/Proposalfissue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add hidrated lime to 5.3 for foot baths
Recommendation by WG /
Reject proposal —

Rationale/ Justification




It is already there under lime, hydrated and we do not need to specify allowed purposes.

No need to chanie the existini annotation

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de'soumission au'cr

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections: 5.3

Existing/existant

WL - 156 Pyrethrum - Pyréthre
Name of substance/section/ Nom/dela'stbstance/paragraphe

Pyrethrum — pyrethre

Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dans ianorme

Parasiticides and anti-microbials
See par. 6.7 of CAN/CGSB-32.310, Organic Production Systems — General Principles
and Management Standards, for conditions regarding the use of internal parasiticides.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte




2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

allowed in 4.3; add to livestock healthcare with the following annotation: Topical

iexternali control of livestock iarasites
Recommendation by WG /
Reject Proposal —

Rationale/ Justification

Already allowed for external use under 5.3 Parasiticides, referenceing 6.7 Can/CGSB-
32.310 Organic Production Systems — General Principles and Management Standards

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUMéro des sections : 5.3
Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
WL - 165 Citrus extracts -

10



Current wording in standards/ Version'actuelle’dans ianorme

Allowed under Botanical compounds - Botanical preparations according to label

siecifications.

Date request was submitted/ Date desoumission delarequete

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to 7.4 for cleanini livestock facilities
Recommendation by WG /
Reject Proposalv —

Rationale/ JUstification

The Livestock PSL Working Group cannot add substances to 7.4. Citrus extracts are
already allowed under Botanical compounds in 5.3 and so may be used for sanitizing and
cleaning livestock housing.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

none

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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Section Number(s) / NUMEFo des Sections='5:3

53

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
WL - 260 Section7.3& 7.4 -

Current wording in standards/ Version'actuelle’dans ianorme

.none

Date request was submitted/ Date desoumission delarequete

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/

Confirm that substances on Tables 7.3 and 7.4 can be used in livestock facilities but
cleaning or disinfection of livestock facilities is not confined to these lists. See also 5.3
PSL . and 6.8.4 - 32.310.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Reject proposal. Add references to be determined by livestock working group to 32:310
at par. 6.8.4 instead.

Rationale/ Justification

Cleaning and disinfecting livestock housing facilities is a key factor in maintaining
livestock health. See also 5.3 PSL . and 6.8.4 - 32.310

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommendée
none

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

12



WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the
standard.

Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections: 5.2

Name of substance/section/
WL - 25-27-233-253 Amino Acids —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Non-synthetic sources only. Exception granted for use of synthetic DLmethionine, DL-
methionine—hydroxyl analog and DL-methionine—hydroxyl analog calcium.
Note: This exception will be re-evaluated at the next revision of this standard.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add the foIIowin(IJ: Lisine, L-Lisine, L-Threonine, L-Triﬁtthan, Choline

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Reject Proposal. Amino Acids —

Non-synthetic sources only which includes biofermentation for production of lysine.
Exception granted:

(1) Lysine, L-lysine which has been extracted using biofermentation and not produced
from genetically engineered organisms is allowed only when lysine levels in feed have
been demonstrated to need supplementation

and (2) foruse-ofsynthetic—DL-methionine, DL-methionine—hydroxy analog and DL-
methionine—hydroxy analog calcium untH-Oetober1.2010—(CAS #'s 59-51-8, 583-91-
5, 4857-44-7, and 922-50-9) for use only in organic poultry production Nete-Fhis
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Y usted ot 4 o of th tore

Review.

Rationale/ /Justification

Lysine products such as lysine sulphate produced through biological fermentation fall
within the Standard's definition of non-synthetic and are allowed. The bacteria which is
used in the fermentation process must be non-GMO. The fermentation substrate must not

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommendée

Amino Acids -

Non-synthetic sources only which includes biofermentation for production of lysine.
Exception granted:

(1) Lysine, L-lysine which has been extracted using biofermentation and not produced
from genetically engineered organisms is allowed only when lysine levels in poultry&
hog feed have been demonstrated to need supplementation for production.

and (2) feruse-ofsynthetic—DL-methionine, DL-methionine—hydroxy analog and DL-
methionine—hydroxy analog calcium unti-October1,2010—(CAS #'s 59-51-8, 583-91-
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5, 4857-44-7, and 922-50-9) for use only in organic poultry production

Cette exception sera réévaluée lors des prochains travaux de révision de la norme. (tc mtg)

concept de la biofermentation doit étre explicité

a revoir

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

Sent back to WG for more work and re-presentation asap:

Amino Acids -
Non-synthetic sources only.

Exception granted:
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(1) Lysine, L-lysine which has been extracted using biofermentation and not produced
from genetically engineered organisms is allowed only when lysine levels in hog &
poultry feed have been demonstrated to need supplementation for porcine production.

and (2) foruse-ofsynthetic—DL-methionine, DL-methionine—hydroxy analog and DL-
methionine—hydroxy analog calcium untH-October1,2010-—(CAS #'s 59-51-8, 583-91-
5, 4857-44-7, and 922-50-9) for use only in organic poultry production.Note: Fhis
exception-will-be-re-evaluated-atthe-nextrevision-of this-standard—The use of these

substances will be reviewed at the next full revision of this standard.

NEW WORK LIST ITEM - ensure definition of synthetic in 32.310 is consistent
regarding biofermentation and subsequent processes.

UPDATE AS OF APRIL 15, 2014 - Vancouver

WG recommendation accepted to amend the listing for Amino Acids in 32.311 Table
5.2 as follows:

Amino Acids -
Non-synthetic sources only which includes biofermentation for production
of lysine. Exception granted:

(1) Lysine, L-lysine which has been extracted using biofermentation and not
produced from genetically engineered organisms is allowed only when
lysine levels in hog and poultry feed have been demonstrated to need
supplementation for porcine and poultry production.

and (2) feruse-ofsynthetic—DL-methionine, DL-methionine—hydroxy
analog and DL-methionine—hydroxy analog calcium untd-Octeber1,-2010-
(CAS #'s 59-51-8, 583-91-5, 4857-44-7, and 922-50-9) for use only in
organic poultrv productlon at—theie#em#nq%ammuma#emqe—per—tenn&e#

The use of these substances will be reviewed at the next full se-exceptions

are-to-bereevaluated-atthe-next revision of the standard.

Thi . 11 I Lartl .  thi
standard
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Renvoyer au GT afin que celui retravaille ce point et le présente a nouveau dés que
possible :

Acides aminés —
Sources non synthétiques seulement.

Exception accordée :

(1) La lysine, L-lysine produites par biofermentation et non par des organismes
génétiguement modifiés, est permise uniquement lorsqu’il a été démontré que la
concentration de lysine dans les aliments pour les porcs et la volaille est telle gu’il faut un
supplément pour la production porcine.

et (2) pourtusage-det-acide aminé synthétigue DL-méthionine, DL-méthionine—
analogue hydroxy et DL-méthionine—analogue hydroxy calcium jusguau-1*-octobre
2010 (CAS : 59-51-8, 583-91-5, 4857-44-7, et 922-50-9) a utiliser uniguement pour la

production avicole biologique. Remarque : Cette-exception-seraréexaminée-at-oceasion
du-prochain-examen-de-taprésente-norme-L utilisation de ces substances fera I’objet

d’un examen a I’occasion de la prochaine révision compléte de la présente norme.

