








proponent member group United Fresh at the proponent group webinar of Aug. 19, 2009, the traceability 
protocols under the agreement will be aligned with the industry Produce Traceability Initiative, a program 
developed by and for large-scale producers, handlers and processors, which mandates use of very expensive 
bar coding equipment and paperwork burdens beyond the capacity of small scale producers. 

6. The structure of the NLGMA is biased in favor of entities that already enjoy market dominance, and so 
would limit competition. 

In our comments on the original Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CFSA opposed any sort of national 
governing board for the implementation of pathogen control practices in leafy greens production. Rather, we 
argued for grower-controlled marketiug qgreements based on regionlclirnatelgrowing conditions, and on the 
scale of and market served by farms. We specifically argued that a national board would be inappropriate 
because the tremendous variation in growing conditions in various climates and regions of the country would 
make it impossible, and inadvisable, to establish nationally-applicable standards for the production of leafy 
greens. The proposed NLGMA ignores those essential agricultural realities, and the delineation of zones for 
representation on the Administrative Committee flies in the face of those realities. 
According to the statement of Hank Giclas of proponent member group Western Growers at the proponent 
group webinar of Aug. 19, 2009, the zones were established based "on the volume of production," with each 
zone "anchored by at least one principal area of production as determined by volume." If the marketing 
agreement were to actually fulfill its stated objective of be desigl-ling metrics that are "science-based, scalable, 
and reqionally applicable," the zones would be configured to reflect common regional agricultural 
characteristics in some manner. For instance, California and Arizona would be in the same zone, Georgia and 
Wisconsin would be in different zones; Florida and Vermont would be in different zones, and southern Georgia 
and northern Florida would be in the same zone. But in fact the NLGMA zones reflect no common climate, soil, 
or method of growing; in fact, they reflect no commonality or contiguity at all. 
There is no requirement of representation for organic handlers, organic farmers or natural foods retailers on the 
Administrative Committee, despite the double digit annual growth rates in the natural and organic foods ~iiarket 
over the last decade. 

7. Efforts to ir~~l'luence the development of this agreement by the small-scale, diversified and organic 
farming communities have been ignored by the proponents, and this situation would likely continue in the 
administration of the agreement. 

In 2007, the Carolina Farm Stewardship Association submitted comments in response to the advanced notice 
of proposed rulemaking on the proposed NLGMA, in which we stated grave concerns that a national agreement 
would be inappropriate given the variations in region, climate, soils, cultural practices, farm scale and niarket 
served by the wide variety of farms growing leafy greens across the United States. We suggested regional, 
scale-appropriate, and risk- and marke.t-based agree~iients for the purposes of educating growers on best 
practices in the prevention of pathogen contamination in leafy greens, in conjunction with stricter scrutiny of the 
entities that have been proven to be the most common sources of widespread pathogen outbreaks in leafy 
greens (namely processing and packaging for long shelf life), would be the most effective and appropriate 
means for limiting pathogen contamination in leafy greens. Our suggestions were completely ignored by the 
proponents in developing the proposed NLGMA. We were never contacted by the proponents about our 
concerns prior to their June 10, 2009 sl.~bmission of the proposed NLGIWA to AMS, and were orlly contacted on 
Oct. 5,2009 by a representative of the proponents for the purposes of collecting data about food safety costs 
for small farms. 
The vast majority of the 3,500 comments submitted in response to tlie AlVPR by December 2007 opposed the 
IVLGMA concept, and at least 30 agencies representing small, diversified and organic agriculture interests 
made comme~its opposing the agreement or making recommendations for it that were ignored by the 
proponents. There is no evidence that the proponents made any contact or outreach to those agencies prior to 
petitioning AMS on June 10, 2009 to adopt the NLGMA. 
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