NOUVEAU POINT DE LA LISTE DES TRAVAUX - veiller a ce que la définition du
terme « synthétique », dans la norme 32.310, soit cohérente en ce qui a trait a la
biofermentation et aux processus subséquents.

MISE A JOUR EN DATE DU 15 AVRIL 2014 - Vancouver

La recommandation du GT est acceptée pour ce qui est de la modification de la liste
des acides aminés qui apparait au tableau 5.2 de la norme 32.311, c’est-a-dire :

Acides aminés —

Sources non synthétiques seulement, y compris la lysine produite par
biofermentation. Exception accordée :

(1) La lysine, L-lysine produites par biofermentation et non par des
organismes génétiquement modifiés, est permise uniguement lorsqu’il a été
démontré que la concentration de lysine dans les aliments pour les porcs et la
volaille est telle gu’il faut un supplément pour la production porcine et
avicole.

et (2) pourtusage-det— acide aminé synthétigue-DL-méthionine, DL-
méthionine—analogue hydroxy et DL-méthionine— analogue hydroxy
calcium jusgu’au-1*-octobre 2010 (CAS : 59-51-8, 583-91-5, 4857-44-7, et
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922-50-9) a utiliser seulement pour la production avicole biologigue selonta

L’ utlllsatlon de ces substances feral’ ob|et d’un examen a I occasion de Ia

prochaine ees-exceptions-serontréexaminéesal occasion-duprochain
révision complete de la presente norme

Section Number(s) / NUMEFO des Sections=15:2

Name of substance/section/
WL - 239 Enzymes -

Current wording in standards/ Vérsion'actuelle'dans lanorme

Natural substances are permitted, including, as examples, bromelain, catalase— bovine
liver, ficin, animal lipase, malt, pancreatin, pepsin, trypsin, proteases and carbohydrases.
Animal-derived enzymes shall be guaranteed free of specified risk materials including the
skull, brain, trigeminal ganglia (nerves attached to the brain), eyes, tonsils, spinal cord
and dorsal root ganglia (nerves attached to the spinal cord) of ruminants aged 30 months
or older; and the distal ileum (portion of the small intestine) of ruminants of all ages.
Shall be from an organic source unless not commercially available.
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Date request was submitted/ Date desoumission delarequete

2008

Comment/Proposal/issue /Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Delete last sentence-. Shall be from an or(I;anic source unless not commercialli available.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Accept proposal

Rationale/ JUstification

Orianic sources are not available.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommendée

Natural substances are permitted, including, as examples, bromelain, catalase— bovine
liver, ficin, animal lipase, malt, pancreatin, pepsin, trypsin, proteases and carbohydrases.
Animal-derived enzymes shall be guaranteed free of specified risk materials including the
skull, brain, trigeminal ganglia (nerves attached to the brain), eyes, tonsils, spinal cord
and dorsal root ganglia (nerves attached to the spinal cord) of ruminants aged 30 months
or older; and the distal ileum (portion of the small intestine) of ruminants of all ages-

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as follows:

Natural substances are permitted, including, as examples, bromelain, catalase— bovine
liver, ficin, animal lipase, malt, pancreatin, pepsin, trypsin, proteases and carbohydrases.
Animal-derived enzymes shall be guaranteed free of specified risk materials including the
skull, brain, trigeminal ganglia (nerves attached to the brain), eyes, tonsils, spinal cord
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and dorsal root ganglia (nerves attached to the spinal cord) of ruminants aged 30 months
or older; and the distal ileum (portion of the small intestine) of ruminants of all ages-

Shall be from an organic source unless not commercially available.

WL - 179 Mineral Oil - Huile' minérale
Section Number(s) / NUméro des sectionss.2

New/Notveau

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Mineral Oil -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Not listed in 5.2; 5.3 For external use onli

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Amend annotation; add the foIIowini: "Allowed in mineral mixes and Ere-mixes”

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T

Re'lect Eroiosal to add mineral oil to 5.2 for internal use.

Rationale/ Justification
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Working group members agreed that the functions this petroleum product could play in
organic livestock feed as a dust suppressant, can be better filled by ingredients already
allowed in 5.2. JGG 3/15/14

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG RECOMMENDATION accepted as presented - to reject the addition of mineral oil to
5.2 for internal use.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 179,180, 232, 232.1 Feed Additives & Preservatives -

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sectionss.2
New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/
Feed Additives & Preservatives -

Current wordini in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

Not listed —

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add a general category for "additives"” and "processing aids," with the following
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annotation: non-synthetic sources only. There is no mention of preservatives in Table 5.2.
Clarify whether preservatives in feed additives or mineral/vitamin premixes. Two
options: 1) Provide an exception to 1.4.1 for livestock vitamin and mineral premixes. 2)
List acceptable preservatives on the PSL.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T
Reject proposals- fejetdes propositions

Rationale/ Justification

Reject proposal- too broad a request to allow all nonsynthetics and natural is not defined.
No list of preservatives is needed. The listing of premixes in table 5.2 (PSL) and vitamins
and trace minerals in table 5.3 (PSL) with the accompanying annotations makes it
permissible to use pre-mixes ( and vitamins) that are not compliant with the standard, if
no compliant product is available.

Per NOP 205.603 (d) (3), all vitamins, used for enrichment or fortification are allowed as
feed additives when FDA approved. Per COR PSL 5.3, synthetic vitamins may be used
for livestock production if non-synthetic sources are not commercially available.
Amongst the most commonly used vitamins in livestock supplements A, D and E; only
vitamin E appears to be available in a natural form (talking to the livestock supplement
industry will confirm this). The fat soluble synthetic vitamins A and D are very likely to
contain synthetic preservatives like Ethoxyquin, BHT (Butylated hydroxyanisole) or
BHA (Butylated hydroxytoluene) to prevent rancidity. A statement received from one of
the manufacturers of vitamins verifies that feed grade sources of vitamin A and D are not
made without Ethoxyquin, only some of the vitamins made for human consumption
contain alternatives to synthetic antioxidants.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Re'|ect Eroiosals as non iersuasive.

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG PROPOSAL accepted as presented to reject these proposals as non-persuasive.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL — 198 Minerals, trace minerals & elements — Minéraux, oligo-

Section Number(s) / NUm&ro des sections 5.2 & 5.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
Minerals, trace minerals & elements
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Current wording in standards/ Version'actuelle’dansianorme

Table 5.2

Non-synthetic chelated or sulphated minerals such as but not limited to calcium chloride.
Synthetic nutrient minerals may be used when non-synthetic sources are not
commercially available. Minerals may not be used to stimulate growth or production.
Table 5.3

Non-synthetic chelated or sulphated minerals such as but not limited to calcium chloride.
Synthetic nutrient minerals may be used when non-synthetic sources are not
commercially available. Minerals may not be used to stimulate growth or production.
Minerals from any source are allowed for medical use.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
Delete last sentence in 5.2 & 5.3 Minerals from any source are allowed for medical use.,
add "orally or by injection to 5.3 only.

Add to both annotations 5.2 & 5.3 : Minerals & elements, include mineral salts.

Rationale/ Justification Minerals and vitamins are an important part of feed and are used
for nutrition, health promotion and prevention, as well as for medical use in livestock
production. Larger organisms may consume soil (geophagia) and visit salt licks to obtain
limiting dietary elements they are unable to acquire through other components of their
diet. This indicates that the heading Minerals, trace minerals and elements does include
the mineral salts associated with minerals and elements and belongs in both 5.2 and 5.3
for responsible organic animal husbandry.
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Minerals as a heading includes mineral salts, i.e. sodium bicarbonate, a mineral salt, so it
does not need a separate listing for its theraputic use in livestock husbandry. Bacteria
play an essential role in the weathering of primary elements that releases nutrients for
their own needs and for the nutrition of others in the ecological food chain. » One
element, cobalt, is available for use by animals only after having been processed into
complicated molecules (e.g., vitamin B12), by bacteria. Scientists are only recently
starting to appreciate the magnitude and role that microorganisms have in the global
cycling and formation of biominerals.| » Perhaps this microorganism biodiversity in
organics is why organic foods test higher in minerals

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
In Table 5.2

Minerals, trace minerals & elements

Non-synthetic chelated, er sulphated minerals or their mineral salts such-as-but-not
Hmited-to-caletm-chloride: Synthetic nutrient minerals may be used when non-synthetic
sources are not commercially available. Minerals may not be used to stimulate growth or
production.

in Table 5.3

Orally or by injection. Non-synthetic chelated, e¢ sulphated minerals or their mineral
salts. such-as-but-nettmited-to-calcium-chloride. Synthetic nutrient minerals may be used

when non-synthetic sources are not commercially available. Minerals-may-net-be-used-te
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Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/
April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as follows:
In Table 5.2
Minerals, trace minerals & elements

Non-synthetic chelated, er sulphated minerals or their mineral salts such-as-but-not
Hmited-to-caleim-chloride: Synthetic nutrient minerals may be used when non-synthetic
sources are not commercially available. Mineralsmay-net-be-used-to-stimulate-growth-or
production:

in Table 5.3

Orally or by injection. Non-synthetic chelated, er sulphated minerals or their mineral
salts. sueh-as-but-nottmited-to-calcium-chloride. Minerals-may-net be-used-to-stimulate
growth or

preduction—Minerals from any source are allowed for medical use.
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WL -231, 270 Micro orianisms & Yeast, Pre & Probiotics —

Section Number(s) / NUmMéro des sectionss.2, 5.3

Existing - EXistant

Name of substance/section/
Micro organisms and yeasts —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

listed in 5.2 with no annotation, but no Iistini in5.3

Date request was submitted/ Date/de’sotmission de la requéte

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

"Add the annotation for yeast in 6.4; Non-synthetic only: a) autolysate, b) bakers’
(may contain lecithin, obtained without the use of bleaches and organic solvents), c)
brewers’, d) nutritional, and

e) smoked. Non-synthetic smoke flavouring process shall be documented. Growth on
petrochemical substrate and sulphite waste liquor are prohibited.

Add definition of yeast, yeast extracts, prebiotics and probiotics to the COS
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Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T

Agree with proposal to add annotation for yeast to 5.2, but remove e) as it in not
applicable to livestock feed or health; add definitions to COS definitions section. Add
Micreoorganisms and yeast with annotation to 5.3.

Rationale/ JUstification

Micro organisms include prebiotics and probiotics and yeasts, they are all microbes
which can enhance feed and be used as health care inputs, so both 5.2 and 5.3 should
contain their listings. 3/10/14 JGG

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Table 5.2 Micro Organisms & yeast

Non-synthetic yeast only: a) autolysate, b) bakers’ (may contain lecithin, obtained
without the use of

bleaches and organic solvents), c) brewers’, d) nutritional

Table 5.3

Micro Organisms & yeast

Probiotics

The bacterial species from the genera Lactobacillus and Bifidobacterium are the most
common probiotics, including but not limited to: Lactobacillus acidophilus, L. casei, L.
reuteri, L. rhamnosus, L. johnsonii, and L. plantarum and Bifidobacterium longum, B.
breve, and B. lactis .

Definitions and Terminology
Prebiotics are fiber food for bacteria. Examples of prebiotic substrates are inulin,
lactulose, various galacto, fructo, xylo-oligosaccharides and sugar alcohols.

Probiotics are micro-organisms that provide health benefits when consumed. Probiotics
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are administered orally via pharmaceutical preparations in the form of capsules, tablets,
alginate gels, or dry powder as dietary supplements. Symbiotics are a combination of
prebiotics and probiotics. Many contain a combination of probiotic culture with a
prebiotic substrate that favors its growth. Paraprobiotics are “non-viable microbial cells”
that are inactivated or dead microorganisms which can prevent pathogen growth.

Yeast are single celled microorganisms that can produce enzymes, carbon dioxide (CO2),
and other metabolites from carbohydrates, whose functional roles are frequently used in
the processes of fermentation, baking, flavoring foods, adding nutritional value, and
providing health benefits.

Yeast autolysate, also known as yeast extract, is comprised of the “water-soluble
components of the yeast cell, the composition of which is primarily amino acids,
peptides, carbohydrates, salts” and monosodium glutamate (MSG). Yeast autolysates are
concentrates of the soluble components of yeast cells and are generally produced by
autolysis, a process by which the cell wall is induced mechanically or chemically to
rupture. Nitrogen (N) components and vitamins are the value of yeast extract because of
their nutritional characteristics.
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Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG RECOMMENDATION accepted to add the following three listings to 5.3:
Add the following substances to Table 5.3:

Micro organisms (including yeast) - includes yeast autolysate

Probiotics

WG RECOMMENDATION accepted to add the following definitions - prebiotics &
probiotics:

Definitions and Terminology

Prebiotics are fiber food and potential carriers for bacteria. Examples of prebiotic
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substrates are inulin, lactulose, various galacto, fructo, xylo-oligosaccharides and sugar
alcohols.

Probiotics are micro-organisms that provide health benefits when consumed. Probiotics
are administered orally via pharmaceutical preparations in the form of capsules, tablets,
alginate gels, or dry powder as dietary supplements. Symbiotics are a combination of
prebiotics and probiotics. Many contain a combination of probiotic culture with a
prebiotic substrate that favors its growth. Paraprobiotics are “non-viable microbial cells”
that are inactivated or dead microorganisms which can prevent pathogen growth.

WG RECOMMENDATION to add yeast and yeast autolysate to definitions was accepted
as follows:

Yeast are single celled microorganisms that can produce enzymes, carbon dioxide (CO2),
and other metabolites from carbohydrates, whose functional roles are frequently used in
the processes of fermentation, baking, flavoring foods, adding nutritional value, and
providing health benefits.

Yeast autolysate, also known as yeast extract, is comprised of the “water-soluble
components of the yeast cell, the composition of which is primarily amino acids,
peptides, carbohydrates, salts” and naturally-occurring monosodium glutamate (MSG).
Yeast autolysates are concentrates of the soluble components of yeast cells and are
generally produced by autolysis, a process by which the cell wall is induced mechanically
or chemically to rupture. Nitrogen (N) components and vitamins are the value of yeast
extract because of their nutritional characteristics.

WG recommendation accepted to add the following annotation to 32.311 Table 5.2,
micro-organisms and yeasts listing:

Non-synthetic yeast only including autolysate. : a)-autolysate,—b)bakers{may—contain
lecithin. : i I :

Table 5.3
Microorganismes, incluant les levures et les autolysats,

Probiotiques

Prébiotiques -- add standard annotation regarding only organic sources.
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Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:
Non-synthetic yeast only including autolysate. :
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WL — 234 Essential Oils Huiles essentielles
Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections : 5.2

New/Nouveal xxx

Name of substance/section/
Essential Oils —

Current wording in standards/ Version'actuelle’dans ianorme

Nothing in 5.2; 5.3 Botanical Compounds : Botanical preparations according to label

siecifications.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Certified organic essential oils are extremely rare and costly. Many plants used in the
production of essential oils in China, India, Australia and Madagascar, although not
certified organic, are almost never treated with pesticides. In feed, only a few grams of
essential oils is used per 1000 kg of feed.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Re'|ect Eroiosal. Alreadi allowed on 5.3 under Botanical Comﬁounds

Rationale/ Justification

Working group members agree that essential oils are useful in healthcare. Excemption for
non certified organic essential oils already exists under the current Botanical Compounds
listing and annotation. Even adding it to feed is medicinal and so covered under this
annotation.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 15, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 15Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject this request.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 244 Hypoclorous Acid Acide hypochlorite

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections 5.3
New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/
Hypoclorous Acid —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

none

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Livestock Water Treatment, removeal of biofilm and bacteria from water lines.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'G T

Reject Proposal

Rationale/ Justification
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The PSL does not list water treatment products. Treated municipal or domestic water is
permitted as long as treatments do not exceed water safety guidelines. We see no need
for specific listings of all permitted water treatment additives.

Final wording recommended/ Eormulation finale recommancdee
Reject proposal - fejet'de/la proposition
Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 15Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation tabled in order that this substance and other potential water
treatments (& cleaning substances?) be discussed for consideration by the PSL WG.

La recommandation du GT est présentée afin que cette substance et d’autres traitements
de I’eau possibles (ainsi que des substances nettoyantes?) fassent I’objet de discussions
en vue d’un examen de la part du GT sur la LSP.

WL number- NUMEro LT- #246, 261
Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections : 5.3

Existing/existant — EXisting xxx

WL — 246- 261 CoEEer sulphate, magnesium sulphate Sulfate de cuivre,

Name of substance/section/
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Current wording in standards/ Version‘actuelle’dans ianorme

For use as an essential nutrient (source of copper and sulphur) and for topical use (foot
baths). Sulphates produced using sulphuric acid are prohibited.

Magnesium sulphate : Mined sources only. A source of magnesium and sulphur.
Sulphates produced using sulphuric acid are prohibited.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Delete last sentence in both annotations. « Sulphates produced using sulphuric acid are

irohibited.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Delete last sentence in both annotations. « Sulphates produced using sulphuric acid are

irohibited.

Rationale/ JUstification

Copper sulphate and magnesium sulphate are always made with sulphuric acid at this
time. Improve rationale for why these are needed in livestock production if sulphuric acid
is always used in their production....(JG note to self)

Actuellement, le sulfate de cuivre et le sulfate de magnésium sont toujours produits avec

de I’acide sulfurique. Il importe d’améliorer la justification quant a la raison pour laquelle
ces substances sont nécessaires dans les productions animales si I’acide sulfurique est

36



toujours utilisé dans leur production....(note de JG a sa propre intention)

CONTRADICTION AVEC LA SECTION 10+ - o CONCERNELS
Al e e Ge e st e manésum son ufours g ave

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Copper sulphate
For use as an essential nutrient (source of copper and sulphur) and for topical use (foot

baths). Sulphates produced-using-sulphuric-acid-are-prohibited:

Magnesium sulphate
Magnesium sulphate : Mined sources only. A source of magnesium and sulphur.

o iced using sulohuric acid hibited.

S s s s et e

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 15Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented to amend 32.311 Table 5.3 as follows:

Copper sulphate
For use as an essential nutrient (source of copper and sulphur) and for topical use (foot

bathe), espmetoesrndiende oo e ool ap peoll ol

Magnesium sulphate

Mined sources only. A source of magnesium and sulphur. Sulphates produced using
sulphuric acid are prohibited.
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S i s S i e

WL — 258 Non Airicultural Iniredients in Feed — Ingrédients non

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections : 5.2
New/Nouveau

Name of substance/section/
Non Aﬁricultural Ingredients in Feed -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

8.2.1.da. Livestock feed shall contain 100% organic agricultural ingredients and
necessary feed additives or supplements according to par. 5.2 of CAN/CGSB-
32.311, Organic Production Systems — Permitted Substances Lists. Divide the
total net mass(excluding water, salt and calcium compounds) of combined
organic ingredients in the formulation or finished product, whichever is more
relevant, by the total mass(excluding water, salt and calcium compounds) of all
ingredients.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2012
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Livestock feed must meet the organic product requirements in Section 8 of the COS, and
meet the labelling and advertising requirements in OPR section 24 and may contain
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necessary feed additives or supplements according to table 5.2 PSL (ref.8.2.1 d) so
processed livestock feeds that contain non-agricultural ingredients can be certified under
COR. To be validated

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

8.2.1d Livestock feed shall contain 100% organic agricultural ingredients and
necessary feed additives or supplements according to par. 5.2 of CAN/CGSB-32.311,
OPS-PSL

Rationale

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

None reiuired other than aireement from the Technical Committee.

Presentor/Working Group/ Presentation/Groupe de travail

Janine Gibson, Convener Livestock PSL Working Group

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 15, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 15 Avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Reécommendation du CT

WG will revise the rationale.....

8.2.1d Livestock feed shall contain 100% organic agricultural ingredients and
necessary feed additives or supplements according to opar. 5.2 of CAN/CGSB-32.311,
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Meeting of the CGSB Technical Committee on Organic Agriculture, April 14-16 2014

Working group recommendations

32.311 PSL — Processing - Cleaners, Disinfectants and sanitizers

WL 80 Sodium Borate — Borate de sodium

WL 89 Talc - Talc

WL 100 Alcohol, ethyl (ethanol) - Alcool éthylique (éthanol)

WL 111 Sulphurous acid - Anhydride sulfureux ou acide sulfureux (dioxyde de soufre,

S02)

WL 194 Potassium Permanganate - Permanganate de potassium

WL 210 - Casing, Collagen Sausage - Boyau a saucisse

WL 214 Disinfectant, organic - Désinfectant, biologique

WL 216 Potassium Carbonate — Carbonate de potassium

WL 217 Defoamer (Foam Blast RKD) Additif antimousse (Foam Blast RKD)
WL - 48,110 - Casein - Caséine

WL - 58, 221 Glucono delta lactone - Glucono delta lactone

WL - 67 Malolactic bacteria — Bactérie malolactique

WL - 85, 218 Sodium silicate - Silicate de sodium

WL -101,102, 103 Acer pensylvanium - Silica powder- Clay powder - Acer
pensylvanium - Poudre de silice, Poussiere d’argile

WL - 197 Water - Eau

WL - 201 Potassium metabisulphite - Anhydride sulfureux ou acide sulfureux
WL - 219 Inulin - Inuline

WL - 222 Potassium Bicarbonate - Bicarbonate de potassium

WL - 70, 71 - Phosphoric acid - Acide phosphorique

WL - 223 Magnesium sulphate Sulfate de magnésium

WL - 44,213, 242 Bleach / Chlorine Compounds - Agents de blanchiment/Composés
du chlore

WL - 44b Hydrogen Peroxide, Ozone - Peroxyde d’hydrogene, Ozone




Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections

Table 7.4 Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers Allowed on Food Contact Surfaces including
Equipment Provided That Substances Are Removed From Food Contact Surfaces Prior to Organic
Production

Existingl-
WL 80 Sodium Borate — Borate de sodium

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme

Table 7.4 Sodium borate ino annotationi

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008 WL

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Delete. Substance is prohibited by the NOP

Recommendation by WG /
No change;

Rationale/ Justification

More information would be needed before deleting from the worklist; nonpersuasive.

Final wordini recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

No change.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de'soumission au'cr

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du CT




WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptee telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) /_
Table 6.6 Processing Aids —
Existingl-

WL 89 Talc - Tale

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle'dans la'forme

Table 6.6 Talc. As a filtration agent

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008 WL
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Delete. Substance is Erohibited bi the NOP
Recommendation by WG /

No change,

Rationale/ JUstification

More information would be needed before deletin(l; from the worklist; nonﬁersuasive.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

No change, AlicUin changement
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record x No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptee telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme




Section Number(s) / _
Table 6.6 Processing Aids

Existing/existant X
WL 100 Alcohol, ethyl (ethanol) - _

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle'dans la'forme

Table 6.6 Alcohol, ethil iethanoli

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2007

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Should organic be required when used as a processing aid?

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

The working group is recommending to add the following annotation: Shall be organic unless
commercially unavailable

Rationale/ Justification

Alcohol is required to be organic when used as an ingredient. When used as a processing aid,
adding a commercial availability clause will ensure that organic is the first choice when it is
available on the market. Other organic standards (US, IFOAM) require organic ethanol when
used as a solvent for extraction

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
Table 6.6 Alcohol, ethyl (ethanol). Shall be organic unless commercially unavailable




disponible dans le commerce.
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de'soumission au'cr

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.310 as follows:

Table 6.6 Alcohol, ethil iethanoli. Shall be orianic unless commercialli unavailable.

Section Number(s) / Numeéro des sections

PSL Table 6.3 Non-orianic Iniredients Classified as Food Additives

Existing/existant X

WL 111 Sulphurous acid - Anhydride sulfureux ot acide Sulfuretix (dioxyde

de soufre, SO2)

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle'dans la'forme

For use as a preservative only in alcoholic beverages made from grapes or other fruit; minimum
use of SO, is recommended. The maximum allowable level of SO, in alcoholic beverages with
less than 5% residual sugar is 100 parts per million and 30 parts per million for total sulphites
and free sulphites respectively; in alcoholic beverages with 5% or more and less than 10%
residual sugar, 150 parts per million and 35 parts per million respectively; and in alcoholic
beverages with 10% or more residual sugar, 250 parts per million and 45 parts per million
respectively. The use of sulphites from SO, bottled gas, as liquid SO,, or liberated from the
ignition of asbestos-free sulphur wicks is acceptable.




Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Feb 2008

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add mead to the annotation, or SO, (sulphur dioxide) and KMB (potassium metabisulphite)

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT

Approved (with one negative vote; group member does not support inclusion of sulphurous acid
for any use)

Rationale/ Dustification

The proposed use for mead is similar to the current permitted use in grape and fruit wines;
sulphurous acid for use in mead is listed in the annotation for the EU (Annex VIII).

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

For use as a preservative only in alcoholic beverages made from grapes or other fruit, and mead
made from honey.

For use as a preservative only in alcoholic beverages made-from-grapes-or-otherfruitand-mead
made-from-heney; minimum use of SO, is recommended. The maximum allowable level of SO,
in alcoholic beverages with less than 5% residual sugar is 100 parts per million and 30 parts per
million for total sulphites and free sulphites respectively; in alcoholic beverages with 5% or more
and less than 10% residual sugar, 150 parts per million and 35 parts per million respectively; and
in alcoholic beverages with 10% or more residual sugar, 250 parts per million and 45 parts per
million respectively. The use of sulphites from SO, bottled gas, as liquid SO, or liberated from
the ignition of asbestos-free sulphur wicks is acceptable.




Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record Yes No X

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend annotation for Sulphurous Acid in 6.3 accepted as
follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

For use as a preservative only in alcoholic beverages made-from-grapes-or-otherfruitand-mead
made-from-heney; minimum use of SO, is recommended. The maximum allowable level of SO,
in alcoholic beverages with less than 5% residual sugar is 100 parts per million and 30 parts per
million for total sulphites and free sulphites respectively; in alcoholic beverages with 5% or more
and less than 10% residual sugar, 150 parts per million and 35 parts per million respectively; and
in alcoholic beverages with 10% or more residual sugar, 250 parts per million and 45 parts per
million respectively. The use of sulphites from SO, bottled gas, as liquid SO, or liberated from
the ignition of asbestos-free sulphur wicks is acceptable.




Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections

Table 7.4 Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers Allowed on Food Contact Surfaces including
Equipment Provided That Substances Are Removed From Food Contact Surfaces Prior to Organic
Production

Existing/existant X

WL 194 Potassium Permanganate - Permanganate de potassium

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Table 7.4. Potassium iermanﬁanate: Not to exceed 1% solution bi volume

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme
Delete - i

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
No change- ESOASGRHIER

Rationale/ Justification

More information would be needed before deletinﬁ from the worklist; nonﬁersuasive.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

No change. /Alicun changement




Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record x No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement & la norme

Section Number(s) / NUmeéro des sections

Reﬂuest to add to Table 6.4 or 6.6

New/Nouveau X

WL 210 - Casing, Collagen Sausage — Boyau & saucisse

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Jan 2009
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to Table 6.4 or 6.6. Request for collagen casing because cellulose will not work for their product

—

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Rejected

Rationale/ DUStification

The working group rejected the request because our review suggested the processes used in manufacture
are not compatible with the principles of organic production. There are alternatives available for this
product and without further justification of need, the group determined the request was nonpersuasive.




Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee
No addition. /Atcuin‘changement

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record Yes x No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections

PSL Table 7.3 or 7.4

New/Nouveau X

WL 214 Disinfectant, organic — Désinfectant, biologicue
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2009
Comment/Proposall/issue / Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Revolution Organic Disinfectant serves to replace non-organic disinfectants in organic processing, while
maintaining efficacy required for hygiene management.

Recommendation by WG / RécommandationduGr

10



No change. AAticun changement
Rationale/ JUstification

The request is not supported as brand name products cannot be listed on the PSL, only their generic
components.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

No addition. AUCUR ajout
Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Grotipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record Yes No X

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

Section Number(s) / NUMEro des sections

PSL Table 7.3 Food-Grade Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers That Are Allowed Without a

Mandatori Removal Event

Existing/existant X

WL 216 Potassium Carbonate — Carbonate de potassium
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Table 6.3 Potassium Carbonate, no annotation

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte Nov 2009
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to Table 7.3
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The substance is an effective cleaner and allowed in 6.3 as an ingredient; therefore, should not be
prohibited as a cleaning agent

G st st v s, o

Recommendation bi WG / Recommandation du GT

Approved-

Rationale/ JUstification

It is currently permitted as an ingredient in 6.3, and the research on the manufacture and disposal of this
product suggested it would be an acceptable cleaner in organic systems.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Recommend we add to list 7.3 with no annotation

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record Yes No X

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

COME BACK TO NEXT MEETING - NOT DISCUSSED in Vancouver 2014.

ON REVIENDRA SUR CE POINT A LA PROCHAINE REUNION — AUCUN DEBAT A CE SUJET
lors de la réunion tenue a VVancouver en 2014,

Section Number(s) / NUmeéro des sections

PSL Table 6.6 Processini Aids
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New/Nouveau X

WL 217 Defoamer (Foam Blast RKD) Additif antimousse (Foam Blast RKD)
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2009
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to 6.6 with the following annotation: for use as a defoamer in food processing applications. CFIA
listed for use in food processing, OMRI listed

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

No change

Rationale/ Justification

The request is not supported as brand name products cannot be listed on the PSL, only their generic
components.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

No addition / Aucun ajout

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentatelir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record Yes No X

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL - 48, 110 — Casein - Caséine
Section Number(s) / NUméro'dessections  Table 6.6 Processing Aids AUxiliaires de production

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastubstance/paragraphe

Casein -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

Casein
Annotation: Shall be from organic sources unless commercially unavailable

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2007

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

WL 48 - add an annotation to existing substance: Each source must be assessed to be free of products of
genetic engineering and as casein is derived from cow’s milk (risk of rBGH).
Rationale: to alert operators and CBs to the risk of GMOs & rBGH; NOP requires an organic source

WL 110 - restrict it to organic sources. Follow up to find organic sources which several US & EU
certifiers said existed

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Reject #110 but accept #48

Rationale/ Justification

The working group did not find ample evidence of certified organic casein sources, So proposes to
maintain the commercial availability clause. The second request was accepted to ensure that operators
are aware that any conventional casein sources coming from outside of Canada could be derived from
animals that were treated with rBGH, which is GMO and would not be permitted.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

Table 6.6 Casein
Shall be from organic sources unless commercially unavailable. Non-organic casein shall be permitted

only if it is derived from the milk of animals that were not treated with rBGH (recombinant bovine
growth hormone).

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation to amend the following listing accepted as presented:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

Table 6.6 Casein
Shall be from organic sources unless commercially unavailable. Non-organic casein shall be permitted

only if it is derived from the milk of animals that were not treated with rBGH (recombinant bovine
rowth hormone).

WL - 58, 221 Glucono delta lactone - Glticono delta lactone
Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections Table 6.3 Non-organic Ingredients Classified as Food
Additives -
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New/Nouveau X

Name of substance/section/
Glucono delta lactone -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008, 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

WL 58 - because the substance is iermitted as an iniredient bi the NOP
WL 221 - add to 6.3 with the foIIowini annotation: A natural food acid, tofu coagulant.

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Add to 6.3 with the annotation:

Production bi the oxidation of D-ilucose with bromine water is prohibited.

Rationale/ Justification

Glucono delta lactone is a tofu coagulant for making silken tofu and can be used in other products as a
slow-release acidifier or leavening agent. It can be made by the oxidation of d-glucose by
microorganisms and by enzymes (both non-synthetic), or by the use of bromine water (non-synthetic).
Provided that no genetically modified organisms, enzymes or feedstocks are in use, the Working Group
determined that non-synthetic sources of the substance could be permitted. The annotation is the same as
appears in the NOP.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommancdeée

6.3 Glucono delta lactone

Production by the oxidation of D-glucose with bromine water is prohibited.
Gﬁ

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT
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April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation to add the following substance to 6.3 accepted as presented as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

6.3 Glucono delta lactone
Production by the oxidation of D-glucose with bromine water is prohibited.

h
]

WL - 67 Malolactic bacteria — Bactérie malolactique
Section Number(s) / NUmeéro des sections

Table 6.4 Non-orianic Iniredients Not Classified as Food Additives - Ingrédients non biologigques

New/Nouveat X

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delasubstance/paragraphe

Malolactic bacteria

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2007
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to 6.4 for use in wine makini to reduce aciditi
Recommendation by WG /
Reject the request —

Rationale/ Justification

These bacteria would be covered under the Microorganisms category in 6.4, so there is no need to add as

a seiarate item.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee
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No addition

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject this proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 85, 218 Sodium silicate — Silicate de sodium

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections Table 6.6 and/or 7.3/7.4
Existing/existant X

Name of substance/section/

Sodium silicate —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

Table 4.3: For tree fruit and fibre irocessini.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008, 2009
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

WL 085: add existini substance i4.3i to new table 6.6. This substance is useful as a filterinﬁ aid

WL 218: allowed in 4.3; add to 7.3 or 7.4. Rationale: Liquid glass, used in small amounts as anti-

corrosion additive to deterients

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Reject the request
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Rationale/ JUstification

No addition. The request to add as a filtering aid is not persuasive- no rationale was provided. As a
cleaner, it could be permitted under 8.3.8. The working group would be willing to reconsider this with
additional information and rationale.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

No addition

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - proposal was rejected - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 101, 102, 103 Acer pensylvanium - Silica powder- Clay powder - Acer
pensyluarium - Poucre de slice, Poussiére d'argile

Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections Table 6.6 Processing Aids
New/Nouveau X

Name of substance/section/
WL 101 - Acer pensylvanium -
WL 102 - Silica powder —

WL 103 - Clay powder —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle'dansla norme

32:310
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7.2.12.5 Defoamers - The only antifoaming agents permitted are Pennsylvania maple wood (Acer
pennsylvanicum, also known as striped maple or moosewood) and all organic vegetable oils, except
those made from soy, peanuts, sesame seeds or nuts

7.2.12.6 Syrup Filtration and Other Treatments — Organic maple syrup shall not be refined by artificial
means, bleached or lightened in colour. Simple filtration through cloth or paper, through a filter press or
through food grade diatomaceous earth, silica powder or clay dust with a filter press to remove
suspended solids is permitted.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

WL 101 - Acer pensylvanium: As an anti-foaming agent in maple syrup production
Rationale - the substance is allowed as an anti-foaming agent in 32.310 (7.2.12.5) but is not listed in
32.311

...

WL 102 - Silica Eowder: As a fiIterincI; acllent in maﬁle sirui Eroduction.

WL 103 - Clay powder (32.310 uses the phrase "clay dust"): As a filtering agent in maple syrup
production.
Rationale: substances are allowed as a filtering agent in 32.310 (7.2.12.6) but are not listed in 32.311

Recommendation by WG / RécommandationduGr

Accepted.

Rationale/ Justification

The Processing PSL working group was extremely disappointed that the Maple TG was not amenable to
deleting the substances from 7.2.12.5 and 7.2.12.6. It increases the duplication between 32-310 and 32-
311, which causes confusion and increases the length of both documents. It is noted that there are
already four references to 32-311 in the body of Maple Products (Section 7.2) and one more in an
informative note.

Nonetheless, to make the PSL more comprehensive, we suggest the addition of these three substances to

table 6.6 iProcessini Aidsi.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée
Table 6.6

Acer pensylvanicum

As an anti-foaming agent in maple syrup production

Silica

As a filtering agent in maple syrup production, food grade powder

Clay dust
As a filtering agent in maple syrup production

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentatelir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation to add the following substances to Table 6.6 accepted as presented:

Acer pensylvanicum - As an anti-foaming agent in maple syrup production

Silica - As a filtering agent (food grade powder) in maple syrup production

Clay dust - As a filtering agent in maple syrup production
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FUTURE WORK LIST ITEM - verify 32.310 7.2 and ensure everything noted gets put into the PSL?
AVENIR ARTICLE LISTE DE TRAVAIL - vérifier 32.310 7.2 et s'assurer que tout noté se mettre dans
le LSP

WL - 197 Water - Eau
Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections Table 6.3/6.4

New/Nouveau X

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delastbstance/paragraphe

Water - Eau

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

Table 4.3 Water, no annotation

Date request was submitted/ Date/de'soumission de la requéte 2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

The annotation "Water, alcohol, acid and base extracts and precipitants that are permitted by this
standard only" is used in various substances in 6.3 (gums, agar, carrageenan). The question to resolve is
if water needs to be listed on the PSL. Water is listed in 4.3

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Rejected

Rationale/ Justification

The WG does not feel the ariument to list water is Eersuasive.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee

No addition
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Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 201 Potassium metabisulphite - Anhydride sulfureux ou acide sulfureux

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections Table 7.3 Food-Grade Cleaners, Disinfectants and

Sanitizers That Are Allowed Without a Mandatori Removal Event - Table 7.3 F

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom/dellastbstance/paragraphe

Potassium metabisulphite

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

Table 6.3

Potassium metabisulphite. See Sulphurous acid.
Sulphurous acid. For use as a preservative only in alcoholic beverages made from grapes or other fruit;
minimum use of SO, is recommended. The maximum allowable level of SO, in alcoholic beverages
with less than 5% residual sugar is 100 parts per million and 30 parts per million for total sulphites and
free sulphites respectively; in alcoholic beverages with 5% or more and less than 10% residual sugar,
150 parts per million and 35 parts per million respectively; and in alcoholic beverages with 10% or more
residual sugar, 250 parts per million and 45 parts per million respectively. The use of sulphites from SO,
bottled gas, as liquid SO,, or liberated from the ignition of asbestos-free sulphur wicks is acceptable.

23



Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la reguéte 2009
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Add to Table 7.3; since it is allowed as an ingredient in 6.3, it should be allowed as a cleaning agent, if

all iertinent restrictions are adhered to.

Recommendation by WG / Recommandation du GT
Rejected- Fejet

Rationale/ Justification

When used as a cleaner, the concentration of potassium metabisulphate used is significantly higher than
the concentration used in preservation of wine. In the annotation for this substance under 6.3, it states
that "minimum use of SO, is recommended". While few alternatives exist to potassium
metabisulphate/sulphurous acid for wine preservation, there are many alternative cleaners. The
committee feels the request is non persuasive.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

No addition.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme

WL - 219 Inulin - Inuling

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections Table 6.4 Non-organic Ingredients Not Classified as
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Food Additives - Ingrédients non biologiques non classés parmi les additifs alimentaires

New/Nouveat X

Name of substance/section/ Nom de la substance/paragraphe

Inulin -

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dansla norme

n/a

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2009

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Add to 6.4 with the following annotation: “From chicory. Used as a source of dietary fibre."
Inulin from chicory roots is currently the only inulin accepted by Health Canada for a labeling claim of
dietary fibre.

Recommendation by WG / RécommandationduGr

Rejected

Rationale/ Justification

The committee determined that organic sources of inulin are available (note that other sources of inulin
are accepted for labeling claims, including Jerusalem artichoke and agave). Because it is an agricultural
roduct, there is no need to list it on the PSL.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

No addition

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented - reject the proposal - no change to the standard.
Proposition acceptée telle que présentée, aucun changement a la norme
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WL - 222 Potassium Bicarbonate — Bicarbonate de potassium

Section Number(s) / NUMEro des'sections Table 6.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
Potassium bicarbonate —

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

4.3 Potassium bicarbonate. Allowed for pest and disease control in greenhouses and other crops.
7.3 Potassium bicarbonate — On equipment
Also, 6.3 Potassium carbonate, no annotation.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte May 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Gommentaire/Proposition/Probleme

Addto 6.3/6.5.
Rationale: sodium bicarbonate causes increased sodium intake; potassium bicarbonate is a substitute that
allows a "low in sodium™ label

Recommendation by WG /
Accept —add to 6.3 -

Rationale/ JUstification

Potassium bicarbonate can be used as a low-sodium replacement for sodium bicarbonate, and is allowed
as an ingredient in food processing by the EU and IFOAM. Modifying the existing potassium carbonate
annotation to refer to carbonates would permit use of potassium bicarbonate as an ingredient.
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Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Table 6.3 Potassium carbonates imono and bii

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentatelir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommendation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend this substance name in Table 6.3 as follows:

Potassium carbonates imono and bii

WL - 70, 71 — Phosphoric acid — Acide phosphorique
Section Number(s) / NUméro des sections

Table 7.4 Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers Allowed on Food Contact Surfaces including
Equipment Provided That Substances Are Removed From Food Contact Surfaces Prior to Organic
Production

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
Phosphoric Acid -
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

7.4 PhosEhoric acid: On eﬁuiﬁment in the dairi industﬁ onli.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la reguéte 2009
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Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

ProEosed ChancI]e: amend annotation

Recommendation by WG / Récommandation du'GT

Accepted

Rationale/ Justification

The use of phosphoric acid in cleaning applications other than for dairy could already be permitted if
there was a demonstrated need and all of the requirements of 310-8.3.8 were met. The Working Group
determined that limiting phosphoric acid use to the dairy industry was not necessary, and that removing
the annotation for the existing phosphoric acid listing was the clearest way to let operators function.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee

7.4 Phosphoric Acid
7%

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentatelir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

TABLED UNTIL AFTER NEW SECTION 8 DISCUSSION April 15th:

WG recommendation to amend the following listing accepted as presented as follows:

7.4 Phosphoric Acid On-egquipmentinthe-dairy-dustry-enhy—Prohibited for use in maple syrup
production.

(Kelly’s notes from April 16th evening -- did we not ever come back to this??)

DEPOSE, EN ATTENDANT LA FIN DES DISCUSSIONS CONCERNANT LA NOUVELLE
SECTION 8 — le 15 avril :

La recommandation du GT visant la modification du point suivant est acceptée telle quelle. C’est-a-dire :

7.4 Acide phosphorique - Peurle-matériel-de-Findustrie-desproduitstaitiers-seulement—Utilisation
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interdite pour la production du sirop d’érable.

(Notes de Kelly issues de la rencontre du 16 avril, en soirée — ne sommes-nous pas déja revenus sur ce
point??)

WL - 223 Magnesium sulphate Sulfate de magnésium
Section Number(s) / NUmeéro des sections Table 6.3

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/
Magnesium sulphate —
Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans la norme

Table 6.3 Magnesium sulphate. From non-synthetic sources only. Sulphates produced using sulphuric

acid are irohibited

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte June 2010
Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

No food-ﬁrade and kosher source available without the use of sulihuric acid
Recommendation by WG /
Accept. Remove annotation. .

Rationale/ Justification

The prohibition on synthetic magnesium sulphate is not realistic or achievable. Sources available as
ingredients for food processing generally use sulphuric acid in their manufacture, and so would be

considered synthetic. The removal of the annotation is in alignment with forthcoming changes in the
crops and livestock section.

Final wording recommended/ Eofmulation finale recommancee
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Table 6.3 Magnesium sulphate. Frem-nen-synthetic-sources-only—Sulphatesproduced-using-stphuric

%

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentatelir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record No x

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 - Vancouver

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend the listing in 6.3 for magnesium sulphate as follows:

Magnesium sulphate.

]

WL - 44, 213, 242 Bleach / Chlorine Compounds — Agents de

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections Table 7.4 Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers Allowed
on Food Contact Surfaces including Equipment Provided That Substances Are Removed From Food
Contact Surfaces Prior to Organic

Existing/existant

Name of substance/section/ Nom/delasubstance/paragraphe

Bleach / Chlorine

Current wording in standards/ Mersion actuelle dans'la norme

Table 7.3 none

Table 7.4 Bleach
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a. Calcium hypochlorite;

b. Chlorine dioxide;

c. Sodium hypochlorite;

d. Ozone; and

e. Hydrogen peroxide

Not to exceed 10% solution by volume. Free chlorine levels for wash water in direct contact with crops
or food, and in flush water from cleaning irrigation systems, that is applied to crops or fields, shall not
exceed the maximum limits under the applicable regulations for safe drinking water.

Date request was submitted/ Date de soumission de la requéte 2008 WL, 2009, 2010

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

#44 Change name to "Chlorine compounds" in both 7.3 & 7.4, and amend annotation.

1. Bleach annotation is confusing, perhaps this information is redundant if use of bleach is required
under law.

2. In an effort to maintain the highest level of food safety standards, we strongly supports the use of
chlorine as a sanitizer on both equipment and in food contact wash water, but only at levels deemed
necessary by appropriate Canadian and provincial regulatory agencies in consideration of food safety...
3. Request to remove “Not to exceed 10% solution by volume,” and reference the Canadian
government’s water safety regulation.

#213 Remove conflicting portion of the annotation regarding free chlorine levels, or rephrase it to align
it with CFIA/Health Canada requirements. Rationale: 1) To be consistent with the policies and
procedures followed by CFIA and Health Canada with respect to rinsing fresh fruits and vegetables, 2)
annotation is too restrictive and 3) to alleviate conflict with food safety practices.
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#242. Do not make the proposed change to the standard (re: earlier 311 proposal made at the Jan 2010
TC meeting).

1. This proposal constitutes a major change and should have been subject to a much more in-depth
assessment under the review criteria on the principles of organic production (10.2), the necessity of the
substance (10.3), and the impacts on the environment, human health, consumer perception and
harmonization with other standards (10.5). The rationale presented by the working group is very cursory
and not very convincing.

2. Table 7.3 concerns substances that are allowed without a mandatory removal event. However, the
proposed annotation (second sentence) does require a removal event.

3. Disagree because these products, which are routinely used to clean tubing in maple syrup production,
may end up in products intended for consumers without an in-depth assessment of the consequences.

Recommendation by WG /
Accept in part. .
Amend as follows:
1. Name change: From Bleach to Chlorine compounds.

1. Delete Chlorine with the annotation “See Bleach,” from Table 7.4.

1. Ozone and Hydrogen peroxide: Delete from the annotation (as per WL 44b)

1. Split current bleach annotation in 7.4 into two separate sections: water in contact with
food/crops/fields in 7.3, and chlorine used as a disinfectant/sanitizer on 7.4 as described below
in “Final Wording Recommended”
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Rationale/ Justification

This proposal attempts to correct errors in the annotation and makes minimal change to the content. The
existing annotation will be split into two parts: water in contact with food/crops/fields in 7.3, and
chlorine used as a disinfectant/sanitizer on 7.4.

The section referring to water in contact with crops or food and washwater for fields needs to be moved
to 7.3, as 7.4 is only relevant for food contact surfaces. The reference to not exceeding 10% solution by
volume is deleted and replaced with a reference in 7.4 to maximum label rates for disinfection and
sanitation (a 10% chlorine solution would correspond to 100,000 ppm, which is well beyond any
recommended levels).

With coming changes in the food policy landscape in Canada, the intent of this change was to clarify
requirements and limit additions. Further modification may be necessary if 32.310-8 is amended.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandée

7.3 Chlorine compounds

Calcium hypochlorite, Chlorine dioxide and Sodium hypochlorite.

For wash water in direct contact with crops or food, and in flush water which is applied to crops or
fields, e.qg. from cleaning irrigation systems, equipment, and storage facilities; shall not exceed
maximum levels for safe drinking water.




Table 7.4

Chlorine Compounds
a. Calcium hypochlorite, b. Chlorine dioxide and ¢. Sodium hypochlorite.

May be used up to maximum label rates for disinfecting and sanitizing facilities, equipment, tools and
food contact surfaces.

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateuir/Groupe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X No

Date -presentation to TC/ Date de soumission au CT

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Recommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted to amend 32.311 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:




Add to Table 7.3 as follows:

7.3 Chlorine compounds

Calcium hypochlorite, Chlorine dioxide and Sodium hypochlorite.

For wash water in direct contact with crops or food, and in flush water which is applied to crops or
fields, e.qg. from cleaning irrigation systems, equipment, and storage facilities; shall not exceed
maximum levels for safe drinking water.

Table 7.4 - amend “Bleach” listing as follows:

Chlorine Compounds

a. Calcium hypochlorite, b. Chlorine dioxide and c. Sodium hypochlorite.

May be used up to maximum label rates for disinfecting and sanitizing facilities, equipment, tools and
food contact surfaces.

WL - 44b Hydrogen Peroxide, Ozone — Peroxyde d’hydrogene, Ozone

Section Number(s) / Numéro des sections Table 7.4 Cleaners, Disinfectants and Sanitizers
Allowed on Food Contact Surfaces including Equipment Provided That Substances Are Removed From
Food Contact Surfaces Prior to Organic Production

Existing/éxistant X
Name of substance/section/ Nom de la’substance/paragraphe

Hidroien Peroxide, Ozone

Current wording in standards/ Version actuelle dans la norme
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Table 7.4 Bleach

a. Calcium hypochlorite;

b. Chlorine dioxide;

c. Sodium hypochlorite;

d. Ozone; and

e. Hydrogen peroxide.

Not to exceed 10% solution by volume. Free chlorine levels for wash water in direct contact with crops
or food, and in flush water from cleaning irrigation systems, that is applied to crops or fields, shall not
exceed the maximum limits under the applicable regulations for safe drinking water.

Table 7.4

Agents de blanchiment

a. Hypochlorite de calcium;

b Dioxyde de chlore;

c. Hypochlorite de sodium;

d. Ozone; et

e. Peroxyde d’hydrogene.

En solution, ne doit pas dépasser 10 % par volume. Les niveaux de chlore libre dans I’eau de lavage, en
contact direct avec des cultures ou des aliments, et dans I’eau provenant du nettoyage des réseaux
d’irrigation utilisée sur les cultures ou les champs, ne doivent pas dépasser la limite maximale établie par
la réglementation régissant le contrle sanitaire de I’eau potable.

Date request was submitted/ Date de'soumission de la requéte »

Comment/Proposal/issue/ Commentaire/Proposition/Probléme

Change name to "Chlorine compounds™ in both 7.3 & 7.4, and amend annotation.
(note this WL item is to address the change to the annotation part d and €).

Recommendation by WG / RécommandationduGr

Delete d. Ozone and e. Hydrogen Peroxide from 7.4 Bleach annotation

Add Ozone to Table 7.3. Note that Hydrogen Peroxide already appears in 7.3 without annotation.

—
—

Rationale/ Justification

The Bleach listing will be revised to cover only chlorine compounds, so 0zone and hydrogen peroxide
must be deleted from this section.

The listing of hydrogen peroxide is unnecessary duplication as it is already in 7.3. The inclusion of
ozone under bleach is not accurate; ozone is more properly listed in 7.3 where a mandatory removal
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event is not required.

Final wording recommended/ Formulation finale recommandeée

Table 7.4 Bleach
d. Ozone; and
e. Hydrogen peroxide.

Table 7.3
Hydrogen peroxide
Ozone

- -

Presentor/Working Group/ Présentateur/Grouipe de travail

Roxanne Beavers, Processing PSL Working Group

If about a substance - Review record X (Ozone) No

Date -presentation to TC/ Dateldesotmissionauc

April 14, 2014 — Vancouver — Le 14 avril, 2014

TC recommendation/ Récommandation du'CT

WG recommendation accepted as presented to amend 32.311 as follows:
Recommandation de la GT a accepté de modifier 32.311 comme suit:

Table 7.4
Bleach

Table 7.3
Ozone
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